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September 26, 2016

Mr. Robert Simeone, BEC

BRAC Environmental Office, DAIM-BO-A-DV
30 Quebec St.. Bldg 666, Box 100

Devens, MA 01434

Re:  Fourth Five-Year Review Report (2011-2016) for the Former Ft. Devens-
Sudbury Training Annex

Dear Mr. Simeone:

This office is in receipt of the Army’s Fourth Five-Year Review Report for the former Ft.
Devens-Sudbury Training Annex, dated September 2016. EPA reviewed the report for
compliance with the Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (OSWER Directive No.
9355.7-03B-P dated June 2001). The report discusses all five (5) operable units (OUs) at the Site
and makes a protectiveness statement for one of those operable units, OU1 (AOC A7-Old Gravel
Pit Landfill and AOC A9 Petroleum Oil and Lubricant Burn Area) Source Area Control ROD.
The protectiveness statement is required for OU1 only because hazardous substances, pollutants
or contaminants remain at OU1.

The 1995 Source Area Control ROD selected remedy addresses soil risk from the contaminants
of concern at AOCs A7 and A9 by eliminating or reducing the risks posed by the presence of the
landfill at AOC A7 and the contaminated soils at AOC A9. The major components of the
selected remedy for AOCs A7 and A9 include:

° Excavation and off-site treatment and disposal of laboratory waste at AOC A7

° Excavation of contaminated soil from AOC A9 and consolidation at AOC A7

. Consolidation of contaminated soil and solid waste at AOC A7 to within the limits of the
landfill cap

° Construction of a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C landfill
cap at AOC A7

° Long Term Groundwater Monitoring (L.TM) and Operations and Maintenance at AOC
A7

. Land Use Controls (LUCs) at AOC A7 to limit future site use and to restrict site access

. Five-year reviews at AOC A7 only

The 1997 OU2 Management of Migration ROD selected No Further Action for the groundwater
at the two AOC:s and continued the LTM and O&M at AOC A7.
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EPA concurs with the protectiveness statement for OU1, which states that the remedy at QU1
currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is capped and the
groundwater is not being used as a drinking water supply at any of the AOCs. However, in order
for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken by the
Army prior to the March and September 2017 milestone dates established in the Five-Year Review
Report:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater
investigation is completed. If the groundwater poses unacceptable risk revise existing ICs to
insure that additional water supply wells are not installed in the future.

2. Remove Hornet nests in the gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016. Report the data
in accordance with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-A7-01 will be redeveloped prior to sampling in 2016. At that time it should
be determined if a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur
during times of a higher water table.

4. Prepare a sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling for emerging
contaminants including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane, and PFAS, at AOCs A7 and A9 to determine
if these contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOCs A7 and A9.

5. Prepare and implement a PA work plan across the entire site to determine if PFAS had been
used, stored, or disposed of at any other areas of the site in addition to AOCs A7 and A9.

6. Prepare a work plan to evaluate groundwater and determine if historical impacts above the
MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water supply well
currently or in the future.

The Army must determine if additional institutional controls are needed due to presumed and/or
demonstrated overburden groundwater contamination. Depending on the outcome of the
investigation, the OU1 ROD may need to be amended to include LUCs, groundwater monitoring,
cleanup, and Five Year Reviews.

Land use controls play a key role in EPA’s determination that an OU is protective. Army must
ensure that those institutional controls that are in place at the Ft. Devens Sudbury Training
Annex remain effective until such time that they are no longer necessary and that the remedies in
place are protective over the long-term.

This fourth five-year review was triggered by the third five year review, completed in September
2011. Consistent with Section 121(c) of CERCLA, the next Five-Year Review must be finalized
by September 26, 2021.

Sincerely,

. 4 /
Bryan Olson,’ /i7ect0r
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration




CC:

Anni Loughlin, EPA-New England
Ginny Lombardo, EPA-New England
Christine Williams, EPA-New England
Monica McEaddy, EPA HQ

David Chaffin, MassDEP
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

KOMAN Government Solutions (KGS) has prepared this comprehensive Five-Year Review of the
remedial actions for the former Sudbury Annex (Annex) Area of Contamination (AOC) A7. This review,
which was completed in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, dated June 2001, was performed from January 2016
through June 2016. This is the fourth comprehensive Five-Year Review performed for the former
Sudbury Annex. The previous Five-Year Review was completed in September 2011.

The purpose of Five-Year Review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to
determine if the remedy continues to, or will meet, the remedial action objectives specified in the ROD and
are, or will be, protective of human health and the environment. In addition, Five-Year Review reports
identify issues, if any, found during the review, and identify recommendations to address them.

This review is required by statute and is being implemented consistent with CERCLA and the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). Five-Year Reviews are conducted
by statute if both the following conditions are true:

e Upon completion of the remedial action, hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants will
remain on site; and

e The Record of Decision (ROD) for the site (or sites for a multiple site Five-Year Review) was
signed on or after October 17, 1986 [the effective date of the Superfund Amendment and
Reauthorization Act (SARA)] and the remedial action was selected under CERCLA Section 121.

The former Sudbury Annex occupies approximately 2,300 acres in the Middlesex County,
Massachusetts. The Annex was deleted from the NPL in January 2002, and the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), the US Air Force (USAF), the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
the Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (MDCR), and the Massachusetts
Department of Fire Services (DFS) currently control the land.

The remedy for the Annex included excavation of contaminated soil at AOC A9 and offsite disposal
and placement of this soil under a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) cap at AOC A7.
While the 1997 ROD was a no further action decision, the 1995 ROD stipulates long term groundwater
monitoring. Therefore, the focus of this Five-Year Review is the state of protectiveness of the ROD
remedies. The 1995 ROD included the following remedial action objectives for A7:

e Eliminate potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure to
contaminated wastes,

e Minimize off-site migration of contaminants, and

e Limit infiltration of precipitation to the underlying waste within the landfill area, thereby
minimizing leachate generation and groundwater degradation.

The 1995 ROD AOC A9 RAO remedy is to reduce potential risk to human health associated with
exposure to contaminated soil.

During the period under review, AOC A7 was subject to operation and maintenance inspections of the
landfill cap, landfill gas vent monitoring, groundwater sampling and analysis, and water level
monitoring. Land Use Controls (LUCs) and in place at the former Sudbury Annex ensure protectiveness
of the remedy from adjacent landowners and involved entities. The LUCs for AOC A7 include a
perimeter fence around the landfill cap area and the prohibition of groundwater used as drinking water.

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC
September 2016
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Institutional Controls (ICs) required by the 1995 ROD are described in the memorandums of agreement
(MOASs) between the US Army and current property owners.

The ICs for AOC A7 include prohibiting the use of site groundwater as drinking water, eliminating
ingestion of groundwater exposure pathways, The land use at AOC A7 has not changed from the
wildlife refuge use evaluated prior to the ROD and is not expected to change. There are provisions in
the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Army and the USFWS dated 28 September 2000
(Weston 2001) allowing for the Army to conduct remedial actions at the former Annex. In general, but
in particular, the AOC A7 landfill site is protected by Clause C8 from tampering, described as surface
application of water, the use of groundwater, disturbing the parcel by earthworks that would negatively
affect any response actions or jeopardize the remedy, activities that might impede the function of the
containment design, or any unauthorized work that might be done without the consent of EPA and the
Army on the landfill cap itself.

An addendum to the MOA prepared in 1999 included ICs at AOC P31 and AOC P58, areas where
unauthorized dumping occurred, to monitor for significant changes in site use and increases in exposure
potential. Other site-wide ICs across the former Sudbury Annex include annual reviews to confirm no
land use changes, no activities have occurred to disturb the landfill system at AOC A7, no subsurface
soil disturbance greater than four feet site deep , no negative impacts to monitoring network at AOC A7
and P58, and no disposal or disturbances at P31 and P58.

The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is capped
and the groundwater is not being used as a drinking water supply at any of the AOCs. However, in
order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken:

1. Prepare a sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling for emerging
contaminants including perchlorate, 1,4dioxane, and PFAS, at AOCs A7 and A9 to determine if these
contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOCs A7 and AO9.

2. Prepare and implement a PA work plan across the entire site to determine if PFAS had been used,
stored, or disposed of at any other areas of the site in addition to AOCs A7 and AO9.

3. Prepare a work plan to evaluate groundwater and determine if historical impacts above the MCLs
are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water supply well currently or in
the future.

4. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater
investigation is completed. If the groundwater poses unacceptable risk revise existing ICs to insure that
additional water supply wells are not installed in the future.

5. Remove Hornet nests in the gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016. Report the data in
accordance with the LTMMP.

6. The well SUDWP-A7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling in 2016. At that time it should be
determined if a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of
a higher water table. This determination will be made in a technical memo submitted in March 2017.

Contaminants detected in groundwater continue to show downward trends at AOC A7. The landfill at
AOC A7 remains in good condition and continues to function as intended by the 1995 ROD. Some

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC
September 2016
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recommendations regarding continued preventative maintenance of the landfill and optimizations to the
Long-Term Monitoring Program have been included but do not affect protectiveness. The Five-Year
Report Summary Form is included as Table 1.

Table 1
Five Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name:  Former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex
EPA ID: MAD980520670

Region: 1 State: MA City/County: Sudbury/Middlesex

NPL Status: Deleted

Multiple OUs?
Yes

Has the site achieved construction completion?
Yes

Lead agency: Other Federal Agency
If “Other Federal Agency” was selected above, enter Agency name: U.S. Army Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) Environmental Office, Devens, MA

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Robert J. Simeone

Author affiliation: BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Review period: January 2016 - June 2016
Date of site inspection: November 2, 2015, November 18, 2015 and March 25, 2016

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 4
Triggering action date: 09/15/2011
Due date (five years after triggering action date): 09/26/2016

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC
September 2016
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Table 1

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

AOC A7 and A9

Issue Category: Monitoring

1. A water supply well was installed by USF&WS at AOC A9, an area that
previously had contamination. The institutional controls should prevent
these actions from occurring in the future if the groundwater is determined
to pose an unacceptable risk. The institutional controls for groundwater
should be evaluated and modified if necessary.

2. Hornet nests are blocking gas vents so they cannot be sampled. The gas
vents need to be cleaned and the sampled in accordance with the LTMMP.

3. Well SUDWP-AT7-0I contained insufficient water to conduct sampling
in 2015. The monitoring plan should be evaluated to determine if this well
should be replaced.

Recommendations:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used
until a groundwater investigation is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016
and report data in accordance with the LTMMP.,

3. The well SUDWP-A7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling in 2016.
At that time it should be determined if a new well should be installed at a
deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of a higher water table.
A technical memo will be submitted with Army's recommendation.

Affect Current
Protectiveness

Affect Future Implementing Oversight Party | Milestone Date
Protectiveness Party

No

yes Army EPA and March 2017

MADEP

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC
September 2016
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Table 1

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

AOC A7 and A9

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issues:

4. The emerging contaminants, Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
(PFAS), Perchlorate, and 1,4-dioxane may have been disposed of at AOC
A7 and AOC A9.

5. In addition, PFAS may have been used at other areas of the site.
Impacts from these contaminants must be evaluated to determine if
additional actions are warranted.

6. Contaminants in groundwater at AOC A9 were above MCLs at the time
of the 1997 OU2 Management of Migration ROD. The current
concentrations of contaminants in groundwater are not know. A water
supply well was installed by USF & WS at AOC 9 and it is unknown if this
well is being impacted by current conditions or could be impacted in the
future if used. The current extent of contamination should be characterized
and current and future impacts to this water supply well should be
evaluated to determine if the well should be utilized.

Recommendation:

4. Prepare and implement a sampling and analysis plan and implement
groundwater sampling for emerging contaminants, including perchlorate,
1,4 dioxane and PFAS at AOC A7 and A9 to determine if these
contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOC7 and A9.

5. .Prepare and implement a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been
used, stored, or disposed of at any other areas of the site in addition to
AOC7 and A9.

6. Prepare and implement a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9
and determine if historical impacts above the MCLs are present and if
overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water supply well
currently or in the future. If the groundwater exhibits unacceptable risk
revise existing ICs to insure that additional water supply wells are not
installed in the future.

Affect Current
Protectiveness

Affect Future Implementing Oversight Party | Milestone Date
Protectiveness Party

No

yes Army EPA and
MADEP

September 2017

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC
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Table 1, continued
Five Year Review Summary Form

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Former Sudbury Annex  Protectiveness Determination:

Short-term Protective Addendum Due Date

(if applicable): N/A

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is capped
and the groundwater is not being used as a drinking water supply at any of the AOCs. However, in order
for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater investigation
is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016 and report data in accordance
with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-A7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be determined if
a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of a higher water
table. A technical memo will be submitted with Army's recommendation.

4. Prepare and implement a sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling for
emerging contaminants, including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane and PFAS at AOC A7 and A9 to determine if
these contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOC7 and A9..

5. Prepare and implement a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been used, stored, or disposed of at
any other areas of the site in addition to AOC7 and A9.

6. Prepare and implement a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9 and determine if historical
impacts above the MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water
supply well currently or in the future. If the groundwater exhibits unacceptable risk revise existing ICs to
insure that additional water supply wells are not installed in the future.

Other Comments:

None.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC (KGS) has prepared this comprehensive Five-Year Review of the
remedial actions for the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) site at the former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex (Annex). This is the fourth
comprehensive Five-Year Review that has been performed for AOCs at the Former Sudbury Annex. The
third five year was completed September 12, 2011.The report has been prepared in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) § 121 the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 300.430(f)(4)(ii) and USEPA
guidance (USEPA 2001).

Section 121(c) of CERCLA, as amended, and Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) require that periodic (at least once every five
years) reviews be conducted for sites where hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at
the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted (UU/UE) exposure following the
completion of all remedial actions for the site. As stated in the NCP, statutory five-year reviews are
required no less than every five years after the initiation of the remedial action. The fourth FYR was
triggered due to the findings of the third five year completed September 12, 2011 for AOCs at the former
Sudbury Annex.

1.1 Purpose of the Review

This report documents the methods, findings, and conclusions of the CERCLA five-year review
conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)-New England District (NAE) on behalf of
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC), at the Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury,
Massachusetts. The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of
a remedy to determine if the remedy continues to, or will meet, the remedial action objectives specified in
the ROD and is, or will be, protective of human health and the environment. In addition, five-year review
reports identify issues, if any, found during the review, and identify recommendations to address them.

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
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2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY
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The site chronology presented in Table 2 includes the dates of major events including the completion of

remedial actions, construction completions, and previous FYRS.

Table 2
Chronology of Events, Sudbury Training Annex
Event Date
USACE Site Assessment — designated AOCs A1-All 1980
USAEHA Hydrogeological and Subsurface Investigation of AOCs A1-All 1983

NUS conducted PA/SI

PA (1985), SI (1987)

Dames & Moore completed RI for AOCs Al-All and potential contamination
sources in the vicinity of the Capehart Family Housing Area (CFHA), Puffer Pond,
and associated streams

1986

Site listed on NPL

February 21, 1990

Expanded Rl — Dames & Moore

1990

Federal Facilities Agreement signed

November 1991

Feasibility Study completed May 1995
ROD - Source Control OU for AOC A7 and AOC A9 August 1995
Fort Devens closed March 31, 1996
The Devens Reserve Forces Training Area Established April 1, 1996
Landfill cap construction start date July 31, 1996
ROD - Management of Migration OU’s for AOC A7 and AOC A9 September 1997
Monitoring Well Installation 1992-1996
Long term groundwater monitoring, cap and institutional control inspections October 1997 to
present
Long Term Monitoring & Maintenance Plan April 1998
MOA for transfer of property from U.S. Army to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service September 28, 2000
First Five-Year Statutory Review September 2001

Annex withdrawn from NPL

November 30, 2001,
effective date January
29, 2002

Transfer Agreement between U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force for a portion of the
former Fort Devens (Sudbury Training Annex)

June 3, 2002 (USAF
signed June 5, 2002)

Decommissioning of Wells OHM-A7-13 and OHM-A7-07

June 2002

Letter of Transfer for a portion (five FEMA parcels) of the former Fort Devens to
the Federal Emergency Management Agency

March 31, 2003

Modification to Memorandum of Agreement between U.S. Army and FEMA for

FEMA signature dated

the transfer of real property at Sudbury Training Annex July 29, 2003
Second Five Year Review September 2006
Long-term monitoring and maintenance plan updated March 2009
Third Five Year Review September 2011
Well JO-A07-M62 found to be permanently damaged October 2012
Well point SUDWP-AQ7-01 installed to replace JO-A07-M62 November 2013
Long-term monitoring and maintenance plan updated February 2015
Fourth Five Year Review September 2016
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3.0 BACKGROUND

The Sudbury Training Annex comprises a total of 73 study areas and AOCs that have been identified
since the 1980s. These areas are shown on Figure 1. The Annex became part of Fort Devens, now the
Devens Reserve Forces Training Area, in 1982. The Annex was placed on the EPA National Priorities
List (NPL) as a Superfund Site in 1990 and in May 1991 the Army signed an Interagency Agreement
called a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) with the EPA, stipulating that site investigations and cleanup
actions would follow CERCLA and its amendments under the regulatory guidance of NCP 40 CFR Part
300. In 1995 the Sudbury Training Annex was placed on the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list.
The 1995 Record of Decisions (ROD) addresses two AOCs: AOC A7, the old gravel pit landfill; and
AOC A9, the POL Burn Area. The remedial action decision for AOC A4 and the management of
migration OU for AOC A7 and A9 was signed in September 1997.

As discussed previously, the remedy for the Annex included excavation of contaminated soil on AOC A9
and offsite disposal and placement of this soil under a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
cap on AOC A7. While the management of migration 1997 ROD was a no further action decision, the
source control 1995 ROD stipulates long-term groundwater monitoring at AOC A7. Land-use controls
include a perimeter fence surrounding the AOC A7 landfill cap area. An additional LUC present for A7,
although not defined in the ROD, is restricted access to the USFWS land that contains the landfill. The
USFWS designated some of the northwest area of the refuge as closed to the public to protect the AOC
AT remedy.

The Sudbury Annex was deleted from the NPL in January 2002. Ongoing operation and maintenance
(O&M) of the landfill cap and groundwater monitoring occurs annually. The Army also reports annually
on the condition of the whole Annex as specified in the Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance Plan
(LTMMP) (Sovereign/HGL, 2015).

3.1 Physical Characteristics

AOC A7 is a 10-acre site that lies between Patrol Road and the Assabet River along the northern
installation boundary, as seen in Figure 1. Access to the landfill is gained from Patrol Road or Track
Road via locked gates. The roads to the landfill are deteriorating. The northern edge of the site is less
than 100 feet from the Assabet River at its closest point. The landfill is located on the northern lower
slope and a toe of a hill that slopes downward to the Assabet River. Average elevation is 200 feet with
rounded and forested hills extending approximately 100 feet above the surrounding lowland (Figure 2).
The lowland at the former Sudbury Annex is poorly drained with abundant wetlands and small streams
throughout. The regional topography is glacially derived and characterized by level to slightly undulating
lowlands with oval-shaped hills (glacial drumlins). Surficial deposits include a relatively thin and
intermittent glacial till layer separating the glacial outwash sediment overburden from the bedrock
outcropping at higher elevations throughout the area. Overburden soils in the wetland areas consist of
finer grained silt and clay sized particles with abundant organic debris. A number of kettle ponds are on
or nearby the Annex, including Puffer Pond, White Pond, and Lake Boon.

AOC A9 consists of eight acres and is shown on Figure 1. AOC A9 was historically a former fire
training and flame retardant clothing test area, contained underground storage tanks, a rail yard
maintenance area, pesticide storage area, ammunition demolition area and various reported disposal
areas. AOC A9, the petroleum oil and lubricant (POL) burn area, was used for product testing and was
made available infrequently to local jurisdictions and the Massachusetts Firefighting Academy for fire
prevention training. Natick Laboratory used the area for flame-retardant clothing tests, and the
KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
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Massachusetts- State Police used this area infrequently for the destruction of confiscated fireworks. All
activity stopped at the AOC A9 in the 1990s.A portion of AOC A9 appears to have been recently cleared
of trees and brush. Some small debris piles of debris are present. USFWS recently installed a potable
water supply well to service two trailers pads yet to be constructed for future shop facilities.

3.2 Land and Resource Use

The U.S. Army purchased the property from numerous landowners and farmers in 1942 to establish the
Maynard Ammunition Depot. During World War 11, the installation was used as a holding area for
ammunition awaiting shipment overseas. After the war, the installation soon acquired its title as the
Sudbury Annex. The facility was generally used for troop training, product and equipment testing,
munitions/explosives testing and disposal, and disposal of various wastes from the Natick Laboratory, an
Army research and development center. In 1982, the Sudbury Annex became a part of Fort Devens, later
established as the Devens Reserve Forces Training Area in 1996. In 2000, the Army transferred 2,230
acres to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). This transfer of ownership was completed under
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, for its “particular value in carrying out the
national migratory bird management program” (USACE, 2011).

With the acquired land, the USFWS established the Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge. The refuge
encompasses a large wetland complex, several smaller wetlands and vernal pools, and large forested
areas. These areas serve as important feeding and breeding areas for migratory birds and other wildlife.
The refuge is open to the public for many wildlife-dependent recreational uses, such as wildlife
observation, environmental education, hunting, and fishing (Figure 3).

The portion of land owned by USFWS that contains AOC A7 is currently not in use. The USFWS
designated AOC A7 as a closed area to the public, in order to protect both the public and the selected
remedy. The closed area is shown in Figure 2.2. In 2003, the USFWS removed military buildings and
non-military buildings in the remaining USFWS property. Barbed wire and other safety hazards were
also removed. In 2005, the refuge opened up a series of designated walking trails. In a further effort to
open the area up to the public, a visitor center was opened on October 17, 2010, which is open weekly
from Thursday-Sunday. Numerous educational programs are conducted in the refuge, including tours of
the former Army bunkers, which the USFWS did not remove (USACE, 2011).

The refuge is also open to hunting, in accordance with Massachusetts state laws and refuge specific
regulations. Permitted species are white-tailed deer, ruffed grouse, gray squirrel, rabbit, woodcock, and
spring turkey. In regards to hunting, there are currently no stocking or management practices. The only
dogs allowed on the refuge are hunting dogs. Fishing practices are authorized in accordance with state
law, though are currently restricted to the Barron fishing access on Puffer Pond.

During the previous review period, all remaining houses and some telephone poles on the USFWS
property were removed. Several parking lots have been put in place in the current review period, as well
as various small projects around the area. As indicated above, USFWS plans to install two trailers pads
yet to be constructed for future shop facilities.

In 2003, approximately 72 acres of the former Sudbury Annex were transferred to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), though FEMA formerly had a permit to occupy a parcel of
the Annex since 1980. The transferred land included five non-contiguous small parcels. FEMA currently
uses the land for its operations and training missions, including use of a Mobile Emergency Response
Support (MERS) center.

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
September 2016
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About four acres of the former Sudbury Annex were also transferred to the U.S. Air Force (USAF) in
2002. Activities are limited to the operation of a radar/weather station and associated buildings. The
Massachusetts Department of Recreation (DCR) owns land adjacent to the refuge, designated as the
Sudbury Town Forest. The land has been subject to logging activities. In 2007, 50 acres of this land was
transferred to the Department of Fire Services, utilized to build an overflow parking area near their
buildings. Other areas surrounding the former Sudbury Annex include mostly residential land with some
commercial development north and northeast of the site.

3.3 History of Contamination

Following the closure of the Sudbury Annex, the Army began investigations to determine the nature and
extent of contamination in impacted environmental media. In a Preliminary Assessment (USATHAMA,
1980), several AOCs and Study Areas were identified. In 1986, Dames & Moore completed a Remedial
Investigation on the AOCs and of potential contamination sources in the vicinity. AOC A7, known as the
Old Gravel Pit Landfill, was notably used as a laboratory dump, burning ground, and general dump
between the late 1950s and 1970s. Unauthorized surface dumping by the public also reportedly occurred
until the 1970s when access was restricted. Dumped debris included drums and other chemical
containers, glassware, and general refuse (tents, cloth, trash, etc.). Other contaminated areas within the
Annex included a former fire training and flame retardant clothing test area, underground storage tanks, a
rail yard maintenance area, pesticide storage area, ammunition demolition area, and various reported
disposal areas. AOC A9, the petroleum oil and lubricant (POL) burn area, was used for product testing
and was made available infrequently to local jurisdictions and the Massachusetts Fire Fighting Academy
for fire prevention training (Dames & Moore, 1986).

3.4 Initial Response

The Annex was assessed for contamination under DoD’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP) starting
in 1980. This was followed by a Site Discovery in 1981 and a Preliminary Assessment and Site
Inspection in 1983 and 1987, respectively. In February 1990 the site was officially listed on the NPL.
The FFA between EPA and the Army, signed on November 15, 1991, states the Army, as the lead
agency, is responsible for carrying out all work required in accordance with the requirements of
CERCLA under EPA oversight. Further, the FFA states all work completed at the site pursuant to the
agreement and the 1992 Master Environmental Plan (MEP) (OHM, 1992) shall be funded by the Army.
The Army agreed to undertake, fully implement, and report on the following tasks listed in the MEP:

e A Preliminary Assessment (PA) and Site Investigation (SI) of the Site and all AOCs/Study Areas
(SA) identified in the MEP

e Remedial Investigations (RIs) of all AOCs

e Feasibility Studies (FS) of all AOCs

e Proposed Plans and RODs for all AOCs

e All Remedial Actions, Removal and Remedial Designs for all AOCs
e Operation and Maintenance of Remedial Actions at the AOCs

Between 1980 and 2001, the Army conducted investigations at the Annex to address potentially
contaminated areas. The investigations were followed up with removal of contaminated soil and
underground storage tanks within the Annex. To prevent trespassers from physical harm or from coming

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
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in contact with contaminated areas, the Army fenced off several sites and buildings. The Annex was
officially deleted from the NPL in 2002 (USACE, 2011).

3.5 Basis for Taking Action

In 1975, DOD established the Installation Restoration Program (IRP), which sought to identify,
investigate, and cleanup contamination from hazardous substances at federal facilities. Starting in 1980,
environmental investigations were conducted at the Annex under the IRP.

The initial assessments identified certain areas of the Annex that may be contaminated with POLs,
explosives residues or chemical wastes, and other dumping materials. The geology of the Annex was
found to be conducive to potential migration from various chemical burial sites, lab operations, chemical
storage facilities, and maintenance operations. A survey to evaluate the potential for contaminant
migration from the installation was therefore performed (USATHAMA, 1980). Further RI and expanded
RI reports (Dames & Moore, 1986, 1990) identified potential contaminant exposures and migrations in
shallow groundwater aquifers as primary risks at the Annex. The only significant contamination was
identified from VOCs and other chemicals resulting from the burning of POLs and plastics. Table 3

below lists compounds of potential concern at AOCs A7 and A9 as identified in 1997 ROD.

Table 3
Compounds of Potential Concern at AOCs A7 and A9 as Identified in 1997 ROD
Soil Groundwater Surface Sediment
Water
Pesticides Pesticides Metals SVOCs
4,4’-DDT (DDD and DDE) 4,4’-DDT (DDD and Iron N-nitroso-n-propylamine
Dieldrin DDE)
Endosulfan
Alpha chlordane Alpha chlordane N,N-bis(2-
Heptachlor Dieldrin hydroxyethyl)dodecamid
Heptachlor epoxide Gamma-BHC (lindane) VOCs
Beta-benzenehexachloride Endrin aldehyde Acetone
Beta-endosulfan Heptachlor epoxide Methyl chloride
Herbicides Beta-endosulfan Metals
Silvex Alpha- Iron
DCPA hexachlorocyclohexane Aluminum
PCBs Gamma-
Aroclors 1242, 1248, 1254, 1260 | hexachlorocyclohexane
Explosives SVOCs
RDX Naphthalene
PAHs VOCs
Anthracene Chlorobenzene
Benzo(a)anthracene Chloroform
Naphthalene Tetrachloroethene
Phenanthrene Acetone
Pyrene Methylene chloride
2-methylnaphthalene 1,1,1-tetrachloroethane

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
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Soil

Groundwater

Surface
Water

Sediment

1,5-dimethylnaphthalene

1,1-dichloroethene

SVOCs

Trichloroethene

Bi(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Hexadecanoic (palmitic) acid Metals
Octodecanoic (stearic) acid Lead
VOCs Explosives

Acetone

3-nitrotoluene

1,1,1-trichloroethane

1,3,5-trinitrobenzene

1,1,2-trichloroethane

2,4 6-trinitrotoluene

1,2-dichloroethane

Chloroform

Ethylbenzene

Tetrachloroethene

Chlorobenzene

Toluene

Xylene

Methylbenzene

Nonane

Octane

1,2,3,4-tetramethylbenzene

1-ethyl-2-methylbenzene

1,3,5-trimethylbenzene

Metals

Mercury

Lead

Arsenic

Thallium

Copper

Zinc

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
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4.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS

This section discusses the Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) and the selection and implementation of
the remedial actions for AOC A7. RAOs consist of goals for protecting human health and the
environment. They specify the chemicals of concern (COCs), exposure route(s) and receptor(s) and
identify an acceptable contaminant level (ARARs arid risk-based) or range of acceptable risk for each
exposure route. While the 1997 ROD was no further action and does not require a five year review, the
selection of the 1995 and 1997 ROD remedial actions for A7 are discussed in this section for
completeness.

4.1 Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs)

No cleanup concentration requirements are stipulated in the RODs. While the 1995 ROD does not list
cleanup goals, RAOs include eliminating potential risk to human health and the environment associated
with exposure to impacted wastes and minimizing off-site migration. It also states that a groundwater
sampling and analysis program, to enable the assessment of contaminant migration from A7, and a
monitoring and, maintenance program for the landfill cap will be conducted. The ROD also states, "The
environmental monitoring program would be submitted for regulatory review and approval and will
identify the sampling locations and frequencies...”. Figure 4 shows AOC A7.

A Feasibility Study (FS) was conducted in 1995 to evaluate potential remedies to reduce potential
exposure risks to groundwater (OHM, 1995). Based on findings and information relating to
contamination, migration pathways, and environmental media of concern, RAOs were developed to aid
in the development and screening of alternatives. Soil and groundwater at AOCs A7 and A9 were
separated into two operable units (OUs), one for Source Control (SC) at AOC A7, and one for potential
management of migration (MOM). The SC remedy could be selected with existing data at the time;
however, the remedy for MOM required additional data.

The selected remedies are defined in three RODs completed in 1995, 1996, and 1997 by OHM
Corporation. The ROD completed in 1995 states that for AOC A7, the primary RAOs are:

- Eliminate potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure
to contaminated wastes;

» Minimize off-site migration of contaminants, and;

- Limit infiltration of precipitation to the underlying waste within the landfill area,
thereby minimizing leachate generation and ground water degradation.

The 1995 ROD states that for AOC A9, the primary RAO is:
» Reduce potential risk to human health associated with exposure to contaminated soil.
With respect to cleanup levels, the 1995 ROD notes:

To meet the RAOs identified in Section VII, the Army proposes to conduct an action intended to
provide SC and stabilize existing site conditions. For the laboratory waste at AOC A7, no specific
cleanup levels were developed since the waste will be excavated and transported off site for treatment
and disposal.

For the contaminated soil at AOC A9, the Army has established a cleanup level of 30 parts per
million (ppm) for arsenic and 20 ppm for thallium. These cleanup levels are based on risk and will
be protective of public health and the environment. A letter from USEPA dated May 19, 1995,
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presented the development of the risk-based cleanup level for thallium (USEPA, 1995). Cleanup
levels for ground water will be developed as appropriate within the MOM operable unit for AOCs A7
and A9.

The ROD completed in 1996 (OU 4 and 5) was determined to require no further action, as follows:

The U.S. Army and USEPA, with concurrence of the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MADEP), have determined that No Action under CERCLA is necessary to address
contamination at OU 4 and OU 5. However, the Army will close the septic tank behind Building T104
at OU 5 under state regulations.

The ROD completed in 1997 (OU AOC 4, 7, and 9) was determined to require no further action, as
follows:

Based on the results of the Baseline Risk Assessments and ecological risk assessments in the SI/RI
and SI/RI addendum reports and the technical memoranda, No Action under CERCLA is necessary to
reduce contaminant concentrations or control human health or ecological exposure for AOC A4 and
the Management of Migration OUs at AOCs A7 and A9. No five-year site reviews will be performed
as part of this remedy.

Although there are no actions associated with the No Action under CERCLA decision, the Army will
continue to monitor groundwater at and conduct five-year site reviews for AOC A7 as part of the
remedy for the AOC A7 Source Control OU. The Final Operations and Maintenance Plan for the
Landfill Area of Concern A7 details the groundwater monitoring program. Land use restrictions
associated with the source-area remedy will be described in the Environmental Condition of Property
report and included in the property transfer documents.

Although the 1995 ROD states that cleanup goals were to be presented in the 1997 ROD for AOC 7 and
9, that 1997 ROD does not stipulate any particular cleanup concentration requirements. The RAOs in the
original ROD (dated 1995) include general concepts (i.e., not chemical-specific) for eliminating potential
risk to human health and environment associated with exposure to contaminated wastes and minimizing
off-site migration of contaminants. As noted above, to enable the assessment of contaminant migration
in groundwater, the 1995 ROD states that the Army will conduct a groundwater sampling and analysis
program and a monitoring and maintenance program for the landfill cap, without chemical-specific
requirements.

The first Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance Plan (USACE, 1998) stated the effectiveness of the
selected remedy would be evaluated by monitoring groundwater contamination trends and comparing
results to Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) groundwater (GW) standards. These standards are not
cleanup requirements per the ROD, but are used as points of comparison as they are consistent with the
Safe Drinking Water Act.

Under the original LTMMP (USACE, 1998), groundwater monitoring was required for the contaminants
of potential concern (COPCs) identified in the 1994 Risk Assessment (RA) (OHM, 1994). The COCs
included both COPCs from the RA as well as other contaminants not listed as COPCs in the RA. Under
this decision, groundwater was sampled for the following: VOCs, pesticides, target analyte list (TAL)
metals, phosphate, sulfate, nitrate, ammonia, total dissolved solids (TDS), chemical oxygen demand
(COD), chloride, and cyanide.

The 2009 LTMMP pointed out that MassDEP MCP GW-3 standards are appropriate for comparison,
because the site is not within a Current Drinking Water Source Area or within a Potential Drinking Water
Source Area. A review of current MassDEP groundwater and surface water protection areas indicated
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AOC A7 and A9 are not located within a drinking water aquifer, Zone I or Il Interim Wellhead protection
area, or a potentially productive drinking water aquifer, and the A7 site groundwater is prohibited from
being used as drinking water. Historically the more stringent GW-1 standards (drinking water standards)
were used for the comparison of VOCs, pesticides, and metals as opposed to the applicable GW-3
standards.

The 2015 LTMMP (Sovereign, 2015) evaluated the remedy using the module-based approach described
in Evaluating, Optimizing or Ending Post-Closure Care at Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Based on
Site Specific Data Evaluations (ITRC, Alternative Landfill Technologies Team, 2006). The review
included optimizations to the program, which included reductions in sampling frequency, reductions in
groundwater analyses and reductions in landfill gas monitoring.

The current LTMMP continues to identify the COCs as PCE, TCE, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, and
lindane, since they comprise the majority of risk to human health. Groundwater samples are collected
annually and submitted for VOCs, organochlorine pesticides, TAL metals and mercury, total cyanide,
and COD analyses as specified in the 2015 LTMMP.

4.2 Remedy Selection

The selected remedy addresses SC at AOCs A7 and A9 by eliminating or reducing the risks posed by the
presence of the landfill at AOC A7 and the contaminated soils at AOC A9 (OHM, 1995). The major
components of the selected remedy for AOCs A7 and A9 include:

e Excavation and off-site treatment and disposal of laboratory waste at AOC A7
e Excavation of contaminated soil from AOC A9 and consolidation at AOC A7

e Consolidation of contaminated soil and solid waste at AOC A7 to within the limits of the landfill
cap

e Construction of a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C landfill cap at
AOC A7

e Environmental monitoring and O&M at AOC A7
e Land Use Controls (LUCs) at AOC A7 to limit future site use and to restrict site access
e Five-year reviews at AOC A7

4.3 Remedy Implementation

The RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap was constructed over the existing landfill at AOC A7 in order to fulfill
the RAOs specifically identified in the 1995 ROD. The landfill cap was completed in the fall of 1996,
and was designed to provide a barrier to infiltration and direct precipitation runoff away from landfill
material. The cap consists of the following geosynthetic layers (described from top of waste to top of
finished cap):

e 12 inches of subgrade fill

e A geocomposite gas collection layer

e A geosynthetic clay liner

e A 40-mil linear low density polyethylene geomembrane

e A geocomposite drainage layer
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e 15 inches of drainage sand
e 15 inches of filter sand; and,

e 6 inches of vegetative support soil (topsoil)

The Final Operations and Maintenance Plan for the Landfill AOC A7 (Roy F. Weston, 1997) detailed the
groundwater monitoring program. The LUCs associated with the 1995 ROD were identified in the
Environmental Condition of Property report and in the current LTMMP (Sovereign/HGL, 2015). The
LUCs for the entire Sudbury Annex can be found in the memorandums of agreement (MOAS)
(Appendix G), detailing the agreements between the Army and other federal agencies regarding
transferal of the former Sudbury Annex land.

431 Systems Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

The 1997 Operations and Maintenance Plan (Roy F. Weston, 1997) entails operational measures to
ensure that the remedy continues to be effective at the AOC A7 landfill and surrounding area. The 2015
LTMMP contains the landfill inspection activities from the 1997 O&M plan, consisting of checking the
integrity and functionality of the following items:

o Landfill cap

e Gas vents

e Drainage system

e Access road

43.1.1 Drainage System Maintenance

As part of LTM activities, the functionality of the drainage system is monitored annually. The system
functions in conjunction with the landfill cap to facilitate the drainage of surface water and infiltrated
water off the cap. The cap drainage system has been found to be in good condition, aside from minor
unwanted vegetative growth in the riprap areas.

43.1.2 Landfill Cover Maintenance

There has been no evidence of poor conditions affecting the cover surface. No new depressions have
been observed and vegetative growth has been monitored and removed when necessary to preserve the
cover system.

4.3.1.3 Landfill Gas Collection System Maintenance

The above ground portion of the landfill-gas collection system is inspected annually as part of landfill
monitoring activities. The landfill gas vents have been observed to be in good condition. All vent pipes
are intact and functioning. Bird screens and hose clamps were recommended for replacement following
the landfill inspection conducted in November 2015 (USACE, 2015). These were replaced in December
of 2015. Active hornet’s nests have also been discovered, preventing the sampling of Vent 1.

4.3.1.4  Long-Term Landfill Gas Monitoring

Landfill gas monitoring has been conducted annually in accordance with the LTMMP. The Draft 2015
Annual Inspection Report (USACE, 2015) includes four passive gas vents in these annual sampling
events, though Vent 1 has not been sampled since 2012 due to the presence of active hornet’s nest. Vents
1, 2 and 4 were not sampled in 2013 or 2014 because of the presence of hornet’s nests as well.
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4.32 Long-Term Groundwater Monitoring

The ROD required development of a long-term groundwater monitoring plan to evaluate remedy
performance and assess future environmental effects. The ROD called for semiannual groundwater
monitoring for a minimum of 30 years, though sampling changed from semiannual to annual per
recommendation prior to the development of the 2004 LTM Annual Report (USACE, 2005).

During the FYR period, groundwater samples were collected annually (LTMMP 2009, Sovereign/HGL).
During the monitoring period of 2011 to 2014, the annual program included sampling six groundwater
monitoring wells. The 2015 annual program included four groundwater monitoring wells. This reduction
was included in the 2015 LTMMP (Sovereign/HGL, 2015).

Annually groundwater elevations are collected at 12 monitoring wells and two staff gauge locations.
Monitoring wells were sampled for VOCs, pesticides, total metals/mercury, COD and cyanide and water
quality parameters per the 2009 and 2015 LTMMPs (Sovereign/HGL 2009 and 2015).

433 Institutional Controls

The ROD required implementation of ICs in the form of zoning and deed restrictions for any property
released by the Army at the Annex during the Fort Devens base closure activities. ICs are non-engineered
instruments, such as administrative and legal controls, that help minimize the potential for human
exposure and/or protect the integrity of a response action. ICs are typically designed to work by limiting
land or resource use or by providing information that helps modify or guide human behavior at a site. ICs
are a subset of Land Use Controls (LUCs). LUCs also include engineering controls, which provide a
physical barrier, such as fences. In addition, the ICs are evaluated during the FYR according to OSWER
Directive 9355.7-18, entitled "Recommended Evaluation of Institutional Controls: Supplement to the
'‘Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance™ dated Sept 13, 2011.

The primary LUC on the Sudbury Annex in accordance with the 1995 ROD is a fence surrounding the
AOC A7 landfill cap area. An additional LUC, though not defined in the ROD, is restricted access to the
USFWS land that contains the landfill. The USFWS designated some of the northwest area of the refuge
as closed to the public to protect the AOC A7 remedy.

ICs, referred to as “use controls” in the Sudbury Annex transfer documents, are the environmental
compliance responsibilities described in the MOAs for the transfer of property between the Army and the
USAF, FEMA, and USFWS. All three agreements explain the environmental remediation of the
contaminated portions of the property that has been undertaken by the Army in accordance with the FFA
and in cooperation with the MassDEP. The USFWS MOA contains the ICs for AOC A7 and requires any
use of the portion of the parcel within the boundaries of AOC A7 shall not disturb either the integrity of
the final covers, liners, or other components of the containment system(s) or the function of the
monitoring system(s) in place. These ICs prohibit:

e Surface application of water
e Extraction, consumption, exposure, or utilization of groundwater underlying AOC A7

e Any disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of land within the boundaries of AOC
AT in any manner (construction, filling, drilling, excavation, or change in topography) that might
interfere with the protectiveness of the remedy

In 1999, the BEC, EPA Remedial Project Manager, and MassDEP Federal Facilities Manager approved
an addendum to the 1998 LTMMP that prescribed IC inspection criteria be performed at least annually.
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The IC criteria included an annual inspection, an annual report, and a review of ICs as part of the next
five-year review. The annual inspections include the following components: document review,
interviews, and a physical on-site inspection. Documents generated within the year are reviews to
confirm that there have been:

e no land use changes,

e no activities that may have disturbed the integrity of the landfill containment system or the
function of the monitoring system at AOC A7,

e no activities that have disturbed the subsurface soil below four feet site deep,
e no negative impact on the monitoring well network or water table at AOC A7 and P58, and
e no disposal of materials is occurring at P31 and P58.

The owners of properties that make up the former Annex are interviewed to review compliance with the
ICs. These interviews have taken place once annually for the review period for all Annex ICs including
those associated with AOC A7. All findings are documented on an inspection checklist. The annual
report summarizes any known or suspected IC issues identified during the annual inspection.

The physical on-site inspection consists of examining the following:
e Land use conditions (presence of buildings and level of recreational use)
e Evidence of any changes to the use of the Site
e Evidence of any disturbance to the integrity of the landfill containment system at AOC A7
¢ Evidence of any disturbance to the function of the monitoring system at AOC A7
e Evidence of any significant excavation or surface or subsurface soil disturbance at AOC A7

e Evidence of any activities that have disrupted the subsurface soil at the Site below the depth of
four feet, and;

e Other conditions necessary to evaluate the continued protectiveness of the ICs
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PROGRESS SINCE LAST FIVE YEAR REVIEW

This section of the 2016 FYR discusses the protectiveness statement from the previous FYR and issues
and recommendations and actions taken since the previous FYR.

5.1 Protectiveness Statement, Recommendations, and Actions from 2011 Five Year Review
The protectiveness statement identified in the third FYR is listed below in Table 4 (USACE, 2011):

Table 4

Protectiveness Determinations Statement from the 2011 FYR

Sudbury Protectiveness .
Annex Determination Protectiveness Statement
AOC A7 Protective “The remedies associated with AOC A7 continue to be

protective of human health and the environment. Long term
protectiveness of the remedial actions should be verified by
continuing the ongoing groundwater monitoring program
and the maintenance program. Continued IC inspections
will also ensure long term protectiveness. Because the
remedial action at AOC A7 is protective, the site is
protective of human health and the environment.”

Issues and recommendation from the previous FYR and actions taken are listed in Table 5.
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Table 5
Actions Taken Since the Last Five-Year Review

Issues from Previous | Recommendations/ Party Milestone | Action Taken and Outcome Date of
Review Follow-up Actions Responsible | Date Action
Control of vegetation in | Vegetation growth control | Army 01/01/2013 | Landfill maintenance activities related to October
and around the landfill [ on and around the landfill vegetation growth control are now performed ina | 2012
cap should be cap should be timelier manner. Landfill maintenance still
improved. implemented in a timely includes mowing, clearing debris from the fence

manner when the line, ensuring the toe drain and riprap areas are

inspections call for it. clear of debris/vegetation, as well as applying

Coordination of this effort herbicide to areas encroached with invasive

with USFWS (e.g. species, if deemed necessary.

herbicide

application/approval)

should be improved.
The fence is being Maintenance of the fence | Army Fall 2011 Annual landfill maintenance now includes clearing | October
overgrown with trees should be improved to any debris or overgrowth from the fence that 2012
and shrubs preventing [ facilitate inspections as compromises the fence line integrity.
access for an inspection [ well as restrict access.
and compromising the
fence integrity.
Performance metrics for | These metrics should be Army 01/01/2013 | Because there is no active or passive remediation | 2015
LTM of the remedy established in the LTMMP in progress at the landfill, the performance metric | (LTMMP)
should be established in [according to the ITRC will now consist of evaluating the annual LTM
the LTMMP. guidance (ITRC, 2006). data against established COC trends, per

recommendation in the revised LTMMP
(Sovereign/HGL, 2015).
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Issues from Previous | Recommendations/ Party Milestone | Action Taken and Outcome Date of
Review Follow-up Actions Responsible | Date Action
Technical memorandum | Finalize the report. Army 01/01/2013 | Technical memorandum on the protectiveness 2011
on the protectiveness assessment for AOCs P31/P38 has been finalized.
assessment for AOCs
P31/P58 not completed.

POCs for each new Identify points of contact | Army 01/01/2013 [ POCs were established in the 2011 AR 2011 (AR)
owner are difficult to for institutional control (Sovereign/HGL, 2011).
locate. inspections.
Surface water staff GPS coordinates and a Army 01/01/2013 | GPS coordinates have been utilized to locate Fall
gauges are difficultto [ GPS unit should be surface water gages during subsequent annual Sampling
locate. utilized to locate surface sampling events 2012
water gages during the
annual sampling event.
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5.2 Status of and Effectiveness of Measures

Landfill maintenance activities since the last FYR have included vegetation growth control in a timely
manner following inspections. During the annual landfill maintenance event, activities include mowing,
clearing debris from the fence line, and ensuring the toe drain and riprap areas are clear of
debris/vegetation. Areas are evaluated for encroachment of invasive species, and the application of
herbicide is utilized when deemed necessary. The annual landfill maintenance event also includes
inspection and improvement of the fence line by removal of debris and overgrowth. Mowing activities
are annually performed to the extent of the wetland boundary established in the 2012 landfill
maintenance event.

In regards to performance metrics, it was established that results at the Former Sudbury Annex would
continue to be evaluated by monitoring historical COC trends for cleanup. GW-1 and GW-3 standards
are utilized for comparative purposes, not as any type of clean up goal. Annual reports since the last
review have continued to evaluate groundwater analytical results in this fashion.

The Technical memorandum on the protectiveness assessment for AOCs P31 and P58 was completed in
2013.

New points of contact for Institutional Control inspections were established in the 2011 AR
(Sovereign/HGL, 2011). Contacts were verified during the FYR.

Surface water staff gauges were verified using GPS coordinates in 2012. During subsequent annual
LTM events, GPS is used to locate the staff gauges due to difficulty associated with dense vegetation.
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6.0 FIVE YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

6.1 Administrative Components of the Five-Year Review Process

The commencement of this five-year review was announced in the public notices published in local and
regional newspapers in January and February 2016 The Former Sudbury Training Annex Five-Year
Review was led by BRAC and supported by Christine Williams of the U.S. EPA, Remedial Project
Manager for the Site, David Chaffin of the MassDEP and Robert Simeone, the Community Involvement
Coordinator (CIC). Elizabeth Anderson of H&S Environmental assisted in the review as the
representative for the support agency.

The review, which began on 1/6/2016, consisted of the following components:

Community Involvement;

Document Review;

Data Review;

Site Inspection; and

e Five-Year Review Report Development and Review.

6.2 Community Notification and Involvement

Activities to involve the community in the five-year review process included a notice published in the
local and regional newspapers (see Appendix B). Notices were place in the “Sudbury Town Crier” on
1/25/2016, the “Hudson Sun” on 2/4/2016, the “Beacon Villager” on 2/4/2016, the “Stow Independent”
on 1/27/2016, and the “Nashoba Valley Voice” on 1/30/2016, stating that the review is being conducted
and inviting the public to submit any comments to the Base Realignment and Closure Division of the
U.S. Army Garrison, Fort Devens. The results of the review and the report will be made available at the
Site information repository located at The Devens Repository, Department of the Army, Base
Realignment and Closure Division, U.S. Army Garrison Fort Devens, 30 Quebec Street, Unit 100,
Devens, MA 01434-4479. No substantive comments were received from the public.

6.3 Document Review

This five-year review for the Former Sudbury Annex consisted of a review of relevant documents
including previous Five-year reviews, LTM plans, RI reports, FS reports, ESDs, annual reports and
monitoring data. Documents reviewed are presented in Appendix A. This document review section also
lists the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS) for the site and any changes to
toxicity values.

6.31 Background Documents Review
Site-related documents reviewed as part of this effort are listed in the Appendix A.

6.3.2 Review of ARARS

ARARs and To Be Considered (TBC) criteria for AOCs A7 and A9 were identified in both the RI and
FS. The ARARs tables contained in this report are reproductions of those contained in the Final
Feasibility Study Report. The original table numbers were retained for ease of comparison in the 1995
ROD, and they are unchanged in Appendix E of this report.

There are no chemical-specific ARARs for AOC A7 since the area is covered with a landfill cap. Most of
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the ARARs are, action specific and pertain to the construction of the landfill cap, to storm water
management, to environmental monitoring, to consolidation and to other various activities at AOC A7
and are still applicable.

The Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Drinking Water Standards maximum contaminant levels (MCLSs)
were not included as ARARs within the RODs approved for AOC A7, as the primary element of the
selected remedy was source containment and the subsequent OU 1997 ROD resulted in no action.
Instead, groundwater monitoring results are compared to State of Massachusetts GW-I and GW-3
groundwater values as specified in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) for the purposes of
demonstrating the remedy meets the requirements specified in the ROD. Post landfill closure monitoring
indicates groundwater concentrations are decreasing and are below or approaching the GW-1 monitoring
criteria. No changes in the ARARs are required at this time.

6.4 Data Review

Data reviewed for this FYR included data presented in the 2011 through 2015 Annual Reports. The
following data summaries, observations, and analysis were prepared for the FYR period:

e A summary of groundwater quality results from 2011 through 2015 for AOC A7; Tables 6
through 11

e COC concentration trend plots for selected monitoring wells for AOC A7 (Appendix C)

e Landfill Gas monitoring Data; Tables 12 through 15;

¢ Landfill Inspection documentation(Appendix D); and

o Statistical Analysis of SUD-A07-065 and OHM-A7-08 (Appendix F)
Highlights and major trends associated with groundwater data at Sudbury Training Annex over the
reporting period (e.g. 2011-2015) are summarized below.

6.4.1 Groundwater and Surface Water Elevations

The 2006 five-year review recommended semi-annual water level measurements, however as part of the
optimization of the monitoring plan the 2009 LTMMP proposed reducing the collection of water level
data to an annual frequency.

It is well established through historical review that A7 groundwater flows toward the Assabet River and
the overall COC concentration trends are decreasing. Therefore, annual water level data collection was
initiated (HGL, 2009).

Refer to Figure 5 for the most recent Groundwater Contours. Groundwater level monitoring data for the
review period support the historically established north/northwest groundwater flow direction at the site.

Groundwater elevations are monitored annually for compliance with RAOs, which require a
demonstration that groundwater levels and gradients remain low within the landfill limiting infiltration to
the underlying waste.

6.4.2 Groundwater Analysis

The 2011 FYR for AOC A7 recommended establishing performance metrics per Interstate Technology
and Regulator Council (ITRC) guidance. Because there is no active or passive remediation in progress at
the landfill, the performance metric will consist of evaluating the annual LTM data against established
COC trends. The landfill will also be evaluated for transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial Care
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per the ITRC guidance.

The LTMMP in 2015 evaluated the site and compiled multiple recommendations including adjustments
to chemical analysis and frequency of sampling. The specific recommendations include removal of the
metals analyses beginning with the fall 2016 LTM program. Removal of well OHM-A7-51 from the
LTM sampling program based on the last groundwater analytical exceedance documented in October
2003. Removal of well OHM-A7-09 from the LTM sampling program based on no historical
groundwater analytical exceedances. Continual sampling of upgradient monitoring well SUD-AQ07-14
biennially based on no groundwater analytical exceedances. Continue sampling of OHM-A7-08 and
SUD-AOQ7-065 biennially based on downward trends. Continue sampling new well point SUDWP-AQ7-
01 on an annual basis. The sampling frequency was evaluated during this FYR and is included in Section
6.5.3. The sampling frequency will be evaluated again during the next five year review in 2021.

In addition, landfill gas monitoring will be conducted every 5 years, prior to the five-year report
submission. Lastly, utilize global positioning system (GPS) coordinates and a GPS unit to locate surface
water gauges during the annual sampling event.

Target compounds and overall trends were reviewed for the FYR period using MassDEP MCP GW-3
criteria as no site specific cleanup concentrations are listed in the ROD and site groundwater is not used
for drinking water. Historical data results for each operating year of the five-year review period are
contained in Tables 6 through 11. To achieve the RAOs outlined in the ROD, decreasing trends are
analyzed. During this five year review period concentrations of PCE, TCE and the associated daughter
products indicated decreasing or stable concentrations. In addition, pesticides concentrations indicated
decreasing or stable concentrations.

Appendix C contains time series plots indicating historical sampling results for select compounds. All
data indicate concentrations are below the comparison criteria (MassDEP GW-3) standard and meeting
the objectives of the ROD. In addition, a review comparing historical sampling to the more stringent
GW-1 criteria was performed and determined the site groundwater achieved or was approaching these
values.

Mann-Kendall statistical analysis was performed on wells OHM-A7-08 for PCE, Lindane and 4,4’-DDD
and SUD A07-065 for TCE and PCE (Appendix F). The results indicated decreasing concentration
trends with 99% confidence factor.

6.4.3 Interviews

As part of the FYR review process, interviews were conducted in accordance with the USEPA Five Year
Review Guidance (2001) and summaries of each interview are provided in Appendix B. Those
interviewed included the following:

e Robert Simeone, USACE

e Christine Williams, USEPA

e David Chaffin, MassDEP (he is unfamiliar with site)

e Libby Herland, USFWS

e Tom Eagle, USFWS (is interview included)

e Mike Moran, FEMA
Several attempts were made to contact USAF; however, they did not return our calls.

In general, comments related to the site were positive and supportive. Mr. Moran of the FEMA MERS
program indicated that he felt there is a lack of communication of any continuing cleanup efforts, but was
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unsure if there were presently any active cleanup efforts that would require public awareness. Regardless,
he felt the completed past cleanup efforts have allowed visitors to enjoy the area and the environment.
Mr. Eagle of the USFWS also felt uninformed of what is specifically being done in regards to current
cleanup work, but indicated that he feels he is not involved in the project so does not need to know much.

Ms. Libby Herland of FWS indicated some of the general public surrounding the Sudbury Annex are not
convinced the site is clean. However, most people appreciate the clean environmental and the area that
the cleanup provides.

Mr. David Chaffin of MassDEP indicated that it was not necessary to interview him, as he would provide
comments on the FYR.

Ms. Christine Williams of EPA indicated the Army needs to generally stay more engaged at the sites.
She also felt the maintenance work needs to be improved at the site, such as maintaining wells and well
screens. Ms. Williams indicated she did not know of any IC breaches or complaints, however she
indicated FWS may be installing a well at AOC A9.

The Army indicated that the LUCs and ICs were in place and working as planned. The interviewee
indicated no reports of planned new construction or development on the Site.

6.4.4 Five-Year Review Site Inspection

The FYR site inspection was conducted in November 2015 by H&S and on March 25, 2016 with the
regulatory agencies, DEP and USEPA, USACE and H&S. Photos from site inspections are presented in
Appendix D.

During the site inspection on March 25, AOC A7, A9, P31 and P58 were visited. No issues were
identified at the AOC A7, P31 and P58. At AOC A9, the area had recently been cleared and the well
recently installed by USFWS was observed. According to Tom Eagle of the USFWS, the well was
installed to provide potable water to service two trailer pads to be constructed for future shop facilities.
He did not have the final construction logs on the well at the time of this review.

6.4.5 Public Outreach

The public notices published in local and regional newspapers have served as the primary community
outreach forum for information regarding the Sudbury Annex, contaminated groundwater, and the
remedies to be exchanged. During the FYR period, notification regarding the FYR was published. No
other notifications occurred.

6.5 Technical Assessment

This section of the 2016 FYR details responses to the key questions from the 2001 EPA Guidance on
conducting FYRs as follows:

e Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

e Question B: Are exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action
objectives used at the time of the remedy still valid?

e Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

Responses are provided as follows:
Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?
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No. The remedy is still protective in the short term since, the landfill cap, gas ventilation system, and
drainage system at AOC A7 achieve the RAOs stated in the ROD. ICs continue to prohibit any use of
groundwater as drinking water and any undesired use of the land at AOC A7.

However, a water supply well (ASWSW) was recently installed for potential recreational/transient use at
a seasonal campground location for FWS Interns. The 1997 MOM ROD stated that there was a
presumption that no drinking water wells would be installed at AOC A9 for residential use due to transfer
to the USFW as a refuge, however, no ICs were implemented to prohibit drinking water wells at AOC
A9. Construction details and drinking water analysis were provided by USFWS. Sample results
indicated all compounds were below MCLs with the exception of naturally occurring compounds arsenic,
iron and manganese. Arsenic was detected at 0.11 mg/L and the MCL is 0.10 mg/L. Iron was detected at
0.52 mg/L and the MCL is 0.3 mg/l and manganese was detected at 0.069 mg/L and the MCL is 0.05
mg/L. The well is not in use at this time and is scheduled to be sampled in August 2016 to confirm these
sample results as well as to check for the presence of emerging contaminants.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the time of
the remedy still valid?

No. The remedy is still protective in the short term, however some of the exposure assumptions and
toxicity values have changed. The RAOs in the 1995 ROD focused on assuring that exposure to COCs
does not occur and eliminating the exposure pathway. Some exposure assumptions and toxicity values
have changed over time that would alter the original risk estimates. For example, in 2014, USEPA
revised recommended exposure factors such as body weight that would now result in slightly lower risk
estimates and slightly higher risk-based cleanup goals than those prepared at the time of the ROD.
Updated toxicity values for TCE now result in significantly higher hazard quotients for non-cancer health
effects, and require age-specific adjustments (i.e., increased sensitivity in children) for cancer risk
estimates. However, other than cleanup goals for arsenic and thallium in consolidated soil, there are no
chemical-specific cleanup goals defined in the RODs. Because exposure is prevented and detected
chemicals levels in groundwater continue to decrease in concentration and are spatially localized to
directly under the landfill cap, the changes in toxicity values and exposure factors do not impact the
remedy and alter the protectiveness

Although no ARARs are identified in the 1996 and 1997 RODs, action-specific ARARs were presented
for the construction of the consolidated landfill in the ROD dated 1995. Two chemical-specific “to be
considered” cleanup goals were developed for arsenic (30 mg/kg) and thallium (20 mg/kg) to identify
soil for consolidation. MassDEP MCP groundwater standards are being used as points of comparison for
monitoring the groundwater, and are consistent with the Safe Drinking Water Act usually do not change
with risk assessment updates. During the five year review period, no changes to the MCP groundwater
monitoring criteria used for comparison purposes occurred.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy?

Yes Recently, EPA has identified PFASs, perchlorate and 1,4-dioxane as emerging contaminants that
need to be evaluated at sites where fire-fighting foams, explosives or chlorinated solvents containing
these chemicals have been used. Records for the Sudbury Annex indicate that fire-fighting activities,
fireworks disposal and the historical presence of solvents occurred at AOC A9. Additional assessments
would be necessary to evaluate for these compounds. It should be noted the specific use of PFAS
containing firefighting foam is not known. As noted in the response to Question A, a water supply well
(A9WSW) was recently installed at AOC A9; however, the well is not in use at this time and is
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scheduled to be sampled in August 2016. The Army is not aware of any additional information that
would question the protectiveness of the remedy.

6.5.1 Remedial Action Performance and Monitoring

The remedial actions are functioning as intended and response actions are operating as designed
including the following:

e Based on the inspections during the FYR period, landfill cap system is in good condition and
continues to prohibit contact with site contaminants. Annual reporting including site inspection
logs and Geotechnical Inspection Reports verify the cap system operates as intended,;

e The cap appears to be functioning as designed and limiting direct recharge through the landfill
materials to the underlying aquifer. Long-term monitoring of groundwater below and
downgradient of the cap indicates that detected chemical levels in groundwater continue to trend
downward in concentration and are spatially localized to underlying the landfill cap only. Annual
reporting including evaluations of groundwater analytical results and groundwater elevations
indicate the cap system is functioning as designed.

e Due to heavy brush and undergrowth at monitoring locations located outside of the landfill cap
area, GPS will be used to determine well locations.

6.5.2 System Operations/ Operation and Maintenance

O&M for the Sudbury Annex is being performed in accordance with the 2015 LTMMP (Sovereign/HGL,
2015) and the O&M Plan (Roy F. Weston, 1997). Continued preventive maintenance includes continued
mowing of the area of adjacent cap; removal of moss at the toe of the landfill; and removal of trees that
may compromise the fence line.

6.5.2.1 Landfill Gas Monitoring Data and Landfill Inspection

A passive gas venting system was installed to facilitate the ventilation of any methane generated from the
degrading waste material beneath the landfill cover system. The passive system consists of four 6-inch
diameter gas vents. Annual landfill gas monitoring was performed in November or December from 2011
through 2015 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE). Tables containing
landfill gas vent data can be found in Tables 12 through 15. Minimal levels of methane and VOCs have
been detected during some monitoring events. Carbon dioxide levels have historically remained low, and
were relatively consistent form 2011 to 2015, ranging from as high as 4.0 % CO2 at GV-3 in 2012 to as
low as 0 % at GV-4 in 2014. Lower Explosive Limit (LEL) levels have also consistently remained at zero
with the exception of 2015 when a concentration of 0.002 was detected at A7-2, A7-3 and A7-4. There
are no site-specific decision limits for the landfill gases.

The annual inspection of the landfill was conducted in November 18, 2015 by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers in the presence of the EPA. During the 2015 inspection of the landfill, the landfill was found
to be in good condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement. An inspection report is included in
Appendix D along with the landfill inspection checklist. The report made the following
recommendations:

e Continue mowing of the field area adjacent to the cap to prevent encroachment of woody and
wetland species on the cap.

e Clear moss and other debris in the near future in the toe drain area.

e Replace hose clamps and bird screens at all gas vents.
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e Remove hornet's nests from landfill gas vents.
e Remove any trees that may compromise the perimeter fence in the future.

e Apply herbicide along access road, parking lot, and riprap areas where unwanted vegetation has
appeared.

6.5.3 Opportunities for Optimization

The optimization evaluation conducted in 2015 as part of the LTMMP (Sovereign/HGL, 2015)
recommends several changes to the monitoring program at the Annex be reviewed during the FYR.
These recommendations were in response to historically downward trends.

The report recommends the removal of metals analyses beginning the fall 2016 program. Although
several metals have been detected at varying concentrations at the site, all metal and mercury results have
remained below the corresponding GW-1 and GW-3 standards with the exception of zinc in well
SUDWP-AQ7-01. This well was constructed with galvanized steel. Under 310 CMR 123(1)(h) analyte
removal under post closure care is complete.

The report also recommends removal of well OHM-A7-51 beginning with the fall 2016 sampling. This is
based on the last groundwater analytical exceedance documented in October 2003 (PCE) and a
compliance point, per 310 CMR 19.132 (2), that is located hydraulically downgradient (SUD-AQ7-065).

A Mann-Kendall constituent trend analysis and linear regression was performed to show historical
downward trends. Results from the Mann-Kendall toolkit (GSI Environmental) and the linear regression
can be found in Appendix F. Mann-Kendall results show a negative M-K Statistic and a confidence
factor of 99%. The SUD-AQ7-065 linear regression shows a downward trend, and predicts TCE to fall
below the GW-1 standard in 2016. With these statistical results, it is confident to claim that TCE will
continue on a downward trend in the future, thus SUD-AQ07-065 can be recommended for reduction in
sampling frequency to biennial and removing OHM-A7-51 from the sampling program.

The trend analysis and evaluation conducted as part of the FYR indicates the remedy is effective.

An additional optimization recommendation was for a reduction in VOC analysis to include only COPCs.
COPCs include: PCE, TCE, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene and trans-1,2-
dichloroethene.

Also the optimization evaluation recommended to remove metals analyses from the fall 2016 LTM
program. The Interstate Technology and Regulator Council (ITRC) guidance for groundwater monitoring
module evaluation indicates metals can be removed from the analyte list. ITRC recommends
confirmation sampling to be conducted every 5 years until end of post closure care (PCC). Analyte list
can be modified per 310 CMR 19.132(1)(H).

6.5.4 Early Indications of Potential Remedy Failure

No indications of remedy failure have been observed to date. As described above, the remedy is
generally functioning as intended. Effectiveness is evaluated regularly as part of system O&M and the
LTMMP.

6.5.5 Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures

ROD ICs are in place and functioning properly. During annual site inspections conducted by USACE and
EPA personnel, no changes to land use were observed at AOC A7 and the fence surrounding the landfill
prevents access to the property. The environmental monitoring and O&M component of the remedy
includes repair and maintenance of the cap, security fence and monitoring wells. The security fence was

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
September 2016

6-7



2016 Five-Year Review Report
Former Sudbury Training Annex
BRAC Legacy Sites September 2016

observed to have minor damage due to tree fall in 2015, but was secure. No repairs were necessary to the
cap, monitoring wells or access road. The most recent USACE and EPA inspection included an
inspection of the replicated wetland. It was determined the replicated wetland area will be evaluated
during the next annual landfill cap-monitoring inspection (2016) to determine the recovery of the mowed
woody plants and whether any corrective action is required (e.g. replanting).

Institutional controls prohibiting the use of site groundwater as drinking water at AOCA7
eliminate the ingestion of groundwater exposure pathways. Land use at the AOC A7 has not
changed from the presumed future wildlife refuge use evaluated prior to the ROD and is not
expected to change. There are provisions in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between
the Army and the USFWS dated 28 September 2000 (Weston 2001 - see Appendix D) allowing
for the Army to conduct remedial actions at the former annex in general, but in particular, the
AOC A7 landfill site is protected by Clause C8 from tampering, described as surface application
of water, the use of groundwater, disturbing the parcel by earthworks that would negatively
affect any response actions or jeopardize the remedy, activities that might impede the function of the
containment design, or any unauthorized work that might be done without the consent of EPA and the
Army on the landfill cap itself.

In this MOA, a Site-Wide Institutional Control (1C) dealing with OE is discussed. It states,

The USFWS acknowledges that the Army has informed it that as of the Date of Transfer, the subsurface
soil below the depth of4-ft on the Transfer Parcel may contain OE or OE related material as a result of
past Army activities on the Transfer Parcel. The USFWS covenants on behalf of itself and its successors
and assigns that except as provided herein, no activity or use shall be undertaken on the Transfer Parcel
that might disrupt or otherwise negatively impact the subsurface soil below the depth of 4-ft. Such
prohibited activities and uses shall include any disturbance of the subsurface soil below the depth of 4-ft
in any manner, including but not limited to construction activities such as filling, drilling, excavation or
change of topography.

It should be noted that subsurface disturbance below 4 ft. is allowed; however, the Army will not be
responsible. The same MOA acknowledges that arsenic-based herbicides were applied to the fence line
along Patrol Road.

"...the USFWS acknowledges that the arsenic-based herbicides were applied in the vicinity of the fence
line along Patrol Road and on the former railroad beds on the northern and southern portions of the
Sudbury Training Annex, and that the Army has concluded, after completing a facility-wide investigation,
that the resulting concentrations of arsenic in the soil do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health
or the environment based on the future use of the Transfer Parcel as a National Wildlife Refuge. The
USFWS covenants on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns that no portion of a 50-ft strip of
land on either side of the center of the above-described fence line or former railroad beds shall be used
for residential habitation unless the then owner of the Transfer Parcel can demonstrate to USEPA that
such use is consistent with the protection of human health and the environment. "

The residual concentrations of arsenic in soil did not represent an unacceptable risk to human health or
the environment based on use of the land as a refuge. This institutional control is valid for all sites along
Patrol Road (including AOC A7 and the adjacent P9 and A9) and the former railroad beds on the Annex.

Per the MOA, P31 and P58 were inspected. No evidence of dumping or land use disturbance was
observed. A well was installed by USFWS at AOC A9. The USFWS conducted MEC clearance during
drilling as required by the MOA for any digging below 4 feet bgs, thus, complying with site-wide land
use control restrictions.
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6.5.6 Summary of Technical Assessment

Based on the data reviewed, the response actions related to the Former Sudbury Annex are generally
performing as designed and meeting the remedial action objectives. The landfill cap, gas ventilation
system, and drainage system achieve the RAOs stated in the ROD. The exposure assumptions, toxicity
data, and RAOs used at the time of the remedy are still valid. The RAOs in the 1995 ROD focused on
assuring that exposure to COCs does not occur and eliminating the exposure pathway. However, a water
supply well (AQWSW) was recently installed at AOC A9The well is not in use at this time. Recently,
EPA has identified PFASs as emerging contaminants that need to be evaluated at sites where fire-fighting
foams containing these chemicals have been potentially used. A Preliminary Assessment is underway
and select AOC A7 locations and the newly installed water supply well at A9 is scheduled to be sampled
in August 2016.

6.6 Issues

1. A water supply well was installed by USF&WS at AOC A9, an area that previously had
contamination. The institutional controls should prevent these actions from occurring in the future if the
groundwater is determined to pose an unacceptable risk. The institutional controls for groundwater
should be evaluated and modified if necessary.

2. Hornet nests are blocking gas vents so they cannot be sampled. The gas vents need to be cleaned and
the sampled in accordance with the LTMMP.

3.Well SUDWP-AT7-0I contained insufficient water to conduct sampling in 2015. The monitoring plan
should be evaluated to determine if this well should be replaced.

4. The emerging contaminants, Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), Perchlorate, and 1,4-
dioxane may have been disposed of at AOC A7 and AOC A9.

5. In addition, PFAS may have been used at other areas of the site. Impacts from these contaminants
must be evaluated to determine if additional actions are warranted.

6. Contaminants in groundwater at AOC A9 were above MCLs at the time of the 1997 OU2
Management of Migration ROD. The current concentrations of contaminants in groundwater are not
know. A water supply well was installed by USF & WS at AOC 9 and it is unknown if this well is being
impacted by current conditions or could be impacted in the future if used. The current extent of
contamination should be characterized and current and future impacts to this water supply well should be
evaluated to determine if the well should be utilized.

These issues do not affect current protectiveness, however they do affect the future protectiveness of the
site.

6.7 Recommendations and Follow up Actions

The following items are recommended in regards to LTM, O&M, and IC/LUC protection at the Former
Sudbury Annex:

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
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1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater investigation
is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016 and report data in accordance
with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-A7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be determined if
a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of a higher water
table. A technical memo will be submitted with Army's recommendation.

4. Prepare sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling for emerging contaminants,
including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane and PFAS at AOC A7 and A9 to determine if these contaminants are
currently impacting groundwater at AOC7 and A9.

5. .Prepare a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been used, stored, or disposed of at any other areas
of the site in addition to AOC7 and A9.

6. Prepare a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9 and determine if historical impacts above the
MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water supply well currently or
in the future. If the groundwater exhibits unacceptable risk revise existing ICs to insure that additional
water supply wells are not installed in the future

All of these actions that do not affect current protectiveness, but do affect future protectiveness will be
accomplished by the Army. The first three actions (1-3) will be completed by March 30, 2017. The last
three actions (4-6) will be completed by September 30, 2017.

6.8 Protectiveness Statement

The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is capped
and the groundwater is not being used as a drinking water supply at any of the AOCs. However, in order
for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater investigation
is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016 and report data in accordance
with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-A7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be determined if
a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of a higher water
table. A technical memo will be submitted with Army's recommendation.

4. Prepare sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling for emerging contaminants,
including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane and PFAS at AOC A7 and A9 to determine if these contaminants are
currently impacting groundwater at AOC7 and A9..

5. Prepare a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been used, stored, or disposed of at any other areas
of the site in addition to AOC7 and A9.
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6. Prepare a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9 and determine if historical impacts above the
MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water supply well currently or
in the future. If the groundwater exhibits unacceptable risk revise existing ICs to insure that additional
water supply wells are not installed in the future

6.9 Next Review

The next review will be performed within five years of EPA acceptance of this Five-Year Report.

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC.
September 2016

6-11



- KGS | TABLES



Table 6

Groundwater Analytical Results Spring 2011
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

MCP MCP
Method Analyte ;:;?rgﬁi! Q Groﬁr:/:il\-/:ater Groﬁr:/:ilﬁater Units | OHM-AT7-08 [ Q| OHM-AT7-09 [ Q| OHM-AT7-51 [ Q O;’J\glé;sl Q| JO-A07-M62 | Q| SUD-A07-014 | Q | SUD-A07-065 | Q
Standard Standard
VOLATILES 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.5 U 5 50,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
(SW846 8260B) 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.8 200 20,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 31 2 50,000 Hg/L 050 [u[ 050 |u 12 11 0.50 U 0.50 g 333 W
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 5 50,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.5 U 70 20,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.5 U 7 30,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,1-Dichloropropene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 4 NS NS pa/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 70 50,000 pa/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 3 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane
(DBCP) 4 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 1.0 U 0.02 50,000 pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 ) 2.0 U 2.0 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 U 600 2,000 pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 ) 2.5 U
1,2-Dichloroethane 6.7 5 20,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.36 J
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 U 5 50,000 pg/L 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 ) 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 12 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 U 40 50,000 pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,3-Dichloropropane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 U 5 8,000 pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
2,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
2-Butanone 25 U 4,000 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
2-Chlorotoluene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
2-Hexanone 10 U NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
4-Chlorotoluene 1.0 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
4-Isopropyltoluene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 ) 0.50 ) 0.50 U
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone (MIBK) 25.0 U
350 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
Acetone 25.0 U 6,300 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
Benzene 1 5 10,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Bromobenzene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
Bromochloromethane 0.5 U NS NS pa/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 )
Bromodichloromethane 0.5 U 3 50,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Bromoform 0.5 U 4 50,000 pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U
Bromomethane 0.5 U 10 800 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Carbon Disulfide 1.0 U NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.5 U 5 5,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Chlorobenzene 64 100 1,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 2.9
Chloroethane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Chloroform 300 70 20,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 1.2
Chloromethane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 25 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
cis -1,2-Dichloroethene 19 70 50,000 pg/L 2.6 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 3.1
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
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Groundwater Analytical Results Spring 2011
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

MCP MCP
Method Analyte I\Hﬂg?r::fl?r: Q Groﬁr:/g\-/:ater Groﬁr:/g\-/jater Units | OHM-A7-08 | Q| OHM-A7-09 [ Q| OHM-A7-51 | Q O;'J\gl-i't;t-sl Q| JO-A07-M62 [ Q| SUD-A07-014 | Q| SUD-A07-065 | Q
Standard Standard

Dibromochloromethane 0.5 U 2 50,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Dibromomethane 0.5 U NS NS pa/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 )
Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 0.8
12) NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 )
Ethylbenzene 7 700 5,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.5 U 0.6 3,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Isopropylbenzene 5 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 ) 0.50 U
m,p -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Methyl tert-Butyl Ether 1.0 U 70 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 )
Methylene Chloride 1 5 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 ) 5.0 U
Naphthalene 37 140 20,000 pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 )
n -Butylbenzene 4 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
n -Propylbenzene 9 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
0 -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
sec -Butylbenzene 3 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.43 J 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Styrene 0.5 U 100 6,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
tert -Butylbenzene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 5 30,000 ug/L 050 U 4.0 3.9 0.26 J 0.50 i = W
Toluene 26 1,000 40,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 )
trans -1,2-Dichloroethene 6 100 50,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 ) 0.75 ) 0.66 J
trans -1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 U 0.4 200 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Trichloroethene 40 5 5,000 pg/L 0.27 J 0.50 U 0.44 J 0.39 J 0.50 ) 0.50 ) 4.7
Trichlorofluoromethane 7
(Freon 11) NS NS pa/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 )
Vinyl Chloride 0.5 U 2 50,000 pa/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U

PESTICIDES 4,4'-DDD 0.48 0.2 50 pa/L 0.053 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U

(SwW846 8081A) 4,4'-DDE 0.1 U 0.05 400 pa/L 0.021 J 0.04 U 0.04 ) 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
4,4'-DDT 0.36 0.3 1 pa/L 0.057 0.04 U 0.04 ) 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 )
Aldrin 0.058 U 0.5 20 pa/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 ) 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
alpha-BHC 0.042 NS NS pa/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 ) 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
alpha-Chlordane 0.058 U 2 NS pa/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
beta-BHC 0.058 U NS NS pa/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 ) 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
delta-BHC 0.31 NS NS pa/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
Dieldrin 0.12 U 0.1 0.5 pa/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 ) 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 )
Endosulfan | 0.058 U 10 2 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
Endosulfan I 0.12 U NS NS pa/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 U NS NS pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 ) 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 UJ
Endrin 0.12 U 2 5 pa/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 )
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 U NS NS pa/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 )
Endrin ketone 0.05 U NS NS pa/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 17.0 0.2 4 Mg/l 002 |u[ o077 0.073 002 |u[ 002 ul o161
gamma-Chlordane 0.058 U 2 NS pa/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
Heptachlor 0.058 U 0.4 1.0 pa/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 U 0.2 2 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
Hexachlorobenzene 0.06 U 1 6,000 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 )
Methoxychlor 0.058 U 40 10 pg/L 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U
Toxaphene 1.2 U NS NS pa/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
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Table 6

Groundwater Analytical Results Spring 2011
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

MCP MCP
Method Analyte ;:i?;ﬁ?; Gmﬁr\]’g\';ater Gmﬁr\]’gﬁater Units | OHM-A7-08 | Q| OHM-AT7-09 [ Q| OHM-A7-51 | Q Og'lz\gl'ﬁ;'sl Q| Jo-A07-M62 | Q| SUD-A07-014 [ Q| SUD-A07-065 | Q
Standard Standard
TAL METALS Arsenic 67 10 900 pa/L 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 )
(SwW846 6010B) Barium 376 2,000 50,000 pa/L 42 5 J 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 )
MERCURY Cadmium 10 5 4 pa/L 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 )
(SW846 7470A) Chromium 112 100 300 pa/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 )
Copper 86.2 NS NS pa/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Iron 135,000 NS NS pa/L 230 550 78 78 61 50 U 440
Lead 485 15 10 pa/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 )
Manganese 25,100 NS NS pa/L 294 890 25 23 8 J 8 J 279
Mercury 3.1 2 20 pa/L 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U
Selenium 100 50 100 pa/L 10 U 10 U 10 ) 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 )
Silver 5 100 7 pa/L 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U
CYANIDE
(SM4500CN-CE)  |Cyanide, Total 11 200 30 Mg/l 5 U 3 J 5 U 3 J 5 U 5 U 3 J
lcoD (E410.4) Chemical Oxygen Demand 190 NS NS mg/L 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U
FIELD Temperature, initial NS ° Celsius 14.77 13.2 13.1 NA 13.75 12.29 1302
PARAMETERS Temperature, final NS ° Celsius 15.08 13.14 12.84 NA 12.99 11.28 12.9
pH NS Std units 4.33 5.06 3.43 NA 5.24 4.69 5.32
Specific Conductance NS pS/cm 151 126 72 NA 54 158 133
ORP/Eh? NS mV 228.8 333.8 223.8 NA 129.3 275.7 351.6
Dissolved Oxygen NS mg/L 6.07 0.45 1.63 NA 1.57 8.88 0.4
Turbidity NS NTU 2.2 2.65 0.85 NA 1.33 0.91 0
Notes:

0.333 Above GW-1 Standard

Non-detect results above GW-1 Standard
ug/L - microgram per liter

20U

U - non-detect

J - Estimated result

NS - No standard

NA - Not analyzed
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Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2011

Table 7

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

MCP MCP
Method Analyte E?ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂ Q Gmﬁ;’g\;&ter Gmﬁxgﬁater Units | OHM-A7-08 | Q | OHM-A7-09 | Q | OHM-A7-51 | Q Ogm;;z‘;{jl Q| Jo-A07-M62 | Q| SUD-A07-014 | Q| SUD-A07-065 | Q
Standard Standard
VOLATILES 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.5 ) 5 50,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U
(SW846 8260B) 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.8 200 20,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 31 2 50,000 ug/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.58 0.56 0.50 U 0.50 i 22 N
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 5 50,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.5 U 70 20,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.5 U 7 30,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U
1,1-Dichloropropene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 4 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 70 50,000 pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 3 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane
(DBCP) 4 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 1.0 U 0.02 50,000 pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 U 600 2,000 pg/L 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,2-Dichloroethane 6.7 5 20,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 U 5 50,000 pg/L 1.8 ) 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 12 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 U 40 50,000 pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,3-Dichloropropane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 U 5 8,000 pg/L 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
2,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
2-Butanone 25 U 4,000 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U
2-Chlorotoluene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
2-Hexanone 10 U NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U
4-Chlorotoluene 1.0 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
4-Isopropyltoluene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone (MIBK) U
25.0 350 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U
Acetone 25.0 U 6,300 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U
Benzene 1 5 10,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Bromobenzene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
Bromochloromethane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
Bromodichloromethane 0.5 U 3 50,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U
Bromoform 0.5 U 4 50,000 pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 ) 2.0 U 2.0 ) 2.0 U 2.0 ) 2.0 U
Bromomethane 0.5 U 10 800 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U
Carbon Disulfide 1.0 U NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.5 U 5 5,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U
Chlorobenzene 64 100 1,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.53
Chloroethane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U
Chloroform 300 70 20,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U 0.75 ) 0.75 U 0.75 ) 1.2 U
Chloromethane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U 2.5 ) 2.5 U
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Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2011

Table 7

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

MCP MCP
Method Analyte ulji?r::li?r! Q Groﬁr\mlgv:ater Groﬁr\mlgvjater Units | OHM-A7-08 | Q [ OHM-A7-09 | Q | OHM-A7-51 | Q ODHLII\SI@;? Q| JO-A07-M62 | Q | SUD-A07-014 | Q | SUD-A07-065 | Q
Standard Standard

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 19 70 50,000 pg/L 1.5 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.95
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Dibromochloromethane 0.5 U 2 50,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Dibromomethane 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon
12) 0.8 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
Ethylbenzene 7 700 5,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.5 U 0.6 3,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Isopropylbenzene 5 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
m,p -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000* pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Methyl tert-Butyl Ether 1.0 U 70 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Methylene Chloride 1 5 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U
Naphthalene 37 140 20,000 pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
n -Butylbenzene 4 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
n -Propylbenzene 9 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
0 -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
sec -Butylbenzene 3 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Styrene 0.5 U 100 6,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
tert -Butylbenzene 0.5 U NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 5 30,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 2.9 2.8 0.35 J 0.50 U
Toluene 26 1,000 40,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U
trans -1,2-Dichloroethene 6 100 50,000 pg/L 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U 0.75 U
trans -1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 U 0.4 200 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Trichloroethene 40 5 5,000 pg/L 0.22 J 0.50 U 0.35 J 0.34 J 0.50 U 0.50 U 1.3
Trichlorofluoromethane
(Freon 11) 7 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 0.53 J 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U
Vinyl Chloride 0.5 U 2 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U

PESTICIDES 4,4'-DDD 0.48 0.2 50 pg/L 0.043 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U

(SW846 8081A) 4,4'-DDE 0.1 U 0.05 400 pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
4,4'-DDT 0.36 0.3 1 pg/L 0.045 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
Aldrin 0.058 U 0.5 20 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
alpha-BHC 0.042 NS NS pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
alpha-Chlordane 0.058 U 2 NS pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
beta-BHC 0.058 U NS NS pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
delta-BHC 0.31 NS NS pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
Dieldrin 0.12 U 0.1 0.5 pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
Endosulfan | 0.058 U 10 2 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
Endosulfan I 0.12 U NS NS pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 U NS NS pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
Endrin 0.12 U 2 5 pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 U NS NS pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
Endrin ketone 0.05 U NS NS pg/L 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U 0.04 U
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 17.0 0.2 4 pg/L 0.450 0.02 U 0.079 0.02 U 0.02 ) 0.02 U 0.101
gamma-Chlordane 0.058 U 2 NS pg/L 0.020 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
Heptachlor 0.058 U 0.4 1.0 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 U 0.2 2 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
Hexachlorobenzene 0.06 U 1 6,000 pg/L 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U 0.02 U
Methoxychlor 0.058 U 40 10 pg/L 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U
Toxaphene 1.2 U NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
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Table 7
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2011

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

MCP MCP
Method Analyte ;':i?;:ﬁ?r: GroﬁrYZV:ater GroﬁrYZVgater Units | OHM-A7-08 OHM-A7-09 | Q | OHM-AT7-51 | Q ODHL?SIQZtsl Q| JO-A07-M62 | Q| SUD-A07-014 | Q| SUD-AQ07-065 | Q
Standard Standard
TAL METALS Aluminum 42,100 NS NS pg/L 100 100 U 100 ) 100 U 100 U 100 U 80 J
(SW846 6010B) Antimony 5 6 8,000 pg/L NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
(SW846 6020A) Avrsenic 67 10 900 pg/L 5 5 U 5 ) 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U
MERCURY Barium 376 2,000 50,000 pg/L 40 2 J 5 J 4 J 4 J 3 J 5 J
(SW846 7470A) Beryllium 4 4 200 pg/L 5 5 U 5 ) 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U
Cadmium 10 5 4 Mg/l 5 5 U 5 ) 5 U 5 ) 5 U 5 )
Calcium 40,600 NS NS pg/L 17,000 5,500 9,400 9,100 5,600 6,300 9,800
Chromium 112 100 300 pg/L 10 10 U 10 ) 10 U 10 ) 10 U 10 )
Cobalt 132 NS NS pg/L 4 20 U 20 ) 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U
Copper 86.2 NS NS pg/L 10 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Iron 135,000 NS NS pg/L 700 60 U 300 300 50 U 50 U 170
Lead 485 15 10 pg/L 5 10 U 2 J 3 J 10 U 3 J 10 U
Magnesium 19,300 NS NS pg/L 5,000 1,000 2,900 2,800 1,100 1,300 2,600
Manganese 25,100 NS NS pg/L 447 46 210 206 8 J 6 J 234
Mercury 3.1 2 20 pg/L 0.2 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U
Nickel 80.4 100 200 pg/L 8 25 U 4 J 4 J 25 U 25 U 25 U
Potassium 16,400 NS NS pg/L 4,200 2,000 J 1,900 J 1,800 J 2,200 J 1,100 J 1,900 J
Selenium 100 50 100 Mg/l 10 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 )
Silver 5 100 7 Mg/l 7 7 U 7 ) 7 U 7 ) 7 U 7 )
Sodium 27,200 NS NS Mg/l 8,000 2,700 5,300 5,200 2,800 30,000 7,300
Thallium 2 2 3,000 pg/L 0.100 0.040 J 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.040 J 0.040 J 0.040 J
Vanadium 97.2 30 4,000 pg/L 10 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Zinc 126 5,000 900 pg/L 50 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U
CYANIDE
(SM4500CN) Cyanide, Total 11 200 30 pg/L 5 5 U 5 U 2 J 5 U 1 J 5 U
||COD (E410.4) Chemical Oxygen Demand 190 NS NS mg/L 20 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U 9.4 J
FIELD Temperature, initial NS ° Celsius 12.75 15.83 14.2 NA 14.85 12.85 14.45
PARAMETERS Temperature, final NS ° Celsius 13.08 15.47 14.77 NA 14.56 12.89 14.34
pH NS Std units 5.28 5.42 5.64 NA 5.44 5.72 5.64
Specific Conductance NS puS/cm 207 48 89 NA 52 169 120
ORP/Eh? NS mV 181.9 134.1 112 NA -230.4 -172.9 192
Dissolved Oxygen NS mg/L 1.25 1.1 1.68 NA 1.71 8.9 0.43
Turbidity NS NTU 7.76 0.35 0.93 NA 1.1 3.02 411
Notes:

0.333 Above GW-1 Standard

20U

ND results above GW-1 Standard

ug/L - microgram per liter

U - non-detect

J - Estimated result
NS - No standard
NA - Not analyzed
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Table 8
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2012
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

— MCP GW-1 MCP GW-3
Method Analyte Historical | | Groundwater | Groundwater | units | oHm-a7-08 | @ | CHMAT08 | o | olm-a7-00 | 0 | oHM-A7-10 | | oHM-A751 | o | sup-a07-014 | o | sub-a07-065 | @
HEEYE Standard Standard pLe
VOLATILES
(SW8260C) 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 05 u 5 50,000 ug/L 0.500 ul 0500 ul 0500 ul 0500 ul 0500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
1,1, 1-Trichioroethane 0.8 200 20,000 g/l 0.500 U| 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 31 2 50,000 g/l 0.500 U| 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U 177 0.500 U
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 5 50,000 g/l 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.308 ]
1,1-Dichloroethane 05 U 70 20,000 g/l 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U
1,1-Dichloroethene 05 U 7 30,000 g/l 0.500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
1,1-Dichloropropene 05 U NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 4 NS NS g/l 148 ] 1.50 ] 2.50 U 2.50 U[ 0605 ] 2.50 U 0.493 ]
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1 NS NS g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 70 50,000 g/l 132 ] 1.36 ] 250 U 250 U 0242 ] 2.50 U 0.326 ]
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 3 NS NS g/l 2.50 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) 4 NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 1.0 U 0.02 50,000 g/l 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 05 U 600 2,000 g/l 250 U 2.50 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2-Dichloroethane 6.7 5 20,000 g/l 0.500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U 0.500 U 0.641
1,2-Dichloropropane 05 U 5 50,000 g/l 175 U 175 U 175 U 175 U 175 U 175 U 175 U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene © NS NS g/l 2.50 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 05 U 40 50,000 g/l 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,3-Dichloropropane 05 U NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 05 U 5 8,000 g/l 0.249 ] 0.252 ] 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
2,2-Dichloropropane 05 U NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
2-Butanone 25 U 4,000 50,000 g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
2-Chlorotoluene 05 U NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
2-Hexanone 10 U NS NS g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
4-Chlorotoluene 1.0 U NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
4-Isopropyltoluene 05 U NS NS g/l 0.500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone (MIBK) 25.0 U 350 50,000 g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
Acetone 25.0 U 6,300 50,000 g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 3.89 ] 5.00 U 5.00 U
Benzene 1 5 10,000 g/l 0.500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Bromobenzene 05 U NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
Bromochloromethane 05 U NS NS g/l 250 U 250 U 250 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
Bromodichloromethane 05 U 3 50,000 g/l 0.500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U[ 0500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Bromoform 05 U 4 50,000 g/l 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U
Bromomethane 05 U 10 800 g/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U .00 U .00 U
Carbon Disulfide 1.0 U NS NS g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 05 U 5 5,000 g/l 0.500 U[ 0500 U 0500 U 0500 U 0500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Chlorobenzene 64 100 1,000 g/l 2.66 2.66 0.422 ] 0.500 U[ 0500 U 0.500 U 1.29
Chioroethane 05 U NS NS g/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U .00 U .00 U
Chioroform 300 70 20,000 g/l 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 Ul 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.586 ]
Chloromethane 05 U NS NS g/l 2550 U 2550 U 2550 U 2550 U 2550 U 250 U 2550 U

Page 1 of 3




Table 8
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2012
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

— MCP GW-1_ | MCP GW-3
Method Analyte Historical | ) | Groundwater | Groundwater | units | oHM-A7-08 | @ [ CHMAT08 | o | opm-a7-00 | @ | oHM-AT-10 | @ | OHM-A7-51 | Q| suD-A07-014 | Q| sup-A07-065 | @
L Standard Standard pLe

cis -1,2-Dichloroethene 19 70 50,000 g/l 419 4.03 0.227 3 0500 |U| 0283 J 0.500 U 4.36

cis -1,3-Dichloropropene 05 U NS NS g/l 0500 | U| 050 |U| 0500 JU| 050 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

Dibromochloromethane 05 U 2 50,000 g/l 0500 | U| 050 |U| 0500 JU| 050 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

Dibromomethane 05 U NS NS g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U

Dichlorodifluoromethane 0.8 NS NS ug/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U

(Freon 12)

Ethylbenzene 7 700 5,000 g/l 0500 |U| 0500 |U| 0500 JU| 050 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

Hexachlorobutadiene 05 U 0.6 3,000 ng/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U

Isopropylbenzene 5 NS NS g/l 0500 |U| 050 |U| 0500 JU| 050 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

m,p -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 g/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U

Methyl tert-butyl ether 1.0 U 70 50,000 ng/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U

Methylene Chloride 1 5 50,000 g/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U

Naphthalene 37 140 20,000 ng/L 2.50 U 2.50 U| 0340 3 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U

n-Butylbenzene 4 NS NS g/l 0.264 3 0.244 3 0500 |U| 050 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

n-Propylbenzene 9 NS NS ng/L 0500 |U| 050 |U| 0500 JU| 050 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

0 -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 g/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U

sec -Butylbenzene 3 NS NS ng/L 0.726 0.740 0.452 3 0500 | U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

Styrene 05 U 100 6,000 ng/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U

tert -Butylbenzene 05 U NS NS g/l 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U

Tetrachloroethene 140 5 30,000 ng/L s1s [ 526 0.239 7 0500 | U 3.56 0.500 U

Toluene 26 1,000 40,000 ng/L 0750 |U| 0750 |U| 0750 JU| 0750 |U| 0750 |U 0.750 U 0.750 U

trans -1,2-Dichloroethene 6 100 50,000 ng/L 0750 |U| 0750 |U| 0750 JU| 0750 |U| 0750 |U 0.750 U 0.996

trans -1,3-Dichloropropene 05 U 0.4 200 ng/L 0500 |U| 0500 |U| 0500 |U| 050 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U

Trichloroethene 40 5 5,000 ng/L 0.395 3 0.382 3 0500 |U| 0500 |U| o878 0.500 U

Trichlorofluoromethane 7 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 u 2.50 u 2.50 u 2.50 ul 0365 3 2.50 u 250 u

(Freon 11)

Vinyl Chioride 05 U 2 50,000 g/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U .00 U
PESTICIDES 4,4-DDD 0.48 0.2 50 gL 0.049 J 0.055 J 0040 | U| 0040 JU] 0040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
(SW8081B) 4,4-DDE 0.1 U 0.05 400 g/l 0.023 3 0.017 3 0040 |U| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.012 3

4,4-DDT 0.36 03 1 g/l 0.035 3 0.038 3 0040 |U| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.040 U

Aldrin 0058 | U 05 20 g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

alpha-BHC 0.042 NS NS g/l 0.017 3 0.022 3 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

alpha-Chlordane 0058 | U 2 2 g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

beta-BHC 0058 | U NS NS g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

delta-BHC 031 NS NS g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

Dieldrin 0.12 U 0.1 05 g/l 0040 | U| 0040 |U| 0040 JU| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.040 U

Endosulfan | 0058 | U 10 2 g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

Endosulfan Il 0.12 U NS NS g/l 0040 | U| 0040 |U| 0040 |JU| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.040 U

Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 U NS NS g/l 0040 | U| 0040 |U| 0040 |JU| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.040 U

Endrin 0.12 U 2 5 g/l 0040 | U| 0040 |U| 0040 |JU| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.040 U

Endrin aldehyde 0.12 U NS NS g/l 0040 | U| 0040 |U| 0040 |JU| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.040 U

Endrin ketone 0.05 U NS NS g/l 0040 |U| 0040 |U| o040 |U| 0040 |U| 0040 |U 0.040 U 0.040 U

gamma-BHC (Lindane) 17.0 0.2 4 hg/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.082 0.020 b oz W

gamma-Chlordane 0058 | U 2 2 g/l 0020 |U| 002 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

Heptachior 0058 | U 0.4 1 g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

Heptachior epoxide 0058 | U 0.2 2 g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

Hexachlorobenzene 0.06 U 1 6,000 g/l 0020 |U| 0020 |U| 0020 JU| 0020 |U| 0020 |U 0.020 U 0.020 U

Methoxychlor 0058 | U 40 10 g/l 0200 |U| 0200 |U| 0200 JU| 0200 |U| 0200 |U 0.200 U 0.200 U

Toxaphene 12 U NS NS g/l 0500 | U| 0500 |U| 0500 JU| 0500 |U| 0500 |U 0.500 U 0.500 U
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Table 8

Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2012

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

. MCP GW-1 MCP GW-3
Method Analyte B Groundwater | Groundwater | Units | oHM-A7-08 | @ | OTMAT08 | | oHm-A7-09 | @ | oHM-A7-10 | @ | OHM-A7-51 | @ | sup-A07-014 | Q| sup-ac7-065 | @
R Standard Standard B
[TAL METALS Aluminum 42,100 NS NS pg/L 100 U 20 J 40 J 50 J 40 J 100 U 10 U
(SW6010C/ Antimony 5 6 8,000 pg/L 0.661 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 1.084 U 0.500 U 1.041 U 0.500 U
SWE020A) Arsenic 67 10 900 pg/L 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U
MERCURY (SW7470A) [Barium 376 2,000 50,000 Hg/L 36 34 6 J 5 J 6 J 4 J 8 J
Beryllium 4 4 200 pg/L 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U
Cadmium 10 5 4 pg/L 1 J 1 J 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U
Calcium 40,600 NS NS pg/L 23,000 22,000 15,000 6,300 12,000 5,300 15,000
Chromium 112 100 300 pg/L 10 U 2 J 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Cobalt 132 NS NS po/L 30 29 5 J 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U
Copper 86.2 NS NS pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Iron 135,000 NS NS pg/L 2,400 2,200 1,200 460 640 50 U 170
Lead 485 15 10 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Magnesium 19,300 NS NS pg/L 6,000 5,800 3,000 990 3,800 1,300 4,200
Manganese 25,100 NS NS pg/L 2,150 2,110 1,160 35 52 18 U 192
Mercury 3.1 2 20 pg/L 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U
Nickel 80.4 100 200 pg/L 15 J 15 J 25 U 25 U 25 U 6 J 25 U
Potassium 16,400 NS NS pg/L 5,000 4,900 4,100 2,000 J 2,300 J 1,500 J 3,000
Selenium 100 50 100 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Silver 5 100 7 pg/L 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U
Sodium 27,200 NS NS pg/L 9,600 9,100 6,200 3,300 7,600 24,000 9,600
Thallium 2 2 3,000 pg/L 0.175 J 0.185 J 0.500 U 0.041 J 0.500 U 0.033 J 0.500 U
Vanadium 97.2 30 4,000 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Zinc 126 5,000 900 po/L 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U
CYANIDE (SM4500CN) |Cyanide, Total 11 200 30 po/L 2 J 1 J 5 U 5 U 5 U 2 J 5 U
||COD (E410.4) Chemical Oxygen Demand 190 NS NS mg/L 13 J 15 J 13 J 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U
FIELD PARAMETERS | Temperature, initial NS ° Celsius 12.06 NA 14.26 11.59 14.07 14.37 13.42
Temperature, final NS ° Celsius 12.35 NA 13.83 12 14.81 14.30 13.52
pH NS Std units 5.76 NA 5.67 5.45 5.89 5.92 6.01
Specific Conductance NS uS/cm 127 NA 104 38 76 138 106
ORP/Eh NS mV 90.0 NA 176.4 290.5 181.0 165.5 282.7
Dissolved Oxygen NS mg/L 0.85 NA 0.31 1.32 0.86 25 1.25
Turbidity NS NTU 9.21 NA 1.86 6.02 3.63 94 411

Notes:

0.529 Above GW-1 Standard

20U
NA = Not analyzed
NS = No standard

ND results above GW-1 Standard
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Table 9
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2013

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

L A7-DUP1
Method Analyte ATSIOE MCP GW-1 MCPGW-3 | iis | onm-a7-08 |0| oHm-A7-09 || omnm-a751 || Duplicate of oHM- | Q| sub-a07-014 |Q| sup-ao7-06s |o| subwp-ao7-01 |0
Maximum Groundwater Groundwater
Standard Standard el
\VOLATILES
(SW8260C) 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.5 5 50,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.8 200 20,000 ng/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 31 2 50,000 Mg/l 0.500 U 0.500 U 1.22 1.53 0.500 U 0.500 U
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 5 50,000 Hg/L 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.173 J 0.750 U
1,1-Dichloroethane 05 70 20,000 Hg/L 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U
1,1-Dichloroethene 05 7 30,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
1,1-Dichloropropene 05 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 4 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1 NS NS Hg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 70 50,000 Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 3 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) 4 NS NS pg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 1.0 0.02 50,000 Hg/L 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 05 600 2,000 Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,2-Dichloroethane 6.7 5 20,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.815 2.50 U
1,2-Dichloropropane 05 5 50,000 Hg/L 1.75 U 1.75 U 1.75 U 1.75 U 1.75 U 1.75 U 1.75 U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 12 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 05 40 50,000 Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,3-Dichloropropane 05 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 05 5 8,000 Hg/L 0.234 J 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
2,2-Dichloropropane 05 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
2-Butanone 25 4,000 50,000 Hg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
2-Chlorotoluene 05 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
2-Hexanone 10 NS NS Hg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
4-Chlorotoluene 1.0 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
4-1sopropyltoluene 05 NS NS Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone (MIBK) 25.0 350 50,000 ng/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
Acetone 25.0 6,300 50,000 Hg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
Benzene 1 5 10,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Bromobenzene 05 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
Bromochloromethane 0.5 NS NS pg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 ) 2.50 U 2.50 U
Bromodichloromethane 05 3 50,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Bromoform 05 4 50,000 Hg/L 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U
Bromomethane 05 10 800 Hg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
Carbon Disulfide 1.0 NS NS Hg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 05 5 5,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Chlorobenzene 64 100 1,000 Hg/L 2.33 0.270 J 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 1.16 0.500 U
Chloroethane 05 NS NS Hg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
Chloroform 300 70 20,000 Hg/L 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.817 0.293 J
Chloromethane 05 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
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Table 9
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2013

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

o A7-DUP1
Method Analyte AR MCP GW-1 MCPGW=3 1 its | orm-a7-08 |0| oHM-A7-09 |Q| oOHM-A7-51 || Duplicate of OHM- | 0| supb-a07-014 |o| sub-ao7-065 || subwe-ac-01 |0
Maximum Groundwater Groundwater Nl
Standard Standard

cis -1,2-Dichloroethene 19 70 50,000 Hg/L 4.90 0.500 U 0.262 J 0.238 J 0.500 U 5.0 0.500 U
cis -1,3-Dichloropropene 05 NS NS Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Dibromochloromethane 05 2 50,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Dibromomethane 05 NS NS Hg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
Dichlorodifluoromethane 0.8 NS NS ug/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
(Freon 12)
Ethylbenzene 7 700 5,000 Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.5 0.6 3,000 pg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 ) 1.00 U
Isopropylbenzene 5 NS NS pg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
m,p -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 Hg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
Methyl tert-butyl ether 1.0 70 50,000 Hg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
Methylene Chloride 1 5 50,000 pg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 ) 5.00 U 5.00 U
Naphthalene 37 140 20,000 ng/L 2.50 U 2.500 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U
n -Butylbenzene 4 NS NS Hg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
n -Propylbenzene 9 NS NS pg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 ) 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
0-Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 Hg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
sec -Butylbenzene 3 NS NS Hg/L 0.542 0.394 J 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
Styrene 05 100 6,000 Hg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
tert -Butylbenzene 0.5 NS NS pg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 ) 2.50 ) 2.50 U 2.50 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 5 30,000 ug/L 0.500 U 4.33 4.08 0.500 U 14 1.00
Toluene 26 1,000 40,000 ng/L 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.550 J
trans -1,2-Dichloroethene 6 100 50,000 pg/L 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 0.750 U 1.37 0.500 U
trans -1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 0.4 200 pg/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 ) 0.500 U
Trichloroethene 40 5 5,000 Hg/L 0.306 J 0.500 U 0.892 0.833 0.500 U 0.500 U
(TFr:ggLoﬁ';'uommema”e 7 NS NS Hg/L 2.50 U 2.50 U 2,500 U 0.344 J 2.50 U 0.219 J 2.50 U
Vinyl Chloride 05 2 50,000 Hg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U

PESTICIDES 4,4-DDD 0.48 0.2 50 ho/L 0.045 J 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U

(SW8081B) 4,4-DDE 0.1 0.05 400 ng/L 0.009 J 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
4,4-DDT 0.36 0.3 1 ng/L 0.047 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
Aldrin 0.058 05 20 ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
alpha-BHC 0.042 NS NS ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
alpha-Chlordane 0.058 2 2 Hg/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
beta-BHC 0.058 NS NS ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
delta-BHC 0.31 NS NS ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
Dieldrin 0.12 0.1 05 ng/L 0.009 J 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
Endosulfan | 0.058 10 2 ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.114 0.020 U 0.106
Endosulfan 11 0.12 NS NS ng/L 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 NS NS ng/L 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
Endrin 0.12 2 5 Hg/L 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 NS NS ng/L 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
Endrin ketone 0.05 NS NS ng/L 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 17.0 0.2 4 Hg/L 0.020 U 0.064 0.068 0.020 U 0.020 U
gamma-Chlordane 0.058 2 2 ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
Heptachlor 0.058 0.4 1 ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 0.2 2 ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
Hexachlorobenzene 0.06 1 6,000 ng/L 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U 0.020 U
Methoxychlor 0.058 40 10 pg/L 0.200 U 0.200 U 0.200 U 0.200 U 0.200 U 0.200 U 0.200 U
Toxaphene 12 NS NS no/L 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U
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Table 9
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2013
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

. . A7-DUP1
Method Analyte Historical MCP GW-1 MCPGW=3 |\ its | onm-a7-08 |o| oHM-A7-09 [Q| oHM-A7-51 |Q| Duplicate of OHM- [ Q| sub-ao7-014 |Q| supb-aor-065 | Q| subwe-acr-01 |o
Maximum Groundwater Groundwater A7-51
Standard Standard
TAL METALS Aluminum 42,100 NS NS pg/L 100 U 80 J 30 J 100 U 15 10 U 50 J
(SW6010C/ Antimony 5 6 8,000 ug/L 2.428 1.309 U 1.0 U 1.000 U 1.0 U 1.255 U 1.0 U
SW6020A) Arsenic 67 10 900 pg/L 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 )
MERCURY Barium 376 2,000 50,000 pg/L 26 6 J 5 J 4 J 19 5 J 8 J
(SW7470A) Beryllium 4 4 200 pg/L 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 )
Cadmium 10 5 4 Mg/l 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U
Calcium 40,600 NS NS ug/L 18,000 13,000 10,000 10,000 8,300 13,000 4,800
Chromium 112 100 300 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 5.4 J 10 U 10 U
Cobalt 132 NS NS pg/L 19 J 20 U 20 U 20 U 7 J 20 U 7 J
Copper 86.2 NS NS Hg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 I 10 U 10 U 10 U
Iron 135,000 NS NS pg/L 1,000 480 140 J 80 J 2,800 50 220
Lead 485 15 10 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Magnesium 19,300 NS NS pg/L 5,700 3,000 3,800 3,700 2,900 4,000 1,000
Manganese 25,100 NS NS pg/L 1,260 979 20 J 14 J 196 45 358
Mercury 3.1 2 20 pg/L 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U
Nickel 80.4 100 200 pg/L 12 J 25 U 25 U 25 U 15 J 25 U 25 U
Potassium 16,400 NS NS pg/L 3,500 3,400 1,800 J 1,800 J 2,700 2,400 J 1,800 J
Selenium 100 50 100 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Silver 5 100 7 pg/L 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U 7 U
Sodium 27,200 NS NS pg/L 7,600 5,100 6,200 6,100 29,000 7,800 2,600
Thallium 2 2 3,000 pg/L 0.147 J 84.0 J 0.500 U 0.500 U 0.055 J 0.500 U 0.500 J
Vanadium 97.2 30 4,000 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 4 J 10 U 10 U
Zinc 126 5,000 900 pg/L 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U
?SI/IA::&))EN) Cyanide, Total 11 200 30 Hg/L 5 U 5 U 5 u 5 u 5 u 5 U 5
||COD (E410.4) Chemical Oxygen Demand 190 NS NS mg/L 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 ] 20 ] 20 U 20
FIELD PARAMETERS| Temperature, initial NS ° Celsius 11.26 13.2 12.47 10.74 11.98 12.8
Temperature, final NS ° Celsius 11.27 13.02 12.82 10.59 11.84 12.8
pH NS Std units 5.73 5.37 5.79 5.67 6.04 5.67
Specific Conductance NS pS/cm 131 108 103 NA 136 144 71
ORP/Eh’ NS mV 170.8 175.2 172.6 240.1 122.7 60.5
Dissolved Oxygen NS mg/L 1.86 3.67 0.66 2.78 2.62 0.61
Turbidity NS NTU 9.33 2.9 3.13 11.1 0.44 2.46

Notes:

0.366 = Cleanup goal exceedance

20U
NA = Not analyzed
NS = No standard

ND results above GW-1 Standard
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Table 10

Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2014
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Historical MCP GW-1 MCP GW-3 _ A7-I?UP01 A7-TRIP
Method Analyte . Groundwater Groundwater Units OHM-AT7-08 Q Duplicate of Q SUD-A07-014 Q SUD-A07-065 Q OHM-A7-51 Q SUDWP-A07-01 Q Q| A7-RB | Q
Maximum BLANK
Standard Standard OHM- A7-08
VOLATILES Acetone 25.0 6,300 50,000 Mo/l 10.0 U 10.0 U 10.0 U 10.0 U 10.0 U 10.0 U 10.0 U 10.0 U
(SW8260C) Benzene 1 5 10,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Bromobenzene 0.5 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
Bromochloromethane 0.5 NS NS po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Bromodichloromethane 0.5 3 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Bromoform 0.5 4 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Bromomethane 0.5 10 800 po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
2-Butanone 25 4,000 50,000 po/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 uJ 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
n -Butylbenzene 4 NS NS po/L 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U
sec -Butylbenzene 3 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
tert -Butylbenzene 0.5 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
Carbon Disulfide 1.0 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.5 5 5,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Chlorobenzene 64 100 1,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Chloroethane 0.5 NS NS po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Chloroform 300 70 20,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.78 0.50 U 0.92 0.50 U 0.50 U
Chloromethane 0.5 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 uJ 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
2-Chlorotoluene 0.5 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
4-Chlorotoluene 1.0 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
cis -1,2-Dichloroethene 19 70 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 5.00 0.50 U 450 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 3.80
cis -1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 NS NS po/L 2.00 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Dibromochloromethane 0.5 2 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Dibromomethane 0.5 NS NS po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12) 0.8 NS NS Mg/l 1.00 0] 0.50 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane
(DBCP) 4 NS NS po/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 uJ 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 1.0 0.02 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 600 2,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,2-Dichloroethane 6.7 5 20,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 5 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 40 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,3-Dichloropropane 0.5 NS NS po/L 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 5 8,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
2,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 NS NS po/L 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.5 70 20,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.5 7 30,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
trans -1,2-Dichloroethene 6 100 50,000 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
trans -1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 0.4 200 po/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,1-Dichloropropene 0.5 NS NS Mg/l 1.00 U] 1.00 U 1.00 U] 1.00 U 1.00 U] 1.00 U] 1.00 U 1.00 U
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Table 10

Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2014

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Historical MCP GW-1 MCP GW-3 _ A7-I_DUP01 A7-TRIP
Method Analyte X Groundwater Groundwater Units OHM-AT7-08 Q Duplicate of Q SUD-A07-014 Q SUD-A07-065 Q OHM-A7-51 Q SUDWP-A07-01 Q Q| A7-RB | Q
Maximum BLANK
Standard Standard OHM- A7-08
Ethylbenzene 7 700 5,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.500 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ] 0.50 U 0.50 U
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.5 0.6 3,000 Mg/l 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 ] 2.00 U 2.00 U
Isopropylbenzene 5 NS NS Mg/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.000 ] 1.00 U 1.00 ] 1.00 ] 1.00 U 1.00 U
2-Hexanone 10 NS NS Mg/l 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U
4-Isopropyltoluene 0.5 NS NS Mg/l NA 1.00 U 1.000 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone (MIBK) 25.0 350 50,000 pg/L 2.00 u 2.00 U 2.00 u 2.00 U 2.00 u 2.00 u 2.00 U 2.00 U
Methyl tert-butyl ether 1.0 70 50,000 Mg/l 0.50 0] 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Methylene Chloride 1 5 50,000 Mg/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 ] 1.00 ] 1.00 U 1.00 U
Naphthalene 37 140 20,000 po/L 2.00 u 2.00 U 2.00 u 2.00 U 2.00 u 2.00 u 2.00 U 2.00 U
n -Propylbenzene 9 NS NS Mg/l 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.000 U 1.00 U 1.00 ] 1.00 ] 1.00 U 1.00 U
Styrene 0.5 100 6,000 pg/L 0.50 u 0.50 U 0.50 u 0.50 U 0.50 u 0.50 u 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.5 5 50,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.500 U 0.50 ] 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.8 200 20,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 ] 0.500 U 0.50 ] 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ] 0.50 U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 31 2 50,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.500 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 5 50,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.500 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ] 0.50 ]
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 4 NS NS Mg/l 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1 NS NS Mg/l 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 U 2.00 ] 2.00 U 2.00 U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 70 50,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 3 NS NS Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 ] 0.50 U 0.50 U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 12 NS NS Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 5 30,000 Hg/L 0.50 U 7.10 U 0.50 U U 4.90 0.62 U 0.50 YH o N
Toluene 26 1,000 40,000 po/L 0.50 u 0.50 U 0.500 U U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Trichloroethene 40 5 5,000 Mg/l 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.89 J 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11) 7 NS NS pa/L 1.00 ] 1.00 U 1.00 ] 1.00 U 1.00 ] 1.00 ] 1.00 U 1.00 U
m,p -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 pg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
o0 -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Vinyl Chloride 0.5 2 50,000 pg/L 0.50 u 0.50 U] 0.50 u 0.50 U] 0.50 u 0.50 u 0.50 U] 0.50 U]
PESTICIDES 4,4'-DDD 0.48 0.2 50 Mo/l 0.042 J 0.039 J 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
(SW8081B) 4,4'-DDE 0.1 0.05 400 Mg/l 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 U 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 U NA 0.010 U
4,4'-DDT 0.36 0.3 1 Mg/l 0.042 J 0.035 J 0.011 U 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 U NA 0.010 U
Aldrin 0.058 0.5 20 po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
alpha-BHC 0.042 NS NS Mg/l 0.010 U 0.014 J 0.011 U 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 U NA 0.010 U
alpha-Chlordane 0.058 2 2 Mg/l 0.051 ] 0.051 U 0.055 ] 0.051 U 0.052 U 0.056 U NA 0.051 U
beta-BHC 0.058 NS NS po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
delta-BHC 0.31 NS NS po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
Dieldrin 0.12 0.1 0.5 pg/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
Endosulfan | 0.058 10 2 po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
Endosulfan Il 0.12 NS NS Mg/l 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 U 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 U NA 0.010 U
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 NS NS Mg/l 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 ] 0.010 U 0.010 ] 0.011 ] NA 0.010 U
Endrin 0.12 2 5 pg/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 NS NS po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
Endrin ketone 0.05 NS NS po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 17.0 0.2 4 Hg/L 0.33 ] 0.39 0.011 U 0.065 0.011 U NA 0.010 | U
gamma-Chlordane 0.058 2 2 Mg/l 0.051 ] 0.051 U 0.055 ] 0.051 U 0.052 U 0.056 U NA 0.051 U
Heptachlor 0.058 0.4 1 po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 0.2 2 Mg/l 0.010 ] 0.010 U 0.011 ] 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 U NA 0.010 U
Hexachlorobenzene 0.06 1 6,000 Mg/l 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.011 ] 0.010 U 0.010 ] 0.011 ] NA 0.010 U
Methoxychlor 0.058 40 10 po/L 0.010 u 0.010 U 0.011 u 0.010 U 0.010 u 0.011 u NA 0.010 U
Toxaphene 1.2 NS NS pg/L 0.26 U 0.250 u 0.270 U 0.250 u 0.260 u 0.280 U NA 0.260 U
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Table 10

Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2014
Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Historical MCP GW-1 MCP GW-3 ) A7-I?UP01 A7-TRIP
Method Analyte X Groundwater Groundwater Units OHM-AT7-08 Q Duplicate of Q SUD-A07-014 Q SUD-A07-065 Q OHM-A7-51 Q SUDWP-A07-01 Q A7-RB | Q
Maximum BLANK
Standard Standard OHM- A7-08

TAL METALS Aluminum 42,100 NS NS Mg/l 100 U 100 U 210 100 U 100 U 100 U NA 100 U

(SW6010C/ Antimony 5 6 8,000 Mg/l 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NA 2.0 U

SWE020A) Arsenic 67 10 900 ug/L 3.0 V] 3.0 V] 3.0 V] 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U NA 3.0 U

MERCURY Barium 376 2,000 50,000 Mg/l 25.0 U 25.0 U 25.0 U 25.0 U 25.0 U 39.7 J NA 25 U

(SW7470A) Beryllium 4 4 200 Ho/L 2.0 U 2.0 V] 2.0 U 2.0 V] 2.0 U 2.0 U NA 2.0 V]
Cadmium 10 5 4 Mg/l 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NA 2.0 U
Calcium 40,600 NS NS Mg/l 18,000 17,800 8,340 11,400 10,100 16,800 NA 2,500 U
Chromium 112 100 300 Mg/l 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NA 5.0 U
Cobalt 132 NS NS Mg/l 25.0 U 25.0 U 25.0 U 25.0 U 25.0 U 25 U NA 25 U
Copper 86.2 NS NS Ho/L 13.0 U 13.0 U 13.0 U 13.0 V] 13.0 U 13 U NA 13 V]
Iron 135,000 NS NS Mg/l 1,700 1,700 359 50 U 50.0 U 10,900 NA 50 U
Lead 485 15 10 Mg/l 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U NA 2.5 U
Magnesium 19,300 NS NS Mg/l 5,340 5,250 2,500 U 3,300 J 3,280 J 3,620 J NA 2,500 U
Manganese 25,100 NS NS Mg/l 1,300 1,290 136 89.96 20.2 745 NA 7.5 U
Mercury 3.1 2 20 Mg/l 0.15 U 0.15 U 0.15 U 0.15 U 0.15 U 0.15 U NA 0.15 U
Nickel 80.4 100 200 Mg/l 20.0 U 20.0 U 20.0 U 20.0 U 20.0 U 20.0 U NA 20.0 U
Potassium 16,400 NS NS Mg/l 3,700 J 3,630 J 2,500 U 2,500 U 2,500 U 5,150 NA 2,500 U
Selenium 100 50 100 Mg/l 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NA 5.0 U
Silver 5 100 7 Mg/l 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U NA 2.5 U
Sodium 27,200 NS NS Mg/l 7,760 7,610 29,000 7,720 6,260 30,700 NA 2,500 U
Thallium 2 2 3,000 Mg/l 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NA 1.0 U
Vanadium 97.2 30 4,000 Mg/l 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NA 5.0 U
Zinc 126 5,000 900 Hg/L 23.2 21.4 21.4 10.1 J 10.0 U NA 10 U

CYANIDE

(SM4500CN-CE) [Cyanide, Total 11 200 30 Mg/l 0.0041 U 0.0041 U 0.0041 U 0.0041 U 0.0041 U 0.0041 U NA 0.0041 | U

COD (E410.4) Chemical Oxygen Demand 190 NS NS mg/L 10 U 10.8 J 10 U 10 U 10 U 10.8 J NA NA
Temperature, initial NS ° Celsius 11.44 NA 11.14 12.44 12.32 13.03 NA NA
Temperature, final NS ° Celsius 11.1 NA 11.16 12.8 12.39 12.91 NA NA
pH NS Std units 5.58 NA 5.21 5.82 5.72 5.83 NA NA
Specific Conductance NS pS/cm 120 NA 240 5.82 88 363 NA NA
ORP/Eh2 NS mvV 117.3 NA 216.6 191.6 168.1 53.2 NA NA

FIELD Dissolved Oxygen NS mg/L 0.4 NA 19 0.95 0.41 141 NA NA

PARAMETERS _|Turbidity NS NTU 3.68 NA 105 1.65 3.9 1.26 NA NA

Notes:

0.333 Detected result above GW-1 Standard
20U ND results above GW-1 Standard

ug/L - microgram per liter

U - non-detect

J - Estimated result
NS - No standard
NA - Not analyzed

Page 3 of 3




TABLE 11

Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2015

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

MCP GW-1

MCP GW-3

A7-DUP01

Method Analyte I:S)t(?r:ﬁ?:] Groundwater | Groundwater | Units | OHM-A7-08 | Q| Duplicateof |Q| SuD-A07-014 |Q| SuD-A07-065 |Q [SuDWP-A07-01 A;LZE:E Q
Standard Standard OHM- A7-08
10/9/2015 10/9/2015 10/9/2015 10/9/2015 Dry - No sample 10/9/2015

VOLATILES

(SW8260C) Acetone 25.0 6,300 50,000 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 ) 10 ) NC 10.0 U
Benzene 1 5 10,000 pg/L 0.50 ) 0.50 U 0.50 ) 0.50 U NC 0.50 U
Bromobenzene 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
Bromochloromethane 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 0.50 U
Bromodichloromethane 0.5 3 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Bromoform 0.5 4 50,000 pg/L 1.0 ) 1.0 U 1.0 ) 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Bromomethane 0.5 10 800 pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NC 1.00 U
2-Butanone 25 4,000 50,000 po/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U NC 5.00 U
n -Butylbenzene 4 NS NS ug/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 2.00 Ju
sec -Butylbenzene 3 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
tert -Butylbenzene 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
Carbon Disulfide 1.0 NS NS pg/L 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 ) 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.5 5 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Chlorobenzene 64 100 1,000 pg/L 1.1 1.1 1.0 U 1.7 NC 0.50 U
Chloroethane 0.5 NS NS pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NC 0.50 U
Chloroform 300 70 20,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 ) 0.72 J NC 0.50 U
Chloromethane 0.5 NS NS pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NC 1.00 U
2-Chlorotoluene 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
4-Chlorotoluene 1.0 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 19 70 50,000 po/L 3.1 3.1 1.0 U 3.8 NC 0.50 U
cis -1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 NS NS pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U NC 0.50 U
Dibromochloromethane 0.5 2 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Dibromomethane 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 0.50 U
Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon
12) 0.8 NS NS Hg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NC 1.00 |U
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 4 NS NS po/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 1.0 0.02 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 600 2,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 40 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.5 5 8,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.5 70 20,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,2-Dichloroethane 6.7 5 20,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.5 7 30,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 5 50,000 pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,3-Dichloropropane 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 2.00 U
2,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 5.00 U
trans -1,2-Dichloroethene 6 100 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 0.55 J NC 0.50 U
trans -1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 04 200 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 u 0.50 U 0.50 U NC 050 U
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TABLE 11

Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2015

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Historical MCP GW-1 MCP GW-3 _ A7-l_DUP01 A7-TRIP
Method Analyte Maximum Groundwater | Groundwater | Units | OHM-A7-08 | Q| Duplicate of | Q| SUD-A07-014 |Q| SUD-A07-065 | Q |[SUDWP-AQ7-01 BLANK Q
Standard Standard OHM- A7-08
1,1-Dichloropropene 0.5 NS NS po/L 5.0 ) 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
Ethylbenzene 7 700 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.5 0.6 3,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 2.00 U
Isopropylbenzene 5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
2-Hexanone 10 NS NS pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U NC 5.00 U
4-Isopropyltoluene 0.5 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone (MIBK) pg/L 2.00 ]
25.0 350 50,000 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC

Methyl tert-butyl ether 1.0 70 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Methylene Chloride 1 5 50,000 Mg/l 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NC 1.00 U
Naphthalene 37 140 20,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 2.00 U
n -Propylbenzene 9 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 1.00 U
Styrene 0.5 100 6,000 ug/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.5 5 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 )
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 31 2 50,000 pg/L 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 1.8 NC 0.50 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 5 30,000 pg/L 4.2 4.7 1.0 U NC 050 U
Toluene 26 1,000 40,000 ug/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 4 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 2.00 U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 70 50,000 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 0.50 )
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.8 200 20,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 )
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 5 50,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Trichloroethene 40 5 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon po/L 1.00 U
11) 7 NS NS 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 2.00 U
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 3 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 0.50 U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 12 NS NS pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC 0.50 U
m,p -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 1.00 U
0 -Xylene 9 10,000 5,000 pg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 0.50 U
Vinyl Chloride 0.5 2 50,000 Hg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U NC 050 |U

PESTICIDES

(SW8081B) 4,4-DDD 0.48 0.2 50 po/L 0.037 J 0.029 J 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
4,4'-DDE 0.1 0.05 400 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
4,4-DDT 0.36 0.3 1 pg/L 0.050 J 0.038 J 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Aldrin 0.058 0.5 20 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
alpha-BHC 0.042 NS NS pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
beta-BHC 0.058 NS NS pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
delta-BHC 0.31 NS NS pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Dieldrin 0.12 0.1 0.5 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Endosulfan | 0.058 10 2 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Endosulfan 11 0.12 NS NS pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 NS NS pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Endrin 0.12 2 5 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 NS NS pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 17.0 0.2 4 pg/L 0.18 0.15 0.051 U 0.17 NC NA
Heptachlor 0.058 0.4 1 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 0.2 2 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Methoxychlor 0.058 40 10 pg/L 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.050 U NC NA
Toxaphene 1.2 NS NS pg/L 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U NC NA
Chlordane 0.058 2 2 ug/L 0.50 U 0.51 U 0.51 U 0.50 u NC NA
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TABLE 11

Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2015

Former Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Historical MCP GW-1 MCP GW-3 _ A7-l_DUP01 A7-TRIP
Method Analyte Maximum Groundwater | Groundwater | Units | OHM-A7-08 | Q| Duplicate of |Q| SUD-A07-014 |Q| SUD-A07-065 | Q |[SUDWP-AQ7-01 BLANK
Standard Standard OHM- A7-08
TAL METALS Aluminum 42,100 NS NS po/L 200 U 106 J 1,000 173 J NC NA
(SW6010C/SW6020 |Antimony 5 6 8,000 pg/L 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U NC NA
A) MERCURY Arsenic 67 10 900 pg/L 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U NC NA
(SWT7470A) Barium 376 2,000 50,000 pg/L 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U NC NA
Beryllium 4 4 200 pg/L 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U NC NA
Cadmium 10 5 4 pg/L 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U NC NA
Calcium 40,600 NS NS pg/L 11,800 19,100 7,050 13,000 NC NA
Chromium 112 100 300 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U NC NA
Cobalt 132 NS NS pg/L 25.4 J 25.3 J 50 U 50 U NC NA
Copper 86.2 NS NS pg/L 25 U 25 U 25 U 25 U NC NA
Iron 135,000 NS NS pg/L 5,890 5,580 2,370 323 NC NA
Lead 485 15 10 pg/L 6.3 5.5 5.0 U 5.0 U NC NA
Magnesium 19,300 NS NS pg/L 5,680 5,620 5,000 U 3,360 J NC NA
Manganese 25,100 NS NS pg/L 1,420 1,410 371 215 NC NA
Mercury 3.1 2 20 pg/L 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U NC NA
Nickel 80.4 100 200 pg/L 40 U 40 U 40 U 40 U NC NA
Potassium 16,400 NS NS pg/L 3,460 J 3,450 J 5,000 U 2,710 J NC NA
Selenium 100 50 100 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U NC NA
Silver 5 100 7 pg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U NC NA
Sodium 27,200 NS NS pg/L 7,830 7,870 26,300 7,580 NC NA
Thallium 2 2 3,000 pg/L 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.0 U NC NA
Vanadium 97.2 30 4,000 pg/L 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U NC NA
Zinc 126 5,000 900 pg/L 23.9 27.6 17.0 J 11.6 J NC NA
CYANIDE
(SW9012) Cyanide, Total 11 200 30 po/L 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.010 U 0.010 U NC NA
COD (SM21 5220C) [Chemical Oxygen Demand 190 NS NS mg/L 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U NC NA
(COD)
FIELD Temperature, initial NS ° 11.77 NA 13.67 14.36 NC NA
PARAMETERS Celsius
Temperature, final NS ° 12.61 NA 13.67 14.72 NC NA
Celsius
pH NS Std 5.80 NA 7.2 6.30 NC NA
units
Specific Conductance NS uS/cm 0.198 NA 0.241 0.142 NC NA
ORP/Eh NS mV 102.9 NA -17.8 98.7 NC NA
Dissolved Oxygen NS mg/L 0.27 NA 4.64 1.03 NC NA
Turbidity NS NTU 83.5 NA 84.7 24.00 NC NA
Notes:

0.333 Detected result above GW-1 Standard

20U Non-detect results above GW-1 Standard
ug/L - microgram per
liter
U - non-detect
J - Estimated result
NS - No standard
NA - Not analyzed
NC - Not collected due to insufficient water in well

Page 3 of 3




Landfill Gas Monitoring

Table 12

Former Sudbury Training Annex

A7-1
Ranges from April 1998 to May Nov 2, Dec 4, Nov 21, Nov 18, Nov 18,
Parameter 2006 Nov 14, 2006 [June 26, 2007 Oct 23, 2007 | Jun 23, 2008 | Jun 10, 2009 | Nov 3, 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Volatile Organic 0-3.3 (June 2005) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS NS
Compound (ppm)
Oxygen (%) 18.18 (April 129%%2)) -209(Oct 124 20.4 195 21.9 20.9 16.7 20.6 195 NS NS NS
Lower Explosive Limit (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS NS
Carbon Dioxide (%) 0-0.7 (April 2002 and May 2006) 6.4 6.4 0.6 0 0 3.0 1.1 2.1 NS NS NS
Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS NS
Atmospheric Pressure 29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct
(Inches Hg) 1998 and June 2005) 29.4 30.1 29.9 29.66 29.8 30.2 30.07 29.9 30.16 29.47 30.43
Notes:
NR - No reading
NS - Not sampled due to hornets nest
Table 12

Landfill Gas Monitoring
Former Sudbury Training Annex

A7-1
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Landfill Gas Monitoring

Table 13

Former Sudbury Training Annex

AT7-2
Ranges from April 1998 to May Nov 2, Dec 4, Nov 21, Nov 18, Nov 18,
Parameter 2006 Nov 14, 2006 [June 26, 2007| Oct 23, 2007 | Jun 23, 2008 | Jun 10, 2009 | Nov 3, 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Volatile Organic 0-7.6 (June 2005) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS 05
Compound (ppm)
Oxygen (%) 19.0 (May 2006) - 21.2 (Oct 2002) 9.2 NR 16.0 21.6 20.9 12.7 19.0 19.0 NS NS 17.2
Lower Explosive Limit (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0.002
Carbon Dioxide (%) 0-1.3 (May 2006) 8.1 NR 3.0 0.1 0 4.6 1.9 2.4 NS NS 2.0
Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0.1
Atmospheric Pressure 29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct
(Inches Hg) 1998 and June 2005) 29.4 30.1 29.9 29.66 29.8 30.2 30.07 29.9 30.16 29.47 30.43
Notes:
NR - No reading
NS - Not sampled due to hornets nest
Table 13

Landfill Gas Monitoring
Former Sudbury Training Annex

AT-2
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Table 14
Landfill Gas Monitoring

Former Sudbury Training Annex

AT7-3
Ranges from April 1998 to May Nov 2, Dec 4, Nov 21, Nov 18, Nov 18,

Parameter 2006 Nov 14, 2006 [June 26, 2007| Oct 23, 2007 | Jun 23, 2008 | Jun 10, 2009 | Nov 3, 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Volatile Organic 0-2.5 (June 2005) 0 0 0 0 03 0 0 0 0 0 1.0
Compound (ppm)

19.7 (Oct 2001 and Apr 2002) -
Oxygen (%) 20.9 (Apr 1998, May 2001 and 9.9 20.6 18.5 21.9 20.8 13.6 18.9 18.0 18.8 18.8 175

April 2004)
Lower Explosive Limit (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.002
Carbon Dioxide (%) 0-0.4 (April 2004) 7.9 7.9 14 0 0 5.1 3.0 4.0 2.1 2.1 2.9
Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1
Atmospheric Pressure 29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct
(Inches H) 1998 and June 2005) 29.4 30.1 29.9 29.66 29.8 30.2 30.07 29.9 30.16 29.47 30.43
Notes:
NR - No reading
NS - Not sampled due to hornets nest
Table 14

Landfill Gas Monitoring
Former Sudbury Training Annex

A7-3
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Landfill Gas Monitoring

Table 15

Former Sudbury Training Annex

AT7-4

Ranges from April 1998 to May Nov 2, Dec 4, Nov 21, Nov 18, Nov 18,
Parameter 2006 Nov 14, 2006 [June 26, 2007| Oct 23, 2007 | Jun 23, 2008 | Jun 10, 2009 | Nov 3, 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Volatile Organic 0-1.9 (June and Sept 2005) 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 0 NS 0 05
Compound (ppm)

19.2 (April 2002) - 20.9 (Oct 1999

0,
Oxygen (%) and Apr 2003) 12.9 20.4 20.1 22.0 20.9 15.9 204 17.7 NS 20.0 19.6
Lower Explosive Limit (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0 0.002
Carbon Dioxide (%) 0-0.2 (April 2002) 6.5 6.5 0.4 0 0 3.7 1.7 3.2 NS 0 14
Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0 0.1
Atmospheric Pressure 29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct
(Inches H) 1998 and June 2005) 29.4 30.1 29.9 29.66 29.8 30.2 30.07 29.9 30.16 29.47 30.43
Notes:
NR - No reading
NS - Not sampled due to hornets nest
Table 15

Landfill Gas Monitoring
Former Sudbury Training Annex

AT-4
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- a matching top
having one is like
hout his staff”
as the second
ediction for Ms.
year’s was bigger
, because a snow-
ed Drumlin Farm
imiting Ms. G to
en outside for a
0 and prediction.
: see her shadow
ceording to Minai
 marketinge assis-

il G s T g
D ey SRS

Ms. G walks around her enclosure casting a shadow on

Groundhog Day at Drumlin Farm, Feb. 2, 2016. Because
of that, she predicted six more weeks of winter. She is
the Official State Groundhog of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. WICKED LOCAL STAFF PHOTO/ANN RINGWOOD

As for the title of the
official groundhog of Mas-
sachusetts, Sanctuary
Director Renata Pomponi
said Gov. Deval Patrick
signed a bill making that
designation on July 31,
2014, and it was renewed
by Gov. Charlie Baker.

Alexandra Pauli of
Wellesley was one of the
children who handed out
Ms. G buttons.

“It’s very important that
Ms. G is the local ground-
hog,” Pauli said, “because
she is a great weather fore-
caster and she’s really cute.”

Bllen Bartes and her twe
children, Isabella. 2. and

20 minutes from their home
in.Attleboro to witness Ms.
G'’s forecast.

Wearing homemade
groundhog masks, the trio
summed up the mood of the
morning.

“We're excited to see the
groundhog” Ellen Bartos
said. “We hope the mild
weather keeps up.”

Follow Henry Schwan on
Twitter @henrycajo.

Legal Notices

65 Main Street, Maynard
Legal Notice

Notice is hereby given, in accordance
with Massachusetts Genaral Law
Chaz:atar 138, as amandad, that
Public Hearing wlill ‘be held o
Tuesday, February 16, 2016 at 7:1

.m. in the Michael J, Gianotis Meetin

oo (No. 201) at the Maynard Taw
Bullding on the application for a Ne
License on premise for All Alcohol as
Common Victualler licanse for Narga:
Inc. dib/a Roasted Peppers 65 Main
Straat, Maynard, MA. -:g of applica
tion is on file in the Office of th
Selectmen.

Selectman David Gavin

- Selectman Jason Kreil
Selectman Tim Egan
Selectman Terrence Danovan
Chairman Chris DiSilvaj

AD#13386162
Beacon Villager 2/4/16

25 Howard Road, Maynard
LEGAL NOTICE :

ny virtue and In execution of the Power
of Sale contained in a certain mort-

.ﬂaga given by Scott J. Thompson and

ennifer Regan Jones to Wells Fargo
Home Mortgage, Inc., dated June 30,
2003 and_ récorded with fhe Middlesex
County (Southarn Distn'otg Reglstry of
Deads al Book 39909, Page 508, of
which mortgage the undersigned is the
resent holder by assignment from
ells Fargo Bank, N.A, to Wilmington,
Savings Fund Soctet;]/_. FSH, doing
business as Christiana Trust, not i its
individual capacity, but sole(ljy as
trustee for BCAT 2015-13ATT dated
ﬁuqusl 7, 2015 and recorded with said
ragistry on October 8, 2015 at Book|
66202 Page 890, for breach of the
conditions of said rnorlgagLe and for the
Eurpase of foreclosing, the same will
@ sold at Public Auction at 3:00 p.m.
on Mareh 3, 2016, on the mortgaged
ramises located at 25 Howard Road,
aynard, Middlesex County,
Massachusétts, all and singular the|
premisas described in sald morigage,

TO WIT:

A certain parcel of land with the bulld-
Ings thereon situated 'on the
Southwesterly side of Howard Road,
Maynard, Middlesex County, Mass.,
being shown as Lot 30 on a plan enti-
lled Middiesex Overlook Subdivision
Plan of Land in Maynard, Mass.,
Owned by Alma M. Wilson, surveyed
w F.J. Healy Associates, Inc.,

altham, Mass., September 30, 1970,
and recorded with Middlesex Soulh
District:Deeds, book 12031, Page 326,
to which plan reference is made for a
g1oore particular description of said Lot

Being 'said Lot 30 as shown on said
plan however otherwise boundead,
measured or described.

For mmtgagzar's'&s:g titla sen dead

racorded with Middlesex, County

ES.D‘ulhern District) Hs_?lslry of Deeds I
ook 34406, Page 287.

These premises will be sold and con-
vayed subjecl to and with the banefit of
all rights, rights of way, restrictions,
gasements, covenants, {Ians or claims
in the nature of liens, improvements,
public assessments, any and all
unpald taxes, tax titles, tax llens, water
and sewer liens and any other munici-

Only Online:

For a photo gallery and video
SR sreUReodeeRetEcs

Vvisit mavnard wickedlocal.

pal nents or ligns or existing
encumbrances of record which are in
force and are applicable, having priori-
ty over said mongaga. whether or not
reference to such restrictions, ease-
ments, improvements, liens or encum-
brances [g made In the dged.

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
LEGAL NOTICE
PUBLIC NOTICE FOR FIVE-YEAR *
REVIEW

FORMER FORT DEVENS
SUPERFUND SITE - SUDBURY

ANNEX
DEVENS, MASSACHUSETTS

The U.S, Army Corps of Engineers
fUSACE} Is announcing the start of the
ourth Five-Year Raview of the remedi-
al actions taken at the former Fort
Davens Sudbury Training Annex
Superfund Site, located in the towns of
Hudson, Stow, Maynard, and Sudbury,
MA. The purpese of a Five-Year
Raview Is lo evaluate whether the
cleanup methods put In place at the
site are working as designed and con-
tinue to remain protective of human
health and the environmenl as
recﬂulrad by the Supetfund law. It Is
anlicipated that this Five-Year Review
will be completed In September 20186.
The USACE invites the local communi-
ty to take part in the review process by
gartlcipatlng in a community Interview
y submitting comments directly to the
Department of the Army.

BACKGROUND: Camp Devens was
established in 1917 as a temporary
training area for soldiers during World
War 1. In 1932, the site was named
Fart Devens and made a permanent
Installation with the primary mission of
commanding, training, and providin

logistical support for non-divisiona
traop units, The land In the former Fort
Devens Sudbury Training Annex was
purchased by the U.S. Army in 1942

and was used as a training location for

troops and a storage area for ammuni-
tions. The Annex remained active until
its placement. on the Base
Realignmant and Closure (BRAC) list
in  1995. Pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compansation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA), the Sudbury Annex
was placed on the National Priorities
List (NPL) In 1990 bacause of environ-
mental contamination associated with
historic undarground storage tanks,
ammunition demolition dreas, fire train-
Ing areas, and disposal of varlous lab-
cr_aton{: waste, Since its placement on
the NPL, long term maonitering and
ramediation activities have taken place
at the contaminated sites, which have
proven to be successful. The Annex
was deleted from the NPL in 2002.
Currently, remaining activities include
on%‘olng operation and maintenance
(O&M) of the landtill cap, annual
roundwater monitoring at Area ol
oncern 7, and evaluation of land use
controls. In 2005, ownership of most
of the site praperty transferred lo the
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service as the
Assabet River National Wildlife
Reluge. As required under regulations;
a review must be conducled every five
years to ensure human heallh and the
enviranment is protected. More
detalled Information on this site can be
found on the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) web page at:
hitpi/feumulis.epa. ovfgggercpa four-
sileg!aailinfo,cfm’r‘l =0100685&msspp= .
ma

To submit comments and queslions
regarding the Five-Year Review |
process or site clean-up, please con- .
tact: g

Department of the Army -‘

Base Realignment and Closure .
Division

U.S. Army Garrison Fort Devens
30 Quebec Street, Unit 100
Devens, MA 01434-4479

Office: 978-796-2205
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1on Hernandez,
rer of the West-
»-founder and |
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1ager of Avidia
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eadquartered in
), with branches
on, Westborough,
Leominster, Marl-
h, Northborough
ewsbury.

1ore information,
liabank.com/about/
haritable-founda-
veriseabove.org.
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MARLBOROUGH

Commercial
vacancy
rates down

Decrease happens
for fourth
straight year

By Jeff Malachowski
Daily News Staff

MARLBOROUGH -
With more than a dozen
companies moving to or
expanding in the city in
2015, Marlborough’s com-
mercial vacancy rate fell for
the fourth consecutive year.

Last year, Oyo Sports,
New England Cryogenic
Center Inc., LFB Corp.,
Mitutoyo and Tetra Tech
were among the companies
that moved to the city, trim-
ming Marlborough's overall
commercial vacancy rate
from 14 percent in 2014
to 12 percent in 2015. In
2012, the vacancy rate was
22 percent, according to
the Marlborough Economic
Development Corporation’s
recently released 2015
report. .

While the city’s office
vacancy rate remained at 18
percent, ithad declined the
previous three years. Four
years ago, 34 percent of the
city’s offices were dormant,
according to the report.

Due to the influx of
corporations moving 1o
Marlborough the past four

business community and
employment market haye
grown exponentially”

Along with attractir
large corporations, t
MEDC has also recently

small business comm
nity thrive. Last week,
the agency launched| a
revolving loan fund, whi

provides gap financing
for prospective busingss
owners to launch new
companies and existipg
entrepreneurs seeking|to
expand and create jobs

Looking ahead to 2016,
Marlborough Econori
Development Corpo
tion officials prioritiz
filling empty commer
and industrial space
promoting the city’s
downtown village distfict
and its proximity to
Interstate 495 corrig
supporting small busirjess
growth and making tr:
portation more accessi le.

Mayor Arthur Vigdant
also eyed having
Marlborough residgnts
work at companies within
the city.

“It’s been difficult t¢ tie
Marlborough peopl
Marlborough jobs,” he said.

The mayor is proud of the
strides the city has njade
to fill vacant commefcial
space and is hopefu the

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
LEGAL NOTICE
PUBLIC NOTICE FOR FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
FORMER FORT DEVENS SUPERFUND
SITE - SUDBURY ANNEX
DEVENS, MASSACHUSETTS

Tha U.S. Amy Gorps of Enginaars (USACE)
|5 announcing the start of the fourth Five-
Yoar Roview of the ramedial actions taken al
\he lormer Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Annax Suparfund Site, located In the towns
ol Hudson, Stow, Maynard, and Sudbury,
MA, The purpese of a Five-Year Raview 15 lo
avaluala whether tha gleanup methods put in
place al he:sita aro working 88 designed and
continue lo remain protactiva of human
health and tha enviconment as required by
tha SU‘FG”UHC' 1aw, 1 is anticipatad that this
Flva-year Raview will be gomplated in
September 2018, The USACE Invites tha
[ncal community 1o take part in the review
process by participating In & community inter-
View by submilling cotmments diraotly. 1o the
Dapartmant of the Afmy.

BACKGROUND: Camp Devens was estab-
lished in 1917 as & temporary training area
Tor soldiers during World War 1. In 1932, the
sile was named Forl Devens and made a
parmanent Installation with the primary mis-
sion of commnnd]n;]. \raining, and providing
logistical supporl lof non-divisional troop
untts, The land in the former Forl Devens
Sudbury Tralning Annex was purchasad by
this U.8. Army in 1842 and was used as a
\ralning location, lor lroops and a storage
area for ammunilions. The Annex ramained
aclive until lts placemsnt on tha Base
Reallgnment*and Clasure (BRAQC) lisl in
1995, Pursuant lo the Comprehensive
Environmental Respansa, Compansalion,
and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Sudbuty
Annex was placed on the National Priorities
List (NPL) in 1990 bacausa of afvironmantal
contamination associatad with historic under-
ground storago tanks, ammunition demolition
araas, firo tralning areas, and dis | of var-
Jous laboratory waste. Since fis placement an
\he NPL, long term monitoring and ramedia-
o activilles Have taken place at fhe con-
\aminated sites, which have praven ta be
suceassiul, Tha Annex was delated from the
NPL in 2002. Currenly, remaining activities
inelude origolng operalion and maintanance
{O&M) of the fandlill cap, annual groundwas
tar monitoring al Area af Concern 7, and
evaluation of jand use controls, In 2005,
ownarship ol mast of the site pmra:tyrans-
fatred to the U.S. Fish and Wikiife Service
as the Assabel River Nalional Wildlite
Refuge. As raguired under ra?ulauana' a
raviow musl ba conducled avery fiva years to
ensure human health and the environmant s
proteciad. More detalled information on this
site can be found on the U.S, Environmental
Protectinn Agency {EPA) web page al:
hitp:/feumulis. apa.govisuparcpad/oursites/csl
linfo.cim7id=0100685&msspp=med

To submil commanis and questions regard-
ing the Fiva-Year Raview. process or site
claan-up, pleass cohlach

Dapartmant of the Amy

Base Reaﬂ%nmunt and Closure Division
U.5. Army Garrison Fort Devens

40 Quebec Stree!, Unil 100

Davens, MA 01434-4479

Office: 978-796-2205

Email: Robert.j.simeqne.civ@mail.mil

AD#13382204
Hudson Sun 2/4/16

PIEDAA JR. MATTER
LEGAL NOTICE |
Commonweallh of Massachusalts
_ Thae Trinl Court
Middlasex Probate and Family Court
208 Cam

brldﬂns 1
Cambridge, MA 02141
(617) 768-5800

Docket No. MI15A0206AD

CITATION
G.L.c.210,§6

In the matter of: Cesar Alexander Piedra Jr.
To: Cesar A Piedra

and porsons interasted in a pefition for the
adoption of sald child and to the Department

of Children and Familles of sald
Commnnwaawealih:

Legal Notices

ZBA/571

Notice is

e held
Appeals
7:00 pir in the Selectmen's Hearing Room

Trustaey

Kape

571 A

e —

A Main Streol |
LEGAL NOTICE
Town of Hudson

Zoning Board of Appeals

hereby given of a Public Hearing to

by the Hudson Zoning Boar of

on Thurstay, Fabruary 11, 2016 al

af Town

That

Liall on the following application(s):

oll Kathlesn Adams, James Kane

of Kana Indushial Trust and Hng,;el
tilioner for the properly Ipcated at
Wain Street, Assessors Map 0035,

Parcel 4116 seeking:

a Specigl Permit under Seclion 3.3.10

10 consg

(UGt 28,000 square fool industrial

bullding within: the Watseshad Protection
Districtfin the -6 Industrial Distriet or any

ather

Hoacial Permils o Varlance as may

appear racessary alihe hearing.

gfplicczionn may be reviowed at the Town

ark's|
dusting

Doroth
Hudso

AD#1

Hudsol

office or the Planning Department
orhal buginess hours.

Risser, Clerk
Zoning Board of Appeals

385311
Sun 1/28, 2/4/16

Apsley]Stre

Notic

Planni
under

et
- LEGAL NOTICE
Town of Hudson
Publlc Notice of Hearing

is herghy given (hat the Hudson
hg Board will hold a Public Hearing
he provigions of the Tawn of Hudson

Protedtive Zohing By-Laws éSeoilun 7.1.71

as mdst racentiy amende
Febrdary 16, 20186,

Salac
Main

) on Tugsday,
al 7:00 pm in the
an'a Hoaring Reom of Town Hall, 78
treol, Thi haaring Is on @ proposd) to

exparjd and raconfigure parking lot on the

property

Kriowi
0200,
Rykb

Applications ma
Pl A

Gl
noam

Robel
Chai

Aditl
Huds

looaled at 59 Apsley Street, and
bn Assessor's Map 0018 as Parcel
The application being filed by Dave
st,

be reviewed at the
ing Deparim@nt in Tawn Hall during
| business hours. :

It D'Amelio
man

3385247
bn Sun 1/28, 2/4/16

s, TR | R ey UL U, oY



EAnderson
Rectangle


PUBLIC NOTICE
DESIGNER SELECTION
BOARD
Architects and engineers
‘are advised that DSB
Project List #16-01, dated
January 27, 2016
deseribing 01 Designer
Selection Board project(s)
i3 now available at
Sww.niass.gov/dcanydsb,

January 29, 2016

Read
Marketplace

and Save

ldnlnﬁl’l:r':l' n“f. : Is
Publl Haannnm
The»Azar ZBA will conduct
a public hearlng at 7:00
M on Wednesday,
February 17, 2016 at the
r Town Hall located at
Main Street Ayer, MA
01432 regarding the
application by Shawn
Davis, 1 Easy Street, Ayer,
MA 01432 Applicant
seeks a variance from Ayer
Zoning Bylaw section
5.8.d. “Location of
Accessory Struclures”,
Accessory structure
located v?inth c{orrl:g; lot
rope rontage on
; % sides.

January 29, 2016
Fabruary 5, 2016

MongeyH-

PUBLIC NOTICE FOR FIVE-YEAR F

FORM

FORT DEVENS SUPERFUND SXE -

SUDBURY ANNEX, DEVENS, MASSACHUSNITS

The U8, Army Co

announcing the start mhe

the

of Engingers (USACE)'
fourth Five-Year Revig
al actions taken at the former Fort DeveRs

of

Sudbury Tralning Annex Superfund Site, located In e
towns of Hudson, Stow, Maynard, and Sudbury, MA
The purpose of a Five-Year Review Is to evaluate
whether the cleanup methods put in place at the site arg
working 2s designed and continue to remaln protective

of human health-and the environmant as requi

by the

Superfund law. It is anticipated that this Five-Year
Review will be completed in September 2016, The
. USAcmvltes the Igycmmigaa%n ito take mnll?yms
review process: iclpating in @ commu
intarview by submitting comments directly to the
) Department of the Army.
BACKGROUND: Camp Devens was established in 1917
asa tempomstg training area for soldiers during World

War |, In 19

the site was named Fort Devens and

made a parmanent instaliation with the rﬂma:y missfon
of commanding, training, and providing loglstical
support for non-divisional traop units. The land In'the
former Fort Davens Sudbury Training Annex Was:
purchased by the U.S, Army in 1942 and was used s a
tralning location for troops and a storage area for
ammunitions, The Annex remained active until its
lacement on the Base Reallgnment and Closure
éB C) list In 1985. Pursuant to the Comprehensive
nvironmental Response, Compensation, and Liabillty

Act (CERCLA), the Sudbuarm i
n
on assoclated with historic

National Prioritigs List ("
environmental contamina

Annex was placed on the
cause of

underground storage tanks, ammunition demolition

-areas, fire training areas, and disposal of varlous
laboratory waste. Since fts placement on the NPL, long
term monitoring and remediation activities have taken
place at the contaminated sites, which have proven to
be successful, The Annex was deleted from the NPL in

2002. Currently, remaining activities include onﬁolnn
operation and maintenance (O&M) of the landfi

cap,

annual groundwater monitoring at Area of Concern 7,
and evaluation of land use controls. In 2005, ownership
of most of the site rropmty transferrad to the U.S, Fish
*and Wildlife Service as the Assabet River National
Wildiite Refuge. As required undsrregulations, a review
must be conducted every five years to ensure human
heatth and the environment is protected. More detalled
information on this sfte can be found on the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) web page at:
hﬂp‘l/cumuas.?wovlsupampad/cursmslcsmnfo.clm?
=0100665&msspp=med
To submit comments and questions regarding the Five
Year Review process or site clean-up, piease contacy
Department of the Army
Base Realignment and Closure Division
U,S. Army Garrison Fort Devens
30 Quebec Street, Unit 100
Davens, MA 01434-4479
Office: 978-786-2205.
Emall: Robert.j.simeone.civ@mall.g

January 28, 2016

&

ATAAGEE'S NOTICE OF SALE OF REAL EST
By virtue an¢ In;mmﬁhn%%f%wnf&w
contained in a certain Mortgage given by Frank C.
Harmon and Gladys M. Harmon, as tenants by the
antirety to Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems,
Inc., as nominee for Franklin Amarican Mortgage
Company, a Tennessee Corporation, fts successors and
assigns, dated June 13, 2013 and recorded with the*
Middlesex County (Southern District) Registry of Deeds
at Book 62008, Page 546 subsequently assigned to
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. by Mortgage Elctronic
Registration Systems, Inc., 4s nominge for Frankiin
American Mortgage Company, a Tennessee
Corporation, its successors and assigns by assignment
recorded in sald Registry of Deeds at Book 63177, Page
447; of which Mortgage the undersigned is the present
holder for breach of the conditions of said Mortgage and
for the purpose of foreclosing same will be sold at
Public Auction at 10:00 AM on February 9, 2016 at 37
Markham Circle, Ayer, MA, all and singular the premises
described in sald Mortgaga, to wit:

A certain parcel of land, together with the buildings
thereon situated in Ayer, Middlesex County,
Massachusetts bounded and described as follows:
/SOUTHERLY In a curving line by Markham Circle, as
shown on a gian to be herelnafter mentioned, Fifty-Three
and Twenty six Hundredths (53.26) feet;
SOUTHWESTERLY by Lot D, as shown on said Plan,
Nlméy-smn and Ninety-three Hundredths (97.93) feat;
NORTHWESTERLY by land of Margrite L. Ryan, as
shown on sald Pian, One Hundred Ty mﬁel ht and
Eighty-four Hundradths (128.84) feet; NOR TERLY
but more NORTHERLY by land of Feltus, as shown on
‘sald F'lani .lo%-mm‘ (43‘ feet; and NORTHEASTERLY
but more LY by Lot 16, as shown on said Plan,
One Hundred Thirty-nine and Twenty-four Hundredths
(139.24) teet. Contalning 12,492 a(}usm-fest of land,
more or less. The sald parcal of land Is shown as Lot 17
on a Plan entitled: ‘Development In Ayer, Mass,, made
for Thrift-way Stores, Inc. dated May, 1954, Charles A,
Perkins Co,, Civil Engineers, their plan no. M-232A, filed
with Middlesex County Reglstry of Deeds, Book 8299,
page 188. Toysther with the right to the use of said
Markham Circle as a way subject; however, to the right
of any and all other persons lawfully entitied to the use
thereof, for suich purpogas as are applicable to the use
of ways In the Town of Ayer. Also a certain parcel of
land situatad on thaanmiwsstenﬁ side of Markham
ircle, Ayer, Massachusetts, and being bounded and
psciibed as follows: BEGINNING at a point 97.93 feet

orthwesterly from 4 'set RR spike' in the d:ivawag at
e northwestarty side of Markham Circle; THENCE N,
6%degraes 13'57" W. by land designated as being of the
Fa nggpamarshm‘ 0 fest; THENCE N, 21 degrees
9'55" E by land of William R. Feltus, 'Elray Trust’,
12,46 foet; THENCE S 65 degrees 40'08" E by land of
ais, Ino. 10 feet; THENCE S 21 degrees 19'33" W
@ tand now or formerly of the grantor 128,84 feet;
Coltaining 1,280 square feet. Belng shown as Parcel B
off a plan entitied "Land In Ayer, Mass,, Surveyed for
Rafdall S. and Kathlgen J. Speare, July, 1879, Charles
A Rerkins Co,, Inc., Civil Engingers and Surveyors, Plan
NN 5-3646", which plan Is recorded In the Middiesex
uth Registry of Deeds as Plan No. 1148 of 1978 in
0ok 13798, Page 725. Belng the same premises
conyeyed to us mu of Federal Home Loan Mortgage
orporation Mgrch 1%' 2013 and recorded
rewith.
6 pramises are to be sold subject to and with the
benefit of all easements, restrictions, bullding and
U lng laws, llens, attorney's feas and costs pursuant to
M.G.L.Ch,183A, unpald taxes, tax titles, water bills,
nicipal llgns and assessments, rights of tenants and
parties In possession.
TERMS OF SALE: A daposft of FIVE THOUSAND

DOLLARS AND 00 CENTS ($5,000.00) in the form of a -
certified check; bank treasurer's check or money ordsr

I will be required to be delivered at or before the time the

bid is offered. The successful bidder will be required to
exacute a Foreclosure Sale Agreement immediately after
the close of the bidding. The balance of the purchase
price shall be pald within thirty (30) days from the sale
datg in the form of a certified check, bank ireasurer's
chieck or other chack satisfactory to Monga?dea'a
attorney. The Modg:gee‘resawesi right to'bid atthe -
sale, to reject any and all bids, to continue the sale and
to amend the terms of the sale by written or oral
announcement made before or during the foreclosure
sale. If the sale is set asida for any reason, the
Purchaser at the sale shall be entitled only to & return of
the deposit pald. The purchaser shall have ho further
recourse against the Mortgagor, the Mortgagee or the
Mortgagee’s attorney. The description of the premises
contained in Sald mortgage shall control In the event of

AN in

m'be on
vens Enterpris
Commission will condu
Public Hearing on Tues
February 28, 2016 at 6
PM In the Vicksburg
Conference Room at
Andrews Parkway,
Devens, MA 01434 to ¢
slder MassDevelopme
Lavel 2 zoning varianc
request from minimum
size requirements for Le
S-de located at 31
MacArthur Avenue
e
h gcate
within the Innovation a
Technology Business
Zone. Plans and support
information may ba vies
at the Town Halls of Aye
Harvard, Shirley and at f
Devens Enterprise
Commission office durf
normal business hours

‘January 29, 2016
February 5, 2016

Devens Enterprise
Commission
The Devens Enterprise
Commission will conduct;
Fobtary 203070 8 5
PM in the Vicksburg
Confarence Room at 33
Andraws Parkway,
Devens, MA 01434 to
considor Salad Bowl
Farms, LLC's requést to;
amend thelr August 8,
2015 Level 2 Unified
Permit site CHlan to Include
a new loading dock and
assoclated site
Improvements. Prgreny
located at 105 Walker
Road (Devens Parcel
#39-14-500) within the
Environmental Business
Zone. Plans and supportin
Information may be viewae
at the Town Halls of Ayer,|
Harvard, Shirley and at the
Davens Enterprise
Commission office during
normal business hours.

January 29, 2016
February 5, 2016

Commonwealth of
Massachusetls
. The Trial Court
Probate and Family Cou
Middiesex Division
208 Cambridge Street
East Cambridge, MA
02141

(617)768-5800
Docket No, MI{SP70D4EA
INFORMAL PROBATE

PUBLICATION NOTICE
Estate of Melissa Elizabeth
D'Eon; Date of Death
01/12/2015
To all persons interested In
the above-captioned
estate, by Petition of
Petitioner Marc J. D'Eon of
Pepperell, MA, Mark J, *
D'Eon of Pepperell, MA has
been informally appolnted
as the Personal
Representative of the
estate to serve Without
Surety on the bond, The
astata Is belng
. administered under

Informal edure by the
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THE INDEPENDENT CLAUSE
n The Stow Independent is now active

on Facebook! search for “The Stow Independent”

Special Town Meeting is Monday night. Please read up on the issues and use
your vote to help make town decisions. The Minuteman School District has a lot
of information on their website and I will post the articles from the Jan. 13 edition
related to the warrant on our website for reference - www.stowindependent.com

Cyndy Bremer, publisher/editor/production
editor@stowindependent.com; 978-897-7869

Message From Stow Rec Commission Member:
Fellow Stow Residents,

Take advantage of the Ice Rink at Community Park!! Given the rink depends
on the weather to keep the ice - this is the time. Suggest you try skating at night,
under the lights; this is a really 'cool' experience.

The rink is located at Community Park, on the soccer field. Community Park
is located on Old Bolton Road, just next door to Bose. See the Rink Schedule post-
ed in this issue of the SI. Parking and Rink use is free. (Please stay off the ice if
the rink is closed - when ice is soft).

John Sangermano, Stow Rec Commission

Stow Community Park’s Ice Skating Rink Schedule:
Jan. 27 - Feb 2
*PLEASE DO NOT GO ON ICE IF RINK IS CLOSED.

*Rink utilization schedule subject to change due to weather. Schedule also available
on the Stow Recreation Website under Winter Programs. Rink closes @ 8pm.

*Note: Please be safe and wear a helmet.

PLEASE CHECK THE STOW RECREATION WEBSITE FOR SCHEDULE CHANGES
BEFORE HEADING OUT!

Wednesday, January 27

8am-8pm Open Ice
Thursday, January 28
8am-6pm Open Ice
6pm-8pm SMS Youth Practice .
Friday, January 29 __/ Vi
8am-6pm Open Ice St
6pm-8pm Split Rink /Skate-Stick \7/
Saturday, January 30
8am-10am SMS stick/skate
10am-11am Ice Resurface
11am-1pm FREE Learn-to-Skate — All ages welcome
1pm-3pm Community Skate (Skate Guards Assisting)
3pm-5pm Stick Time — all ages
5pm-8pm Open Ice
Sunday, January 31
8am-10am NEPH skate
10am-11am Ice Resurface
11am-12pm Open Ice
12pm-2pm Stick Time (12 years old and under)
2pm-5pm Community Skate (Skate Guards assisting)
5pm-8pm Split Rink/Skate-Stick
Monday, February 1 and Tuesday, February 2
8am-8pm Open Ice — No Scheduled Use

PUBLIC NOTICE FOR FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
FORMER FORT DEVENS SUPERFUND SITE — SUDBURY ANNEX
DEVENS, MASSACHUSETTS

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is announcing the start of the fourth Five-Year
Review of the remedial actions taken at the former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex Super-
fund Site, located in the towns of Hudson, Stow, Maynard, and Sudbury, MA. The purpose of a
Five-Year Review is to evaluate whether the cleanup methods put in place at the site are working
as designed and continue to remain protective of human health and the environment as required
by the Superfund law. It is anticipated that this Five-Year Review will be completed in September
2016. The USACE invites the local community to take part in the review process by participating
in a community interview by submitting comments directly to the Department of the Army.

BACKGROUND: Camp Devens was established in 1917 as a temporary training area for soldiers
during World War . In 1932, the site was named Fort Devens and made a permanent installation
with the primary mission of commanding, training, and providing logistical support for non-divi-
sional troop units. The land in the former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex was purchased by
the U.S. Army in 1942 and was used as a training location for troops and a storage area for am-
munitions. The Annex remained active until its placement on the Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) list in 1995. Pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Sudbury Annex was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL)
in 1990 because of environmental contamination associated with historic underground storage
tanks, ammunition demolition areas, fire training areas, and disposal of various laboratory waste.
Since its placement on the NPL, long term monitoring and remediation activities have taken place
at the contaminated sites, which have proven to be successful. The Annex was deleted from the
NPL in 2002. Currently, remaining activities include ongoing operation and maintenance (O&M)
of the landfill cap, annual groundwater monitoring at Area of Concern 7, and evaluation of land
use controls. In 2005, ownership of most of the site property transferred to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service as the Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge. As required under regulations, a
review must be conducted every five years to ensure human health and the environment is pro-
tected. More detailed information on this site can be found on the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) web page at:
http://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0100685&msspp=med

To submit comments and questions regarding the Five-Year Review process or site clean-up,
please contact:
Department of the Army
Base Realignment and Closure Division
U.S. Army Garrison Fort Devens
30 Quebec Street, Unit 100
Devens, MA 01434-4479
Office: 978-796-2205
Email: Robert.j.simeone.civ@mail.mil

380 Great Road Linda Hathaway
978-897-4514x1 Clerk’s Corner Town Clerk
www.stow-ma.gov Town Building

2016 TOWN CENSUS!
WATCH for your 2016 Annual Town Census in the mail this week. Please
REVIEW it, make changes or corrections if necessary, SIGN it, and SEND IT
BACK to us (via mail or drop it off at the Town Building). Don’t put it in a stack
of mail... Send it Right Back!
DOG TAGS ONLY $10!!
Dog Licenses applications are available online & at the Clerk’s office. Call us if
you are unsure if you have a current rabies certificate on file. 978-897-5034.
Check the town website for more information about the census and dog tags.
http://www.stow-ma.gov/Pages/StowMA_Clerk/index

TOWN GOVERNMENT MEETINGS

Visit www.stow-ma.gov for updates

Thursday, January 28 Monday, February 1
Capital Planning Committee 7:30 PM Special Town Meeting 7:00 PM
Finance Committee meeting jointly with Selectmen's Meeting 7:00 PM
Capital Planning re: Minuteman School Monday, February 9

Community Preservation Meeting 7:30 PM
Zoning Board of Appeals 7:30 PM

Correction...

In the Superintendent Search article, the salary range suggested by MASC to
advertise for a new superintendent should have said $180,000 - $200,000 (not
$80,000 - $200,000). As stated, the SC has yet to make a final decision on that range.

Community Input Wanted for Superintendent Search

Focus group for Nashoba District community members on Thursday, Jan. 28

The Nashoba Regional School Committee is seeking input from parents and
the community-at-large as we begin the process of selecting our next superinten-
dent. Our Search Consultant from the Massachusetts Association of School
Committees (MASC) will be conducting focus groups to gather this input. An
online survey is also available. The feedback from the focus groups and online
survey will inform the School Committee as it considers the selection criteria and
qualifications for the next Superintendent.

A community-wide focus group for parents and community members in
Bolton, Lancaster and Stow will be held on Thursday, Jan. 28 at 6:00 PM in the
Florence Sawyer Cafeteria, Bolton, MA

If you are unable to attend a focus group, but would like to provide input, an
online survey is available at: https:/ /www.surveymonkey.com/r/Nashoba

If you have any questions, about the Superintendent search process please
contact a School Committee representative. Contact information can be found in
the School Committee tab of the district website at www.nrsd.net.

We look forward to your participation as we select Nashoba’s next superin-
tendent. Thank you.

WILL YOUR SUBSCRIPTION EXPIRE THIS MONTH?

Look for your expiration date on the address label
on the front of your paper.
(ex. 12/31/15) after your last name

e e e e e

SUBSCRIPTION FORM
Sign Up Today for Home Delivery:

Mail in this form or sign up online!

PLEASE ALLOW UP TO 2 WEEKS PROCESSING TIME.
PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY!

Home or Business Subscription
Name:

Address: PO BOX:
Town/State/Zip:
Daytime contact phone:
Email address:
(Please circle one) 'New <Renewal Date:
____Gift Subscription

Recipient’s Name:

Address: PO BOX:
Town/State/Zip:

(Add $10 to help support
_ $50IYR senior subscriptions!) _$25I 6 months

_ $40/YR: SENIOR DISCOUNT RATE (For age 70 & older)
___$35/ Sep- May for COLLEGE STUDENTS ONLY
Checks may be made payable to:

The Stow Independent
PO Box 467 Stow, MA 01775

OR SIGN UP ONLINE!

www.stowindependent.com
Questions? Email subscriptions@stowindependent.com
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SUDBURY TOWN CRIER

LSB Players Winter One-Ac

CC/PUBLIC HEARING 3/7/16
LEGAL NOTICE
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
SUDBURY CONSERVATI
COMMISSION

The Sudbury Conseryation
Commission will hold a public Mparing
on a Wetlands Protection Adt and
Watlands Bylaw Notice of Intgnt for
lencing of the biridge over Pantry[Brook
on the Inactive Lowell Secondagy Bail
Lina (progosed Bruce Freemal Rail
Trall) off Concord Road, Sudbuty MA,
Applicanl for hie project is MagsDO
Rail and Transit Division.

The meeting will ba held on Mdnday,
March 7, 2016 at 6:35pm in the] DP
Bullding, 275 Old Lancastaf Rd.,
Sudbury MA. Copies of the application
may be reviewed al the Consenvation
office at 275 Old Lancastef Rd,
Sudbury MA. during business hodrs.

SUDBURY CONSERVATION
COMMISSION
Jan. 28, 2016

AD#13387656
Sudbury TC 2/4/16

FITZGERALD ESTATE
LEGAL NOTICE
Commonwealth of Massachusgetts

The Trial Court

Probate and Family Courd
Middlesex Probate and Family Court
208 Cambridge Street
Cambridge, MA 02141

(617) 768-5800
Docket No. MI16P0228EA|

CITATION ON PETITION FQR
FORMAL ADJUDICATION

Estate of: Maurice J. Fitzgerald}, Jr

Also known as: Maurice J.
Fitzgerald

Date of Death: 09/07/2015

To all interested persons:

with Appointment of Pergonal
Representative has been lilpd by
David Fitzgerald of Sudbury MA
requesting that the Court enter|a for-
ral Decrée and Order and fol] such

A Petition for Formal Probate }f will

other relief as requested in the Pétition. -

The Petilluner requests that; David
Fitzgerald of Sudbury MA be agpoint-
ed as Personal Representative gl said
estate to sernve Without Surety pn the
bond in an unsupervised admipistra-

tion.

IMPORTANT NOTICE
You have the right to obtain al co
of the Petition from the Petitioper or
at the Court. You have a right to
object to this proceeding. To dlo so,
you or your attorney must file & writ-
ten appearance and objection #t this
Court before: 10:00 a.m. oh the
return day of 03/11/2016.

This is NOT a hearing dale, jpui a
deadline by which you must|file a
written appearance and objection if
you object to this proceeding. If
you fail to flle a timely wfitten
appearance and ob{fclion followed
by an affidavit of objections within
thirty (30) days of the returr| day,
action may be taken without flirther
notice to you.

UNSUPERVISED ADMINISTRAITION
UNDER THE MASSACHUSETTS
UNIFORM PROBATE CODE (MUPC)
A Personal Representative appoint-
ed under the MUPC in an unguper-
vised administration is not required
to file an inventory or agnual
accounts with the Court. Pefsons
interested in the estale are eilitiea
to notice regarding the administra-

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
LEGAL NOTICE
PUBLIC NOTICEEIIFEOR FIVE-YEAR
FORMER FORT DEVENS
SUPERFUND SITE - SUDBURY

ANNEX
DEVENS, MASSACHUSETTS

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
}USACE) Is announcing the start of the
ourth Five-Year Review of the ramedi-
al actions taken at the former Fori
Devens Sudbury Training Annex
Superfund Site, located In the towns of
Hudson, Stow, Maynard, and Sudbury,
MA. The purpose of a Five-Yeat
Raview is to evaluate whether the
cleanup methods put in place at the
site are working as dasi?ned and con-
tinue to ramain protective of human
healll and the environment as
rec‘u:rad by the Superfund law. It'is
anlicipatad that this Five-Year Review
will be compleled in Seplember 2016.
The USACE Invites the local cormmuni-
ly to take part In the review process by
ganlclpallng In'a community intarview
Yy submitting comments directly to the
Depariment of the Army.

BACKGROUND: Camp Devens was
established in 1817 as a temporary
tralhing area for soldiers during World
War I, In 1932, the site was named
Fort Devens and mate a permaneni
Installation with he primary mission al
commanding, training, and providin
lagistical squon for non-divisiana
traop units. The land in the former Forl
Devens Sudbury Training Annex was
purchased by tha LS. Army in 1942
and was used as a lraining location for
(roops and a storage area for ammuni-
tions, The Annex remained active until
its placement on the Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list
in 1895, Pursuant to the
Comprehensive  Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA), the Sudbu% Annex
was placed on the National Priorities
List (NPL) in 1990 because of environ-
mental contamination associated with
histaric underground storage tanks,
ammunition demolition areas, fire train-
ing araas, and disposal of various lab-
oratory waste. Since its placement on
the NPL, Tong term monitoring and
remediation activities have taken place
at the contaminated sites, which have
proven to be successful. The Annex
was deleted from the NPL in 2002.
Currently, ramaining activities Include
on%oing operation and maintenance
(O&M) of the landlill cap, annual
?:rcundwatur monitaring at Area ol

oncerm 7, and evaluation of land use
controls, In 2005, ownership of mos!
of the site proparty transferred to the
U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service as the
Assabet River National Wildlife
Reluge. As required under regulations;
a raview must be conducted every five
years to ensure human health and the
anvironmenl Is protected. More
delalled information on this site can be
found on the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) web page at:
hlIp:lfr:umulls.epaag‘ov/su erepad/eurs
sile(zja/csmn!o.dm?i =0100685&msspp=
me

To submit comments and questions
regarding the Five-Year Review
process or site clean-up, please con-
tact:

Department of the Army

Base Realignment and Closure
Division

U.S. Army Garrison Fort Devens

* 30 Quebec Street, Unit 100

Devens, MA 01434-4479
Office: 978-796-2205

Email: Roberl.J.simeone.civ@mail.mil

&

Py A
' ,
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he LSB Players cast of “Cagebirds,” by David Campton,
ront row, from left: Ava Liepert and Catriona Morris;
hack row, Caroline MacKeen, Olivia Bodley, Charlotte
Dezen, Georgia Baltay, Natalie Volo and Maggie Dwyer.
Performances are Feb. 4-6 at Lincoln-Sudbury Regional

igh School Rogers Black Box Theatre. Tickets subject to
availability. For information, email Isbtickets@gmail.com.
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The LSB Players .|
Pat Cook, front ro 1'
Jack Troiano, Elan:
Olivia Silva, Sam H
Hannah Quirk. cou
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B.2 Public Participation Interviews



Regulatory Questionnaire

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY

Former Sudbury Annex

Name: Robert Simeone

Title:

Organization: | Army (BRAC)

Address:

Interview Date | 2/25/2016

E-Mail: robert.j.simeone.civ@mail.mil
Telephone: 978-796-2205

Authorities from State/local government agencies or federal facilities

Have any breaches of the Institutional Controls (ICs) occurred, complaints been filed, or unusual activities
been noted at the site (e.g., citizens are consuming fish at a contaminated sediment site)? If so, how
were they addressed?

No known breaches.

Has the federal agency (for a federal facility site) reported on the status of the ICs or LUCs as required?
What type of monitoring is currently being conducted or has been conducted to determine IC compliance
(e.g., follow-up inspections)?

Yes, status of ICs and LUCs have been reported as required. Annual LTM Reports are released every year,
as well as Inspection Reports detailing inspection of the landfill cap and AOC A7. No inspections
anywhere else, maybe at P31 and P58 as part of the main inspection.

Are ICs being enforced? What is the enforcement plan in the event of an IC breach?

Yes, ICs are being enforced with landowners. If there is a breach, the entity will be called to clarify the
breach and any issues.

Are there any new developments, either constructed or planned, in the area of which the entity is aware?
No known developments.

Has land use changed or is it anticipated to change (e.g., buildings, either constructed or planned, exist in
the area)?

No known changes or plans. Land use was set in the transfer documents.

What procedures are in place for EPA and PRPs to receive notice of any proposed changes to the ICs?

Page 1 of 2




Procedures are set for notice, typically letters of correspondence. If property was to transfer (such as
USFWS selling some of the land), then they would be required to notify changes to the Army.

Does the entity have an IC tracking system or other applicable database (e.g., GIS maps) to keep
information about ICs?

Army does not. They use the annual reports to keep track of up to date information on ICs.
Can the ICs or engineering controls be registered in the state’s one-call system?

Not sure.

How has the IC process been working and are there any suggestions for improvement?

Working fine, no suggestions.

Page 2 of 2



Regulatory Questionnaire

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY

Former Sudbury Annex

Name: Christine Williams

Title: Remedial Project Manager
Organization: USEPA

Address:

Interview Date | 2/25/2016

E-Mail: williams.christine@epa.gov
Telephone: 617-918-1384

Authorities from State/local government agencies or federal facilities

Have any breaches of the Institutional Controls (ICs) occurred, complaints been filed, or unusual activities
been noted at the site (e.g., citizens are consuming fish at a contaminated sediment site)? If so, how
were they addressed?

Only knowledge is of the USFWS’ plan for a well outside of the AOC A9 area. Not sure of the disposition,
knows there are no ICs in A9 other than not disturbing the subsurface below 4 feet (which a well clearly
would). Not sure of how much of a concern this is.

Has the federal agency (for a federal facility site) reported on the status of the ICs or LUCs as required?
What type of monitoring is currently being conducted or has been conducted to determine IC compliance
(e.g., follow-up inspections)?

Federal agency does not do much with reporting on ICs or LUCs, other than having contracts.
Are ICs being enforced? What is the enforcement plan in the event of an IC breach?

This is a question for the Army. If they know of a breach, they would need to contact the EPA and the
state.

Are there any new developments, either constructed or planned, in the area of which the entity is aware?
Not aware of any (other than potential USFWS well).

Has land use changed or is it anticipated to change (e.g., buildings, either constructed or planned, exist in
the area)?

Not sure of changes or plans, this is a question more for the owners. Though has heard of plans for USAF
to excess some land, but does not know any details.

What procedures are in place for EPA and PRPs to receive notice of any proposed changes to the ICs?
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Federal Facilities Agreement is the procedure.

Does the entity have an IC tracking system or other applicable database (e.g., GIS maps) to keep
information about ICs?

Not aware of any —the Army should be tracking.
Can the ICs or engineering controls be registered in the state’s one-call system?

Not sure of possibility, but strongly doubts it, as the one-call system is more for utilities. David Chaffin
would know better.

How has the IC process been working and are there any suggestions for improvement?

The Army needs to generally stay more engaged, not just at Sudbury but at all sites. They need to be
involved, and not hand off the work and reports to contractors and blindly sign them. Additionally,
maintenance work needs to be continued and improved at the site, such as maintaining the wells and
well screens.

Page 2 of 2



Regulatory Questionnaire

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY

Former Sudbury Annex

Name: David Chaffin

Title: Project Manager

Organization: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Address: One Winter Street, Boston, MA

Interview Date | 2/25/2016

E-Mail: David.chaffin@state.ma.us

Telephone: 617-348-4005

Mr. Chaffin was contacted via telephone on February 24, 2016. Mr. Chaffin indicated it was not
necessary to interview him as he would be commenting on the Five Year Review document.

Authorities from State/local government agencies or federal facilities

Have any breaches of the Institutional Controls (ICs) occurred, complaints been filed, or unusual activities
been noted at the site (e.g., citizens are consuming fish at a contaminated sediment site)? If so, how
were they addressed?

Has the federal agency (for a federal facility site) reported on the status of the ICs or LUCs as required?
What type of monitoring is currently being conducted or has been conducted to determine IC compliance
(e.q., follow-up inspections)?

Are ICs being enforced? What is the enforcement plan in the event of an IC breach?
Are there any new developments, either constructed or planned, in the area of which the entity is aware?

Has land use changed or is it anticipated to change (e.g., buildings, either constructed or planned, exist in
the area)?

What procedures are in place for EPA and PRPs to receive notice of any proposed changes to the ICs?

Does the entity have an IC tracking system or other applicable database (e.g., GIS maps) to keep
information about ICs?

Can the ICs or engineering controls be registered in the state’s one-call system?

How has the IC process been working and are there any suggestions for improvement?

</’ H&S
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General Public Questionnaire

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY

Former Sudbury Annex

Name: Libby Herland
Title: Refuge Manager
Organization: USFWS

Address:

Interview Date | 2/25/2016
E-Mail:

Telephone: 978-443-4661 x11

What is your overall impression of the environmental cleanup work at the Former Sudbury Annex?
Good.
What effects has environmental cleanup work at the Annex had on the surrounding community?

Not sure how much “cleanup” was done, but thinks there are definitely some people that are not
convinced the site is totally clean. However, most people think it’s good, and appreciate the clean
environment and area that the cleanup provides.

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site and cleanup conducted at the Annex?
Not aware of any concerns.

Are you familiar with the various processes that Army is utilizing to clean up the environmental sites?
Using wells to monitor the area, landfill to keep contamination in, but no active treatment system.
Do you feel comfortable in the process that Devens is utilizing to clean up the environmental sites?
Yes.

Do you feel informed about the cleanup activities and progress?

Yes.

Do you have any other comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the environmental
cleanup work conducted at the Annex?

No.

/ el
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General Public Questionnaire

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY

Former Sudbury Annex

Name: Mike Moran

Title:

Organization: FEMA

Address:

Interview Date | 2/24/2016

E-Mail: Mike.moran@fema.dhs.gov
Telephone: 978-461-5535

What is your overall impression of the environmental cleanup work at the Former Sudbury Annex?

| have noticed no new projects. What there is seems to be acceptable.

What effects has environmental cleanup work at the Annex had on the surrounding community?

It has allowed local and visiting residents to enjoy the property.

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site and cleanup conducted at the Annex?
No.

Are you familiar with the various processes that Army is utilizing to clean up the environmental sites?
| believe to date, this is complete.

Do you feel comfortable in the process that Devens is utilizing to clean up the environmental sites?

Again, | thought the cleanup was complete. If not, it is not of public knowledge that anything is being
done at this time.

Do you feel informed about the cleanup activities and progress?
| guess not. Unless it is complete.

Do you have any other comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the environmental
cleanup work conducted at the Annex?

NO!

Note: If there is an environmental cleanup in progress ? | feel the public needs to be informed, as many
folks are using the park.

/ el
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Regulatory Questionnaire

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY

Former Sudbury Annex

Name: Penny Reddy
Title:

Organization: USACE
Address:

Interview Date | 2/25/2016

E-Mail:

Penelope.Reddy@usace.army.mil

Telephone:

978-318-8160

Mr. Chaffin was contacted via telephone on February 24, 2016. On February 25, 2016, Ms. Reddy
indicated that she has very little knowledge of the site and was not sure if she could provide informed

reponses.

Authorities from State/local government agencies or federal facilities

Have any breaches of the Institutional Controls (ICs) occurred, complaints been filed, or unusual activities

been noted at the site (e.g., citizens are consuming fish at a contaminated sediment site)? If so, how

were they addressed?

Has the federal agency (for a federal facility site) reported on the status of the ICs or LUCs as required?
What type of monitoring is currently being conducted or has been conducted to determine IC compliance

(e.g., follow-up inspections)?

Are ICs being enforced? What is the enforcement plan in the event of an IC breach?
Are there any new developments, either constructed or planned, in the area of which the entity is aware?

Has land use changed or is it anticipated to change (e.qg., buildings, either constructed or planned, exist in

the area)?

What procedures are in place for EPA and PRPs to receive notice of any proposed changes to the ICs?

Does the entity have an IC tracking system or other applicable database (e.g., GIS maps) to keep

information about ICs?

Can the ICs or engineering controls be registered in the state’s one-call system?

How has the IC process been working and are there any suggestions for improvement?

//
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General Public Questionnaire

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY

Former Sudbury Annex

Name: Tom Eagle

Title:

Organization: USFWS

Address:

Interview Date | 2/24/2016
E-Mail:

Telephone: 978-443-4661 x12

What is your overall impression of the environmental cleanup work at the Former Sudbury Annex?
Do not know much, only aware that they let people in to do work.

What effects has environmental cleanup work at the Annex had on the surrounding community?
Not aware of any effects.

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site and cleanup conducted at the Annex?
Not aware of any concerns.

Are you familiar with the various processes that Army is utilizing to clean up the environmental sites?
Not really familiar, just aware that they let people in to do work on the fenced in site.

Do you feel comfortable in the process that Devens is utilizing to clean up the environmental sites?
Yes, but do not know much.

Do you feel informed about the cleanup activities and progress?

No, but feels he is not the person that is supposed to be informed (Libby Herland is more involved in
this).

Do you have any other comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the environmental
cleanup work conducted at the Annex?

No other comments.

/ el
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Appendix C-1
Long-Term Trends
Well OHM-A7-08
Tetrachloroethene
Area of Contamination A7
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Appendix C-2
Long-Term Trends
Wells JO-A7-M63/SUD-A07-065
Trichloroethene
Area of Contamination A7

1 Exponential Trendline
Analysis predicts TCE to
fall below GW-1 Standard
in 2016
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e 5 110/L GW-1 Comparison Value for PCE and TCE (GW-3 Values are > 5,000)
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Appendix C-3
Long-Term Trends
Wells JO-A7-M63/SUD-A07-065
Tetrachloroethene, Trichloroethene and 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
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Appendix C-4
Long-Term Trends
Well OHM-A7-51
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
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Appendix C-5
Long-Term Trends Wells
JO-A7-M63/SUD-AQ07-065
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Appendix C-6
Long-Term Trends
Well OHM-A7-08
Gamma-BHC (Lindane)
Area of Contamination A7
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap was constructed over the existing landfill at AOC A7 to
eliminate the potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure to
wastes; minimize off-site migration of contaminants; and limit infiltration to the underlying
waste within the landfill area, thereby minimizing leachate generation and groundwater
degradation. The RCRA cap consists of the following geosynthetic layers: geocomposite gas
vent layer, geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), 40 mil linear low density polyethylene (LLDPE)
geomembrane, and geocomposite drainage layer. Above the geosynthetic components are 15
inches of drainage sand, 15 inches of filter sand, and 6 inches of vegetative soil (topsoil). The
cap was completed in the fall of 1996. The A7 landfill cap inspection drawing is presented in
Figure 1.

1.1 Landfill Cap Inspection

Personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE), inspected the
Sudbury Training Annex Landfill at Area A7 on November 2, 2011. The landfill was partially
covered with snow from a recent storm. No maintenance activities were performed during these
inspections. Observations were made regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation types, erosion,
settlement, and general condition of the various features. Appendix A of this report contains the
Inspection and Maintenance checklists and Landfill Gas Summary tables which summarize the
findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings of these inspections follows.

The landfill cap is in excellent condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement (Photo 1).
In general, the cap vegetation appears healthy, dense, and provides complete coverage of most
areas of the cap, with grass and clover predominating. The cap and adjacent area vegetation
were mowed in the Fall of 2011. No encroachment of wetland species on the cap was seen. It is
recommended that future mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the field area
adjacent to the cap to prevent encroachment of woody and wetland species on the cap.

1.2 Access Road Inspection.

The access road from the entry gate to the cap is in good condition (Photo 2), however vegetation
has established within the gravel surface, and in the summer months is overgrown (Photo 3,
2010). There are no ruts, potholes, or eroded areas. Herbicide should be applied as part of
annual maintenance.

1.3 Security Fence Inspection

The security perimeter fence is in good condition. There were no branches on top of the fence
observed, and there were no sagging or leaning sections noted, and the main gate is operating
normally. In general, trees should periodically be cleared from fence area as they naturally grow
or fall onto the fence.
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2.0 DRAINAGE SYSTEM

The drainage system functions in conjunction with the landfill cap to facilitate the drainage of
surface water and infiltrated water off the cap. The drainage system consists of the following
components: geocomposite drainage layer, perimeter stone drain along the toe-of-slope,
perimeter drainage channels, and a riprap lined outlet area (located at the northeast corner of the
landfill (Photo 4)). The A7 landfill inspection drawing is presented in Figure 1.

The Sudbury Training Annex Landfill Drainage System at Area A7 was inspected on November
2, 2011 by personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE). No
maintenance activities were performed during these inspections.  Observations were made
regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation types, erosion, and general condition of the drainage
system. Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists which
summarize the findings of this inspection. A narrative of the findings of these inspections
follows.

The cap drainage system is in good condition. Drainage channels are free of sediment and
debris, however an herbicide should be applied to the riprap areas to eliminate unwanted
vegetation which has become established (Photo 5). All other areas of the drainage channels are
free of unwanted vegetation. The Grass on drainage channel bottoms is in excellent condition.
The vegetation on the side slopes is healthy and dense (Photo 6).

The toe drain appears to be functioning properly, and there are no associated slope stability or
erosion problems at this time. Toe drains should be cleared of moss growth and other debris
which is accumulating on the geotextile covering the drainage stone (Photo 7). The toe drain
should continue to be monitored for vegetative growth in the future, and the growth should be
periodically removed to maintain the proper operation of the toe drain.

3.0 GASVENTSYSTEM

A passive gas venting system was installed to facilitate the ventilation of any methane generated
from the degrading waste material beneath the landfill cover system. The passive system
consists of four 6-inch diameter gas vents (Photo 8).

The gas monitoring activities were performed on November 2, 2011 by personnel from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE) and were consistent with historic
monitoring results.  Appendix A of this report contains the Landfill Gas Monitoring Table,
which summarizes the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings of these
inspections follows.

The gas vent system is in good condition. All vent pipes and bird screens are intact and
functioning as intended except for minor deficiencies at V-1 and V-2. V-1 requires a new bird
screen, and V-2 requires replacement of the bird screen and hose clamp, and also has two
animal burrows which require filling. Gas monitoring activity at the gas vents resulted in zero
readings during the inspection for methane, LEL, and VOC’s and low levels of CO2. Oxygen
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levels varied between 18.9% and 20.6%. The results are presented in the Table in Appendix A.
A GEM 2000 landfill gas monitor was used to monitor the gas vents for methane, carbon
dioxide, oxygen, and LEL. A MultiRAE+ was used to check VOC levels.

40 CORRECTIVE ACTION

The drainage system and gas vent monitoring system were in good condition. The toe drain
geotextile should be cleared of moss and other debris in the near future. The hose clamp and
bird screen should be replaced in the near future at V-1 and V-2. The animal burrows at vent
V-2 require filling. Any branches on the perimeter fence should be cleared during annual
maintenance. An herbicide should be used on the access road, parking lot, and riprap areas
where unwanted vegetation has appeared. It is also recommended that the mowing of the cap
continue to include mowing of the adjacent fields. Mowing will not take place until late August
when ground-nesting songbirds are mature enough to avoid being harmed.
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Inspector: Kullberg

Inspection & Maintenance Check List
Sudbury Training Annex A7 Landfill

US Army Corps
of Engineerss

MNew England District

Date: 3 November 2011

Item Description of Inspection Items Check (X) Comments
Landfill Cap Inspect for Eroded Areas X No actively eroding areas observed.

Inspect for Settlement and Ponded Water | X No settlement or ponded water
observed.

Inspect for Wetland Species X No encroachment of wetland

Encroachment species observed

Inspect Vegetated Areas X Vegetation healthy and dense with
appropriate species growing.
Mowed in Fall 10.

Drainage System Inspect Stone Toe Drain X Good condition, appears to be
functioning properly, however
some sections have moss growth
and particulate clogging (See photo
7), and should be cleared.
Continue to monitor for clogging,
and clear as necessary in the
future.

Inspect for Eroded Areas X No erosion noted, no action req’d.

Inspect Grass in Drainage Channels X Channel bottom grass excellent.
Side slopes are adequately
vegetated.

Inspect for Debris & Unwanted X No debris or unwanted vegetation

Vegetation in Drainage Channels observed

Inspect Rip-Rap Areas X Riprap in excellent condition, grass
growing in some areas of riprap
but no woody species, herbicide
should be applied to control
vegetation.

Gas Vent System Inspect Vent Pipe and Bird Screen X All vent pipes and bird screens in

good condition, except for V-1 and
V-2 which both need a new bird
screen and hose clamp. Two
animal burrows noted at V-2
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Gas Vent System Methane Monitoring X Results
Vent 1 Gas monitoring activity at the gas
Vent 2 vents resulted in zero readings
Vent 3 during the inspection for methane,
Vent 4 LEL, and VOC’s and low levels of

CO2. Oxygen levels varied
between 12.7% and 16.7%. See

Table below.
Groundwater Inspect Casings and Locks X Inspection done by groundwater
Monitoring Wells monitoring crew
Security Fence Inspect for Damage to or Breeches in X Security fence and gates in good
condition.
Access Road Inspect for Erosion, Potholes and Rutting | X Access road in good condition, no

erosion, potholes, or rutting
observed; vegetation growing
through gravel, apply herbicide.

Description of Maintenance Activities (as necessary):
None.
The following maintenance and monitoring activities are recommended:
1. Annual inspections for all components of cap and perimeter. Annual Lawn mowing and clearing of
branches from fence line. Filling of animal burrows at V-2 and as required. Clear toe drain

geotextile of moss and particulates.
2. Herbicide should be applied to all riprap areas and the gravel access road.
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INSPECTOR: Kullberg

ORGANIZATION: CENAE-EP

Landfill Gas Monitoring

Table 2

TITLE: Civil Engineer

US Army Corps
of Engineerss

MNew England District

DATE: 11/2/11

WEATHER: Sunny, Calm, 50 d F, snow cover

BAROMETER: 30.13in Hg TIME: 1045 BAROMETER 30.07 in Hg TIME: 1200

Vent | VOC 0, LEL CO, CH4 Remarks
No. ppm % % % %
PID GEM GEM GEM | GEM
2000 2000 2000 2000
V-1 0 20.6 0 1.1 0 No odor, Need new hose
clamp and bird screen
V-2 0 19.0 0 1.9 0 No odor, Need new hose
clamp and bird screen,
burrows around base
V-3 0 18.9 0 3.0 0 No odor
V-4 0 20.4 0 1.7 0 No odor

CALIBRATION INFORMATION:

Instrument: MultiRAE+
Calibrated by: US Environmental
Calibrated With: 100 ppm isobutylene (R.F. = 1.0)

Instrument: GEM 2000

Calibrated by: US Environmental Rental Co.

Calibrated With: 15% CH,, 15% CO,, 20.9% O,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap was constructed over the existing landfill at AOC A7 to
eliminate the potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure to
wastes; minimize off-site migration of contaminants; and limit infiltration to the underlying
waste within the landfill area, thereby minimizing leachate generation and groundwater
degradation. The RCRA cap consists of the following geosynthetic layers: geocomposite gas
vent layer, geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), 40 mil linear low density polyethylene (LLDPE)
geomembrane, and geocomposite drainage layer. Above the geosynthetic components are 15
inches of drainage sand, 15 inches of filter sand, and 6 inches of vegetative soil (topsoil). The
cap was completed in the fall of 1996. The A7 landfill cap inspection drawing is presented in
Figure 1.

1.1 Landfill Cap Inspection

Personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE), inspected the
Sudbury Training Annex Landfill at Area A7 on December 4, 2012. No maintenance activities
were performed during these inspections. Observations were made regarding the vegetative
cover, vegetation types, erosion, settlement, and general condition of the various features.
Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists and Landfill Gas
Summary tables which summarize the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings
of these inspections follows.

The landfill cap is in excellent condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement (Photo 1).
In general, the cap vegetation appears healthy, dense, and provides complete coverage of most
areas of the cap, with grass and clover predominating. The cap and adjacent area vegetation
were mowed in the Fall of 2012. No encroachment of wetland species on the cap was seen. It is
recommended that future mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the field area
adjacent to the cap to prevent encroachment of woody and wetland species on the cap.

1.2 Access Road Inspection.

The access road from the entry gate to the cap is in good condition (Photo 2,3), however
vegetation has established within the gravel surface, and in the summer months is overgrown.
There are no ruts, potholes, or eroded areas. Herbicide should be applied as part of annual
maintenance.

1.3 Security Fence Inspection

The security perimeter fence is in good condition. There was a large tree observed leaning on
the southeastern section of the fence which should be removed, however at this time it is not
affecting the function of the fence. Otherwise, there were no sagging or leaning fence sections
noted, and the main gate is operating normally. In general, trees should periodically be cleared
from fence area as they naturally grow or fall onto the fence.
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20 DRAINAGE SYSTEM

The drainage system functions in conjunction with the landfill cap to facilitate the drainage of
surface water and infiltrated water off the cap. The drainage system consists of the following
components: geocomposite drainage layer, perimeter stone drain along the toe-of-slope,
perimeter drainage channels, and a riprap lined outlet area (located at the northeast corner of the
landfill (Photo 4)). The A7 landfill inspection drawing is presented in Figure 1.

The Sudbury Training Annex Landfill Drainage System at Area A7 was inspected on December
4, 2012 by personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE). No
maintenance activities were performed during these inspections.  Observations were made
regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation types, erosion, and general condition of the drainage
system. Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists which
summarize the findings of this inspection. A narrative of the findings of these inspections
follows.

The cap drainage system is in good condition. Drainage channels are free of sediment and
debris, however an herbicide should be applied to the riprap areas to eliminate unwanted
vegetation which has become established (Photo 5). All other areas of the drainage channels are
free of unwanted vegetation. The Grass on drainage channel bottoms is in excellent condition.
The vegetation on the side slopes is healthy and dense (Photo 6).

The toe drain appears to be functioning properly, and there are no associated slope stability or
erosion problems at this time. Toe drains should be cleared of moss growth and other debris
which is accumulating on the geotextile covering the drainage stone (Photo 7). The toe drain
should continue to be monitored for vegetative growth in the future, and the growth should be
periodically removed to maintain the proper operation of the toe drain.

3.0 GASVENTSYSTEM

A passive gas venting system was installed to facilitate the ventilation of any methane generated
from the degrading waste material beneath the landfill cover system. The passive system
consists of four 6-inch diameter gas vents (Photo 8).

The gas monitoring activities were performed on December 4, 2012 by personnel from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE) and were consistent with historic
monitoring results.  Appendix A of this report contains the Landfill Gas Monitoring Table,
which summarizes the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings of these
inspections follows.

The gas vent system is in good condition. All vent pipes and bird screens are intact and
functioning as intended except for minor deficiencies at V-1 and V-2, which require new bird
screens. Gas monitoring activity at the gas vents resulted in zero readings during the inspection
for methane, LEL, and VOC’s and low levels of CO2. Oxygen levels varied between 17.7% and
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19.5%. The results are presented in the Table in Appendix A. A Landtec GEM 2000 landfill gas
monitor was used to monitor the gas vents for methane, carbon dioxide, oxygen, and LEL. A
MultiRAE+ was used to check VOC levels.

40 CORRECTIVE ACTION

The drainage system and gas vent monitoring system were in good condition. The toe drain
geotextile should be cleared of moss and other debris in the near future. The hose clamp and
bird screen should be replaced in the near future at V-1 and V-2. The tree leaning on the
southeast section of the perimeter fence should be removed. All branches on the perimeter fence
should be cleared during annual maintenance. An herbicide should be used on the access road,
parking lot, and riprap areas where unwanted vegetation has appeared. It is also recommended
that the mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the adjacent fields. Mowing will not
take place until late August when ground-nesting songbirds are mature enough to avoid being
harmed.
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Inspector: Kullberg

Inspection & Maintenance Check List
Sudbury Training Annex A7 Landfill

US Army Corps
of Engineerss

MNew England District

Date: 4 December 2012

Item Description of Inspection Items Check (X) Comments
Landfill Cap Inspect for Eroded Areas X No actively eroding areas observed.

Inspect for Settlement and Ponded Water | X No settlement or ponded water
observed.

Inspect for Wetland Species X No encroachment of wetland

Encroachment species observed

Inspect Vegetated Areas X Vegetation healthy and dense with
appropriate species growing.
Mowed in Fall 12.

Drainage System Inspect Stone Toe Drain X Good condition, appears to be
functioning properly, however
some sections have moss growth
and particulate clogging (See photo
7), and should be cleared.
Continue to monitor for clogging,
and clear as necessary in the
future.

Inspect for Eroded Areas X No erosion noted, no action req’d.

Inspect Grass in Drainage Channels X Channel bottom grass excellent.
Side slopes are adequately
vegetated.

Inspect for Debris & Unwanted X No debris or unwanted vegetation

Vegetation in Drainage Channels observed

Inspect Rip-Rap Areas X Riprap in excellent condition, grass
growing in some areas of riprap
but no woody species, herbicide
should be applied to control
vegetation.

Gas Vent System Inspect Vent Pipe and Bird Screen X All vent pipes and bird screens in

good condition, except for V-1 and
V-2 which both need a new bird
screen and hose clamp.
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Gas Vent System Methane Monitoring X Results
Vent 1 Gas monitoring activity at the gas
Vent 2 vents resulted in zero readings
Vent 3 during the inspection for methane,
Vent 4 LEL, and VOC'’s and low levels of

CO2. Oxygen levels varied
between 17.7% and 19.5%. See

Table below.

Groundwater Inspect Casings and Locks X Inspection by others.

Monitoring Wells

Security Fence Inspect for Damage to or Breeches in X Security fence and gates in good
condition.

Access Road Inspect for Erosion, Potholes and Rutting | X Access road in good condition, no

erosion, potholes, or rutting
observed; vegetation growing
through gravel, apply herbicide.

Description of Maintenance Activities (as necessary):
None.
The following maintenance and monitoring activities are recommended:
1. Annual inspections for all components of cap and perimeter. Annual Lawn mowing and clearing of

branches from fence line. Clear toe drain geotextile of moss and particulates.
2. Herbicide should be applied to all riprap areas and the gravel access road.
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Landfill Gas Monitoring

Table 2
INSPECTOR: Kullberg TITLE: Civil Engineer DATE: 12/4/12
ORGANIZATION: CENAE-EP WEATHER: Overcast, 45dF, Light Drizzle

BAROMETER: 29.98 in Hg TIME: 1000 BAROMETER 29.9 in Hg TIME: 1200

Vent | VOC 0, LEL CO, CH4 Remarks
No. ppm % % % %
PID GEM GEM GEM | GEM
2000 2000 2000 2000
V-1 0 19.5 0 2.1 0 No odor, Need new hose
clamp and bird screen
V-2 0 19.0 0 2.4 0 No odor, Need new hose
clamp and bird screen
V-3 0 18.0 0 4.0 0 No odor
V-4 0 17.7 0 3.2 0 No odor

CALIBRATION INFORMATION:
Instrument: MultiRAE+

Calibrated by: US Environmental

Calibrated With: 100 ppm isobutylene (R.F. = 1.0)

Instrument: GEM 2000
Calibrated by: US Environmental Rental Co.
Calibrated With: 15% CH,, 15% CO,, 20.9% O,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap was constructed over the existing landfill at AOC A7 to
eliminate the potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure to
wastes; minimize off-site migration of contaminants; and limit infiltration to the underlying
waste within the landfill area, thereby minimizing leachate generation and groundwater
degradation. The RCRA cap consists of the following geosynthetic layers: geocomposite gas
vent layer, geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), 40 mil linear low density polyethylene (LLDPE)
geomembrane, and geocomposite drainage layer. Above the geosynthetic components are 15
inches of drainage sand, 15 inches of filter sand, and 6 inches of vegetative soil (topsoil). The
cap was completed in the fall of 1996. The A7 landfill cap inspection drawing is presented in
Figure 1.

1.1 Landfill Cap Inspection

Personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE), inspected the
Sudbury Training Annex Landfill at Area A7 on November 21, 2013. No maintenance activities
were performed during these inspections. Observations were made regarding the vegetative
cover, vegetation types, erosion, settlement, and general condition of the various features.
Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists and Landfill Gas
Summary tables which summarize the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings
of these inspections follows.

The landfill cap is in excellent condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement (Photo 1).
In general, the cap vegetation appears healthy, dense, and provides complete coverage of most
areas of the cap, with grass and clover predominating. The cap and adjacent area vegetation
were mowed in the Fall of 2013. No encroachment of wetland species on the cap was seen. It is
recommended that future mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the field area
adjacent to the cap to prevent encroachment of woody and wetland species on the cap.

1.2 Access Road Inspection.

The access road from the entry gate to the cap is in good condition (Photo 2), however vegetation
has established within the gravel surface, and in the summer months is overgrown. There are no
ruts, potholes, or eroded areas. Herbicide should be applied as part of annual maintenance.

1.3 Security Fence Inspection

The security perimeter fence is in good condition. There was a large tree observed leaning on
the southeastern section of the fence and is bending the fence and could cause it to break. The
tree should be removed soon. Additionally, the access gate on the northern central portion of the
fence line is leaning and causing a gap in the gate which could facilitate trespassers and possible
vandalism (see photo 6). The gate should be fixed or another chain added before the next
inspection. Small trees are becoming established along the norther perimeter fence, and should
be removed before they damage the fence (see photo 7). Otherwise, there were no sagging or
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leaning fence sections noted, and the main gate is operating normally. In general, trees should
periodically be cleared from fence area as they naturally grow or fall onto the fence.

2.0 DRAINAGE SYSTEM

The drainage system functions in conjunction with the landfill cap to facilitate the drainage of
surface water and infiltrated water off the cap. The drainage system consists of the following
components: geocomposite drainage layer, perimeter stone drain along the toe-of-slope,
perimeter drainage channels, and a riprap lined outlet area (located at the northeast corner of the
landfill (Photo 4)). The A7 landfill inspection drawing is presented in Figure 1.

The Sudbury Training Annex Landfill Drainage System at Area A7 was inspected on November
21, 2013 by personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE).
No maintenance activities were performed during these inspections. Observations were made
regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation types, erosion, and general condition of the drainage
system. Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists which
summarize the findings of this inspection. A narrative of the findings of these inspections
follows.

The cap drainage system is in good condition. Drainage channels are free of sediment and
debris, however an herbicide should be applied to the riprap areas to eliminate unwanted
vegetation which has become established (Photo 4). All other areas of the drainage channels are
free of unwanted vegetation. The Grass on drainage channel bottoms is in excellent condition.
The vegetation on the side slopes is healthy and dense (Photo 5).

The toe drain appears to be functioning properly, and there are no associated slope stability or
erosion problems at this time. Toe drains should be cleared of moss growth and other debris
which is accumulating on the geotextile covering the drainage stone. The toe drain should
continue to be monitored for vegetative growth in the future, and the growth should be
periodically removed to maintain the proper operation of the toe drain.

3.0 GASVENTSYSTEM

A passive gas venting system was installed to facilitate the ventilation of any methane generated
from the degrading waste material beneath the landfill cover system. The passive system
consists of four 6-inch diameter gas vents.

The gas monitoring activities were performed on November 21, 2013 by personnel from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE) and were consistent with historic
monitoring results.  Appendix A of this report contains the Landfill Gas Monitoring Table,
which summarizes the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings of these
inspections follows.

The gas vent system is in good condition. All vent pipes are intact and functioning as intended.
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All four bird screens and hose clamps require replacement. There were active hornets nests in
vents 1, 2 and 4. Only one gas vent was sampled as a result. Gas monitoring activity at gas vent
V-3 resulted in a zero reading during the inspection for methane, LEL, and VOC’s and a low
level of CO2. The oxygen level was 18.8%. The results are presented in the Table in Appendix
A. A Landtec GEM 2000 landfill gas monitor was used to monitor the gas vents for methane,
carbon dioxide, oxygen, and LEL. A MultiRAE+ was used to check VOC levels.

40 CORRECTIVE ACTION

The drainage system and gas vent monitoring system were in good condition. The toe drain
geotextile should be cleared of moss and other debris in the near future. The hose clamps and
bird screens should be replaced in the near future at all gas vents. The tree leaning on the
southeast section of the perimeter fence should be removed before it bends the fence any further.
All branches on the perimeter fence should be cleared during annual maintenance. An herbicide
should be used on the access road, parking lot, and riprap areas where unwanted vegetation has
appeared. It is also recommended that the mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the
adjacent fields. Mowing will not take place until late August when ground-nesting songbirds are
mature enough to avoid being harmed.
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Inspection & Maintenance Check List
Sudbury Training Annex A7 Landfill

Date: 21 November 2013

Inspector: Kullberg

ltem

Description of Inspection Items

Check (X)

Comments

Landfill Cap

Inspect for Eroded Areas

X

No actively eroding areas observed.

Inspect for Settlement and Ponded Water

X

No settlement or ponded water
observed.

Inspect for Wetland Species
Encroachment

X

No encroachment of wetland
species observed

Inspect Vegetated Areas

Vegetation healthy and dense with
appropriate species growing.
Mowed in Fall 13.

Drainage System

Inspect Stone Toe Drain

Good condition, appears to be
functioning properly, however
some sections have moss growth
and particulate clogging, and
should be cleared. Continue to
monitor for clogging, and clear as
necessary in the future.

Inspect for Eroded Areas

No erosion noted, no action req’d.

Inspect Grass in Drainage Channels

Channel bottom grass excellent.
Side slopes are adequately
vegetated.

Inspect for Debris & Unwanted
Vegetation in Drainage Channels

No debris or unwanted vegetation
observed

Inspect Rip-Rap Areas

Riprap in excellent condition, grass
growing in some areas of riprap
but no woody species, herbicide
should be applied to control
vegetation.

Gas Vent System

Inspect Vent Pipe and Bird Screen

All vent pipes need new bird
screens and hose clamps. Hornets
nests were present in V1, 2 and 4
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Gas Vent System Methane Monitoring X Results
Vent 1 Gas monitoring activity at the gas
Vent 2 vents resulted in zero readings
Vent 3 during the inspection for methane,
Vent 4 LEL, and VOC’s and low levels of

CO2. Oxygen level was 18.8% at
V-3. See Table below.

Groundwater Inspect Casings and Locks X Inspection by others.
Monitoring Wells
Security Fence Inspect for Damage to or Breeches in X Security fence and gates in good

condition. Large tree on
southeastern perimeter fence.
Small trees growing through fence
on northern perimeter. Access gate
leaning on northern central
perimeter.

Access Road Inspect for Erosion, Potholes and Rutting | X Access road in good condition, no
erosion, potholes, or rutting
observed; vegetation growing
through gravel, apply herbicide.

Description of Maintenance Activities (as necessary):
None.
The following maintenance and monitoring activities are recommended:
1. Annual inspections for all components of cap and perimeter. Annual Lawn mowing and clearing of
branches from fence line. Clear toe drain geotextile of moss and particulates. Clear small trees on

northern perimeter. Fix leaning gate. Remove large tree on southeastern perimeter.
2. Herbicide should be applied to all riprap areas and the gravel access road.
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INSPECTOR: Kullberg

ORGANIZATION: CENAE-EP

TITLE: Civil Engineer

Landfill Gas Monitoring
Table 2

WEATHER: Sunny, No wind, 32dF

US Army Corps
of Engineerss
MNew England District

DATE: 11/21/13

BAROMETER: 30.16 in Hg TIME: 0945 BAROMETER 30.16 in Hg TIME: 1130

Vent | VOC 0, LEL CO, CH4 Remarks
No. ppm % % % %
PID GEM GEM GEM | GEM
2000 2000 2000 2000
V-1 | NS NS NS NS NS | Not sampled due to Hornets
Nest — New Screen Needed
V-2 | NS NS NS NS NS | Not sampled due to Hornets
Nest — New Screen Needed
V-3 0 18.8 0 2.1 0 No odor
V-4 | NS NS NS NS NS | Not sampled due to Hornets

Nest — New Screen Needed

NS — Not Sampled

CALIBRATION INFORMATION:

Instrument: MultiRAE+
Calibrated by: US Environmental

Calibrated With: 100 ppm isobutylene (R.F. = 1.0)

Instrument: GEM 2000
Calibrated by: US Environmental Rental Co.
Calibrated With: 15% CH,, 15% CO,, 20.9% O,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap was constructed over the existing landfill at AOC A7 to
eliminate the potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure to
wastes; minimize off-site migration of contaminants; and limit infiltration to the underlying
waste within the landfill area, thereby minimizing leachate generation and groundwater
degradation. The RCRA cap consists of the following geosynthetic layers: geocomposite gas
vent layer, geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), 40 mil linear low density polyethylene (LLDPE)
geomembrane, and geocomposite drainage layer. Above the geosynthetic components are 15
inches of drainage sand, 15 inches of filter sand, and 6 inches of vegetative soil (topsoil). The
cap was completed in the fall of 1996. The A7 landfill cap inspection drawing is presented in
Figure 1.

1.1 Landfill Cap Inspection

Personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE), inspected the
Sudbury Training Annex Landfill at Area A7 on November 18, 2014. No maintenance activities
were performed during these inspections. Observations were made regarding the vegetative
cover, vegetation types, erosion, settlement, and general condition of the various features.
Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists and Landfill Gas
Summary tables which summarize the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings
of these inspections follows.

The landfill cap is in excellent condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement (Photo 1).
In general, the cap vegetation appears healthy, dense, and provides complete coverage of most
areas of the cap, with grass and clover predominating. The cap and adjacent area vegetation
were mowed in the Fall of 2014. No encroachment of wetland species on the cap was seen. It is
recommended that future mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the field area
adjacent to the cap to prevent encroachment of woody and wetland species on the cap.

1.2 Access Road Inspection.

The access road from the entry gate to the cap is in good condition (Photo 2), however vegetation
has established within the gravel surface, and in the summer months is overgrown. There are no
ruts, potholes, or eroded areas. Herbicide should be applied as part of annual maintenance.

1.3 Security Fence Inspection

The security perimeter fence is in good condition. There was a large tree observed leaning on
the southeastern section of the fence and is bending the fence and could cause it to break. The
tree should be removed soon. Additionally, the access gate on the northern central portion of the
fence line is leaning and causing a gap in the gate which could facilitate trespassers and possible
vandalism (see photo 6). The gate should be fixed or another chain added before the next
inspection. Small trees are becoming established along the northern perimeter fence, and should
be removed before they damage the fence (see photo 7). Otherwise, there were no sagging or
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leaning fence sections noted, and the main gate is operating normally. In general, trees should
periodically be cleared from fence area as they naturally grow or fall onto the fence.

2.0 DRAINAGE SYSTEM

The drainage system functions in conjunction with the landfill cap to facilitate the drainage of
surface water and infiltrated water off the cap. The drainage system consists of the following
components: geocomposite drainage layer, perimeter stone drain along the toe-of-slope,
perimeter drainage channels, and a riprap lined outlet area (located at the northeast corner of the
landfill (Photo 4)). The A7 landfill inspection drawing is presented in Figure 1.

The Sudbury Training Annex Landfill Drainage System at Area A7 was inspected on November
21, 2013 by personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE).
No maintenance activities were performed during these inspections. Observations were made
regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation types, erosion, and general condition of the drainage
system. Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists which
summarize the findings of this inspection. A narrative of the findings of these inspections
follows.

The cap drainage system is in good condition. Drainage channels are free of sediment and
debris, however an herbicide should be applied to the riprap areas to eliminate unwanted
vegetation which has become established (Photo 4). All other areas of the drainage channels are
free of unwanted vegetation. The Grass on drainage channel bottoms is in excellent condition.
The vegetation on the side slopes is healthy and dense (Photo 5).

The toe drain appears to be functioning properly, and there are no associated slope stability or
erosion problems at this time. Toe drains should be cleared of moss growth and other debris
which is accumulating on the geotextile covering the drainage stone. The toe drain should
continue to be monitored for vegetative growth in the future, and the growth should be
periodically removed to maintain the proper operation of the toe drain.

3.0 GASVENTSYSTEM

A passive gas venting system was installed to facilitate the ventilation of any methane generated
from the degrading waste material beneath the landfill cover system. The passive system
consists of four 6-inch diameter gas vents.

The gas monitoring activities were performed on November 21, 2014 by personnel from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE) and were consistent with historic
monitoring results.  Appendix A of this report contains the Landfill Gas Monitoring Table,
which summarizes the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings of these
inspections follows.

The gas vent system is in good condition. All vent pipes are intact and functioning as intended.
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All four bird screens and hose clamps require replacement. There were active hornets nests in
vents 1, 2 and 4. Only one gas vent was sampled as a result. Gas monitoring activity at gas vent
V-3 resulted in a zero reading during the inspection for methane, LEL, and VOC’s and a low
level of CO2. The oxygen level was 18.8%. The results are presented in the Table in Appendix
A. A Landtec GEM 2000 landfill gas monitor was used to monitor the gas vents for methane,
carbon dioxide, oxygen, and LEL. A MultiRAE+ was used to check VOC levels.

40 CORRECTIVE ACTION

The drainage system and gas vent monitoring system were in good condition. The toe drain
geotextile should be cleared of moss and other debris in the near future. The hose clamps and
bird screens should be replaced in the near future at all gas vents. The tree leaning on the
southeast section of the perimeter fence should be removed before it bends the fence any further.
All branches on the perimeter fence should be cleared during annual maintenance. An herbicide
should be used on the access road, parking lot, and riprap areas where unwanted vegetation has
appeared. It is also recommended that the mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the
adjacent fields. Mowing will not take place until late August when ground-nesting songbirds are
mature enough to avoid being harmed.
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Inspection & Maintenance Check List
Sudbury Training Annex A7 Landfill

Date: 18 November 2014

Inspector: Kullberg

ltem

Description of Inspection Items

Check (X)

Comments

Landfill Cap

Inspect for Eroded Areas

X

No actively eroding areas observed.

Inspect for Settlement and Ponded Water

X

No settlement or ponded water
observed.

Inspect for Wetland Species
Encroachment

X

No encroachment of wetland
species observed

Inspect Vegetated Areas

Vegetation healthy and dense with
appropriate species growing.
Mowed in Fall 14.

Drainage System

Inspect Stone Toe Drain

Good condition, appears to be
functioning properly, however
some sections have moss growth
and particulate clogging, and
should be cleared. Continue to
monitor for clogging, and clear as
necessary in the future.

Inspect for Eroded Areas

No erosion noted, no action req’d.

Inspect Grass in Drainage Channels

Channel bottom grass excellent.
Side slopes are adequately
vegetated.

Inspect for Debris & Unwanted
Vegetation in Drainage Channels

No debris or unwanted vegetation
observed

Inspect Rip-Rap Areas

Riprap in excellent condition, grass
growing in some areas of riprap
but no woody species, herbicide
should be applied to control
vegetation.

Gas Vent System

Inspect Vent Pipe and Bird Screen

All vent pipes need new bird
screens and hose clamps. Hornets
nests were present in V1, 2 and 4
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Gas Vent System Methane Monitoring X Results
Vent 1 Gas monitoring activity at the gas
Vent 2 vents resulted in zero readings
Vent 3 during the inspection for methane,
Vent 4 LEL, and VOC’s and low levels of

CO2. Oxygen level was 19.8% at
V-3. See Table below.

Groundwater Inspect Casings and Locks X Inspection by others.
Monitoring Wells
Security Fence Inspect for Damage to or Breeches in X Security fence and gates in good

condition. Large tree on
southeastern perimeter fence.
Small trees growing through fence
on northern perimeter. Access gate
leaning on northern central
perimeter.

Access Road Inspect for Erosion, Potholes and Rutting | X Access road in good condition, no
erosion, potholes, or rutting
observed; vegetation growing
through gravel, apply herbicide.

Description of Maintenance Activities (as necessary):
None.
The following maintenance and monitoring activities are recommended:
1. Annual inspections for all components of cap and perimeter. Annual Lawn mowing and clearing of
branches from fence line. Clear toe drain geotextile of moss and particulates. Clear small trees on

northern perimeter. Fix leaning gate. Remove large tree on southeastern perimeter.
2. Herbicide should be applied to all riprap areas and the gravel access road.
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INSPECTOR: Kullberg

ORGANIZATION: CENAE-EP

TITLE: Civil Engineer

Landfill Gas Monitoring
Table 2

WEATHER: Sunny, No wind, 32dF

US Army Corps
of Engineerss

MNew England District

DATE: 11/18/14

BAROMETER: 29.47 in Hg TIME: 1000 BAROMETER 29.47 in Hg TIME: 1200

Vent | VOC 0, LEL CO, CH4 Remarks
No. ppm % % % %
PID GEM GEM GEM | GEM
2000 2000 2000 2000
V-1 | NS NS NS NS NS | Not sampled due to Hornets
Nest — New Screen Needed
V-2 | NS NS NS NS NS | Not sampled due to Hornets
Nest — New Screen Needed
V-3 0 18.8 0 2.1 0 No odor
V-4 0 20.0 0 0 0 No Odor — New Screen
Needed

NS — Not Sampled

CALIBRATION INFORMATION:

Instrument: MultiRAE+
Calibrated by: US Environmental

Calibrated With: 100 ppm isobutylene (R.F. = 1.0)

Instrument: GEM 2000
Calibrated by: US Environmental Rental Co.
Calibrated With: 15% CH,, 15% CO,, 20.9% O,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap was constructed over the existing landfill at AOC A7 to
eliminate the potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure to
wastes; minimize off-site migration of contaminants; and limit infiltration to the underlying waste
within the landfill area, thereby minimizing leachate generation and groundwater degradation. The
RCRA cap consists of the following geosynthetic layers: geocomposite gas vent layer,
geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), 40 mil linear low density polyethylene (LLDPE) geomembrane,
and geocomposite drainage layer. Above the geosynthetic components are 15 inches of drainage
sand, 15 inches of filter sand, and 6 inches of vegetative soil (topsoil). The cap was completed in
the fall of 1996. The A7 landfill cap inspection drawing is presented in Figure 1.

1.1 Landfill Cap Inspection

Personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE), inspected the
Sudbury Training Annex Landfill at Area A7 on November 18, 2015. No maintenance activities
were performed during these inspections. Observations were made regarding the vegetative cover,
vegetation types, erosion, settlement, and general condition of the various features. Appendix A
of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists and Landfill Gas Summary tables
which summarize the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings of these inspections
follows.

The landfill cap is in excellent condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement (Photo 1). In
general, the cap vegetation appears healthy, dense, and provides complete coverage of most areas
of the cap, with grass and clover predominating. The cap and adjacent area vegetation were mowed
in the Fall of 2015. No encroachment of wetland species on the cap was seen. It is recommended
that future mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the field area adjacent to the cap to
prevent encroachment of woody and wetland species on the cap.

1.2 Access Road Inspection.

The access road from the entry gate to the cap is in good condition (Photo 2), however vegetation
has established within the gravel surface, and in is overgrown. There are no ruts, potholes, or
eroded areas. Herbicide should be applied as part of annual maintenance.

1.3 Security Fence Inspection

The security perimeter fence is in good condition. There was a large tree observed leaning on the
southeastern section of the fence and is bending the fence and could cause it to break. The tree
should be removed soon. Additionally, the access gate on the northern central portion of the fence
line is leaning and causing a gap in the gate which could facilitate trespassers and possible
vandalism (see photo 6). The gate should be fixed or another chain added before the next
inspection. Small trees are becoming established along the northern perimeter fence, and should
be removed before they damage the fence (see photo 5). Otherwise, there were no sagging or
leaning fence sections noted, and the main gate is operating normally. In general, trees should
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periodically be cleared from fence area as they naturally grow or fall onto the fence.

20 DRAINAGE SYSTEM

The drainage system functions in conjunction with the landfill cap to facilitate the drainage of
surface water and infiltrated water off the cap. The drainage system consists of the following
components: geocomposite drainage layer, perimeter stone drain along the toe-of-slope, perimeter
drainage channels, and a riprap lined outlet area (located at the northeast corner of the landfill
(Photo 3). The A7 landfill inspection drawing is presented in Figure 1.

The Sudbury Training Annex Landfill Drainage System at Area A7 was inspected on November
18, 2015 by personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE). No
maintenance activities were performed during these inspections. Observations were made
regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation types, erosion, and general condition of the drainage
system. Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists which
summarize the findings of this inspection. A narrative of the findings of these inspections follows.

The cap drainage system is in good condition. Drainage channels are free of sediment and debris,
however an herbicide should be applied to the riprap areas to eliminate unwanted vegetation which
has become established. All other areas of the drainage channels are free of unwanted vegetation.
The Grass on drainage channel bottoms is in excellent condition. The vegetation on the side slopes
is healthy and dense (Photo 4).

The toe drain appears to be functioning properly, and there are no associated slope stability or
erosion problems at this time. Toe drains should be cleared of moss growth and other debris which
is accumulating on the geotextile covering the drainage stone. It appears that during mowing the
geotextile layer was ripped on the northeast slope. Toe drain appears to be working properly.
Monitor the area for loss of drainage stone. The toe drain should continue to be monitored for
vegetative growth in the future, and the growth should be periodically removed to maintain the
proper operation of the toe drain.

3.0 GASVENTSYSTEM

A passive gas venting system was installed to facilitate the ventilation of any methane generated
from the degrading waste material beneath the landfill cover system. The passive system consists
of four 6-inch diameter gas vents.

The gas monitoring activities were performed on November 18, 2015 by personnel from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE) and were consistent with historic
monitoring results. Appendix A of this report contains the Landfill Gas Monitoring Table, which
summarizes the findings of these inspections. A narrative of the findings of these inspections
follows.

The gas vent system is in good condition. All vent pipes are intact and functioning as intended.
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All four bird screens and hose clamps require replacement. There were active hornets nests in vent
1 and was sampled as a result. Gas monitoring activity at gas vent V-2, 3, and 4 resulted in 0.1%
reading during the inspection for methane, 0.002% LEL, 0.5-1.0PPM VOC’s and a low level of
1.4-2.9% level of CO2. The oxygen level ranged from 17.2% - 19.6%. The results are presented
in the Table in Appendix A. A Landtec GEM 2000 landfill gas monitor was used to monitor the
gas vents for methane, carbon dioxide, oxygen, and LEL. A MultiRAE+ was used to check VOC
levels.

40 CORRECTIVE ACTION

The drainage system and gas vent monitoring system were in good condition. The toe drain
geotextile should be cleared of moss and other debris in the near future. The hose clamps and bird
screens should be replaced in the near future at all gas vents. The trees leaning on the perimeter
fence should be removed before it bends the fence any further. All branches on the perimeter fence
should be cleared during annual maintenance. An herbicide should be used on the access road,
parking lot, and riprap areas where unwanted vegetation has appeared. It is also recommended
that the mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the adjacent fields. Mowing will not
take place until late August when ground-nesting songbirds are mature enough to avoid being
harmed.
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Index of Photographs

Picture 1 - Looking North East at Landfill Cap from Parking Area

Picture 2 - Looking West Northeast Along Access Road

Picture 3 - Looking South Along Northeastern Riprap Swale

Picture 4 - Looking East Along Northern Perimeter Drainage Swale

Picture 5 - Looking East Along Perimeter Fence

Picture 6 - Looking North at Sagging Access Gate on Northern Perimeter Fence

Picture 7 - Looking Northeast at Trees growing through Perimeter Fence

Picture 8- Looking at Ripped Geotextile along the Northeast Slope

Picture 9- Looking West along the Southern Slope

Picture 10-  Looking East from outside the Perimeter along the Fence
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Inspection & Maintenance Check List
Sudbury Training Annex A7 Landfill

US Army Corps
of Engineerss

Mew England Districl

Inspector: Gay, Kullberg, Sprague Date: 18 November 2015
Item Description of Inspection Items Check (X) Comments

Landfill Cap Inspect for Eroded Areas X No actively eroding areas observed

Inspect for Settlement and Ponded Water X No settlement or ponded water
observed

Inspect for Wetland Species X No encroachments of wetland

Encroachment species observed.

Inspect Vegetated Areas X Vegetation healthy and dense with
appropriate species growing.
Mowed Fall 2015.

Drainage System Inspect Stone Toe Drain X Good condition, appears to be
functioning properly, however
some sections of moss growth and
particulate clogging, should be
cleared. Continue to monitor for
clogging, and clear as necessary.
There are areas of ripped geotextile
drainage layer.

Inspect for Eroded Areas X No erosion noted, no action
required.

Inspect Grass in Drainage Channels X Channel bottom grass excellent.
Side slopes are adequately
vegetated.

Inspect for Debris & Unwanted X No debris or unwanted vegetation

Vegetation in Drainage Channels observed.

Inspect Rip-Rap Areas X Riprap in excellent condition, grass
growing in some areas of riprap
but no woody species, herbicide
should be applied to control
vegetation.

Gas Vent System Inspect Vent Pipe and Bird Screen X All vent pipes need new bird
screens and hose clamps. Hornet’s
nests were present in V-1.

Gas Vent System Methane Monitoring X Results

Vent 1 Gas sampling was conducted for

Vent 2 VOC’s, Oz, LEL, CO2, and CHa.

Vent 3 Results can be found in Appendix

Vent 4 B.

Groundwater Inspect Casings and Locks X Inspected by others.

Monitoring Wells

Security Fence Inspect for Damage to or Breeches in X Security fence was in decent
condition. The locks on all gates
except for the main gate were
rusted shut and could not be
opened by USACE. Large trees
lean on the fence in multiple
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locations. Small tress growing
through the fence on the northern
perimeter. Access gate leaning on
northern central perimeter.

Access Road Inspect for Erosion, Potholes and Rutting X Access road is covered by
vegetation. Vegetation is thick and
no erosion, potholes, or rutting is
observed.

Description of Maintenance Activities (as necessary):
None.
The following maintenance and monitoring activities are recommended:
1. Annual inspections for all components of cap and perimeter. Annual Lawn mowing and clearing of
branches from fence line. Clear toe drain geotextile of moss and particulates. Clear small trees on

northern perimeter. Fix leaning gate and locks. Remove large tree on perimeter gate.
2. Herbicide should be applied to all riprap areas.
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US Army Corps
of Engineerss

Mew England Districl

Landfill Gas Monitoring
Table 2

INSPECTOR: Gay, Kullberg, Sprague  TITLE: Civil Engineer DATE: 18 November 2015

ORGANIZATION: CENAE-EP

WEATHER: Sunny 45

BAROMETER: _30.43 TIME: _ 11:34 BAROMETER _ 30.43 TIME: 12:12

Vent | VOC O LEL CO2 CH4 Remarks
No. ppm % % % %

PID GEM GEM GEM GEM

2000 2000 2000 2000

V-1 | NS NS NS NS NS Hornets present
V-2 | 05 17.2 0.002 2.0 0.1
V-3 | 1.0 17.5 0.002 2.9 0.1
V-4 1 0.5 19.6 0.002 14 0.1

NS — Not Sampled

CALIBRATION INFORMATION:

Instrument: MultiRAE+
Calibrated by: US Environmental
Calibrated With: 100 ppm isobutylene (R.F. = 1.0)

Instrument: GEM 2000
Calibrated by: US Environmental Rental Co.
Calibrated With: 15% CHy, 15% CO;, 20.9% O,
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FORT DEVENS SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX - AOC A7 '
. ARARs FOR EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OF
LABORATORY WASTE AND CONTAINMENT BY RCRA SUBTITLE C LANDFILL CAP

! .. Regquirement Reguirement Synopsis Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR
IL ACTION-SPECIFIC
" Laboratory Waste - Federal
RCRA - Identification and Listing of Relevant and " Estabfishes definitions for sofid and hazardous wastes. Sets forth Laboratory waste includes soil and debris contamitated by liquid
Hezardous Waste (40 CFR 261) Appropriate criteria used to identify hazardous waste and 1o list particular wastes. | -containers. The waste is assumed to be classified as FO02 spemt
Identifies characteristics of a’hazardous waste and contains a solvents.
particular list of hazardous wastes.
RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictio -Rclevam and - Mdentifies hazardous wastes thal are restricted from land disposal and Removal of laburatory wasie and associated contaminated soils iriggers
(40 CFR 268) . Appropriate defines exemptions. Subpan D contains treatment standards for LDRs. Since the wastes have been classified as FOO2 spent halogenated
: ’ RCRA-listed wastes. - solvents, the wastes will be transporied off site for ireatment and
: C. disposal in accordance with the requirements of the LDRs.
Off-Site Rule (40 CFR §300.440) Applicable Requires that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants Laboratory wastc material will be transporied to a2 TSDF that is in.
L. transferred off site for treatment, storage, or disposal during a compliance.
CERCLA response action be transferred 1o a facility operating in
compliance with §3004 and §3005 of RCRA and other federal laws
and ail applicable state requirements.
Ladoratory Waste - State
HWR - Requirements for Generators Relevant and Reqﬁircmcms for generators, including accumulation of waste prior Generator requirements will be complied with during excavation and
(310 CMR 30.4000-30.416) Apprupriate to off-site disposal. . removal of laboratory waste materials, )
HWR - Use and Management of Relevant and Requirements for use and mahagcmcm of containers. Packing of laboratory waste matcrials will adhere (v these
Containers (310 CMR 30.680) Appropriate . requirements.
Soil - Federal
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart B - Relevant and General requirements regarding waste analysis, security, training, Requirements regarding security, training, and inspections will be met,
General Facility Standards (40 CFR Appropriate  inspections, and location for any facility that treats, stores, or
264.10 - 264.18) disposes of hazardous wastes (a TSDF).
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, Requirement Raguirement Synopsis Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR
' RCRA Subditle C, Subpart B - Relevant and For all surface impoundments, waste piles, and landfill units, this A CQA program will be developed and implemented for the
Construction Quality Assurance Appropriats - regulation requires that a construction quality assutance (CQA) construction of the landfill cap at Arca A7. .
Program (40 CFR 264.19) program be developed and imptemented. A written CQA plan must '
' ) . identify the steps that will be used o monitor and docurnem the
. quality of maierials and their installation. !
" RCRA Subxitle C, Subpart'C - " | Relevant and Requiremenu applicable to the design, operation, equipment, and Since these regulations are primarily intwiled for facilitics with indoor
Preparedness and Preparation (40 Appropriate -communications associated with a- TSDF, and 10 armngements with operations and a landfill cap is being constructed at Area A7, only
- CFR 264.30 - 264.37) local response departments. requirements regariing communicativas equipment will apply during
) S construction activities. .
RCRA Subsitle C, Subpant D - ‘Relevant and Qutlines general requirements for conxmgem:y and emesgency - During all n:mcdual action, a contingency plan wuh :mcrgcncy
- Contingency Ptan and*Emergency Approprizte phn.mng pm:edures for TSDF operations. . procedures will be developed.
Procedures (40.CFR 264.50 - 264.56) |
RCRA - Subpant N, Landfill Closure Relevant and Finsl cover at a landfill requm:s the cover to be designed and Cap design will meet perfonmance standards. Runoff and runon
and Post-Closure Care {40 CFR Appropriate constructed to meet certain performance standards. Cover 16 provide prevention measures will be taken. Surveyed benchmarks will be
264, 310) . long-term minimization of infiliration. Semling and subsidence must protected.
be accommedated. Post-closure use of property must be restricted as -
necessary to prevent damagc to cover. Runoff and rupon must be
prevénted. Protect and maintain surveyed benchmarks, References
§264.117 - 264.120 for maintenance and momtonng requirements.
.RCRA Subtitte C, Subpan G - Relevant and " Detils geneml rcqmremems for closure and post-closure of Bocause Area A7 is being closed as a landfill, parts of this requirement
" Closure and Post<ctosuré (40 CFR Appropriate hazardous wasee facilities, mclud;ng installation of a ground water concerning long-térm monitoring and maintenance of the site are
- 264.117 - 264.120) monitoring program and beginning a period of-30 years of post relevant and appropriate. Sets a minimum of 30-ycar post-closure care
closure care. §264.119 requires the placement of deed restrictions. pcriod Deed restrictions will be placed restricting the future uses of
’ . the site. A posl-closure plan will be prepared. The plan will identify
monitoring and mmmenancc activitics, and their Jrequency.
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpan F - Relevant and Specifies compliance points and ground water. monitoring Ground water monitoring wnll be conducied following the construction
Reteases from Solid Waste Apprapriate requirements for TSDFs during active-care and closure-care periods. of the cap. Corrective action may be taken if monitoring warrants
Managemeat Units (40 CFR 264.90 - ' Corrective action program must be.developed if mnmmnng shnwa action, :
264.101)- . exceedences in limits.

RCRA Proposed Amendments for
Landfill Clospte (52 FR 8712)

Ta Be Considered

Pravides an option (or the spplication of aliemative closure and post-
closure requirements based on x consideration of site-specific

-conditions, including exposure pathways of concern,

Cap and post-closure monitoring will be dcs:;nad lukmg nto account )
cxposure pathways of concern, J
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Reguiremeni

" Reguirement Synopiis

Action To Be Tuken To Antain ARAR

RCRA - Land Disposal Resgictions
(LDRs) (40 CFR 268)

Land disposal of a RCﬁA hazardous waste is restricted without

}| specified treatment, It must be determined that the waste meets the

definition of one of the specified restricted wastes and the remedial
action must constitute “placement” for the land disposal restrictions to
be considered applicable. For each hazardous waste, the LDRs
specify that the waste must be treated either by a treatment
technology or to a concentration level prior to disposal in 2 RCRA

If soil at Areas A7 and A9 fail TCLP testing, soil must be treated
before the final disposal. Svils that fail TCLP iesting could not be
consolidated under the landfill cap at Area A7.

USEPA Guidance: Dcéign and

Subitle C-permitted facility.

Guidance will be considered in the design and construction of the

To Be Considered USEPA guidance that provides tzchnical guidance on the design and
Construction of RCRA/CERCLA construction of RCRA/CERCLA fimal covers. landfill cap at Area A7.
Final Covers (EPA/625/4-91/025) .
USEPA Guidance: Qualiiy To Be Considered USEPA guidance that provides technical guidance on quality - A construction quality assurance program will be developed for the
Assurance and. Quality Control for : ‘ assurance and quality control measures for containment facilities. remedial action at Arca A7 based un this guidance document.
Waste Connainment Facilities - . : :
(EPA/GDO/R-93/182) -
| Clean Water Act: Firal NPDES Relevant and Addresses NPDES permits for construction sites. For construction During canstruction, storm water mamagement practices will be
General Permits for Storm Water Appropriaie sites greatee than S gcres, develop and implement storm water implemented.
Discharges From Construction Sites; ’ pollution prevention plans. Storm water conrrols include stabilization
Notice (57 FR 44412-44435) -practices, such as seeding and geotexiiles, and structural practices,
. . . such as silt fences, swales, sediment raps, basins, eic. ldcnufy
maintenance procedures. Ras

Soil - State N
HWR - General Management " Retevant and Esuablishes requirements for operation of facilities including security, Reguirements regarding security, inspection, an :mmnb will be miet
Stndards for All Facilitics (310 Appropriate inspection, and personnel trining. during and after construction of the landfill cap.
CMR 30.510)
HWR - Contingency Plan, Refevant and Requircmehts for potification, safety equipment, and spill control for During the remedial construction, salety and communication céuipm:n(
Emergency Procedures, Appropriaie hazardous waste facilities. A facility's contingency plan shall will be kept at the site, and local zuthorities will be familiarized with

, and Prevention (310 include: procedures to be used following emergency siauations and o | site operatiens. Plans will be developed and implemented during site
CMR 30.520) prevent hazards 1o public health, safery, or welfare and the work. Copies of plans will be kept on stte.

eavironment. Copies of the plan shall be submitied to the local police
and fire departments, hospitals, and cmerpency response teams.
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Requirement

- Requirement Synopsis

Actlon To Bé Taken To Atidin ARAR

provides ambient air quality criteria such as particuleiz maner
standards. The primary ambicnt air quality stendards for particulae

-mater are: 50 pg/m’ annual ambicat air quality standard, atiained

when the expected annmual mean arithmetic concentration is less than
or equal o 50 pg/m?; and 150 pg/m® - maximum 24-hour
cuncentration, atrained when the expected number of days per
calendar year-with a 24-hour average cancentration above 150 ug/m’

‘is less than or equal to one.

. HWR - Landfill Closure and Post- Relevant and Sets forth performance requircments for the closure of a landfill. For' | Landfill cap ar Arca A7 will be designed 10 meet performance standands
Closure Care (310 CMR 30.633(1) & | Appropriate closure, the final cover must be designed and constructed to: provide | for this requirement. Following construction, long-term monitoring and
2By - long-t¢rm minimization of m:gmion of liquids.through the closed maintenance requirements for the fandfill will also apply.

: landfill; fmction with minimum mainterance; promote drainage and : o
minimize erosion or abrasion of the cover: and-accommodate senling.
Post-closure, long-term maintenance, and monitoring requirements
from 310 CMR 30.592 apply. Establishes a 30-year post-closure care
period (310 CMR 30.590) and ground water monitoring (310 CMR
30.660). ’
HWR - Post-Closure (310 CMR Relevant and Requiremen that establishes 30-year period of operations and Requires a minimum of 30 years fur post-closure care at Area A7, and
30.591(b) & 30.592(b)) Appropriate - maintenance for owners-and operators of all facilities at which at any other sitc where hazardous waste will remain in place.
. ) T hazardous waste will remain on site afier closure. . : .
HWR Land Dlspos:] Restrictions Refevant and Idemifiés and describes those hazardous wastes which are restricted | If soils from Areas A7 and A9 fail TCLP test, then this requiremens,
(310 CMR 30 750) . - Appropriate from land disposal.  These regulations. aiso define the timited which requires tréatment prior tw disposal, is applicable. Soil that fails
circumstances where prohibited land disposal is permissible. “TCLP testing could not be consolidated under the Iandﬁll cap as part of
’ o : : the necessary subgrade.
Massachusetts-Surface Water Quality. | Relevant and M\zsszchuscus 40) certification for the Clean Water Act requires During construction, any new discharge outfill pipes will be designcd 10
Sundards (310 CMR 4.00) (se¢ also App‘roprialc . additional measures for surface water discharges during construction. be sct back frum the Assabet River. Receiving swales, infiltration
57FR 44426-444‘27) ' . | Sct backs and best management practices (BMPs) are identified and trenches or basins, filier media dikes or other BMPS will be prepared
are dependent upon the classification of the receiving water, with the goal 10 minimize erosion yet maximize infiltration or dtherwise
. o g imprbvc watcr quality prior. to discharge.
Massachusents Ambient Air Quality - Applicable Establishes the standards and requircments for ambient air quality The emissions limits for parucuhlc marter will be managed mrough
Smandards (310 CMR 6.00) ’ standards in the Commonwealth. Specifically, Section 6.04(1) cngtneermg controls during construction activities at Area A7.

.
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FORT DEVENS SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX - AOC A9 :
ARARs FOR CONTAMINATED SOIL EXCAVATION '

AND CONSOLIDATION AT AOC A7

Reguirement Requirement Synopsis Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR
CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC
Federal
Human l-ieahh Evaluation Manual - To Be Considered USEPA guidance used to develop prefiminary remediation goals for Using the guidance, risk-based clcaﬁup levels were developed for =
(Part B, Development Of Risk-based ) ' carcinogenic and non-cascinogenic contaminants in various media, arsenic and thallium. Arsenic and thallium contaminated soils at
Preliminary Remediation AQC A9 will be excavated o 30 and 20 parts per million, respectively.
GoaisOSWER 9285.7-01B) Confirmatory samples will be taken to ensure that ai} contaminated soils
. above the cleanup level are removed. -
LOCATION SPECIFIC - None.
ACTION-SPECIFIC
Federal
RCRA - Identification and Listing of Applicable Establishes definitions for solid and hazardous waste. Sets forth Soils at Area A9 will be TCLP tested to determine if it is hazardous.
Hazardous Wastz (40 CFR 261) i criteria used to identify hazardous waste and to list particular wastcs. -
. Identifies the characteristics of a hazardous waste and contains a list
of particular hazardous wastes.
Prepantion of Soil Sampling To Be USEPA guidance document for use in the development of soil During remedia] design, a soil sampling plan will be developed for
Protocols: Sampling Techniques and Considered -sampling protocols. A particulate sampling theory is'the basis for implementation during excavation of soil. The goal of the sampling...
Strategics (EPA/600/R-92/128, July . proper soil sampling. Other soil sampling scenarios are discussed will be to determine whether soil can be consolidaied as pant of the
1992) . including sampling from siockpiled material. subgrade of the landfill cap or must be shipped off-site for
: ] treatment/disposal. X
State
HWR - Identification and Listing of Applicable Establishes provisions for classifying waste as regulated bazardous Sail will be TCLP tested for arsenic 10 determine if it is hazardous by
Hazardous Waste (310 CMR 30.100) : wastz. Two methods are employed to identify wasics as hazardous, characteristics. : :
: : ) . characteristics and listing.
Massachusens Air Pollution Control Applicable Establishes the standards and requirements for ambient air quality If pecessary, emissions timits for particulate matter will be managed

Regulations (310 CMR 6.00)

siandards in the Commonwealth. Specifically, Section 6.04(1)
provides ambien: air quality critcria such as particulale matier
standards. The primary ambient 2ir quality standards for particulate
maner are: SOug/m® annual ambicnt air quality standard, amained
when the expecied annual mean arithmetic concentration is less than
or equal 1o S0ug/m®; and 150ug/m’® - maximum 24-hour
concentration, amaincd when the expected number of days per
calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150ug/m
is less than or equal (0 one. . .

3

through engineering contruls during cxcavation activilics at all sizes.
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GSI MANN-KENDALL TOOLKIT

for Constituent Trend Analysis

Evaluation Date:|26-Feb-16 Job ID: [Sudbury Annex |
Facility Name:| Former Sudbury Annex Constituent:|PCE |
Conducted By:|E Anderson Concentration Units: [ug/L
Sampling Point ID:|  OHM-A7-08 | [ [ [ [ [ |
S T PCE CONCENTRATION (ug/L)
vent Date
1 Jun-92 13
2 Nov-92 15
3 Dec-93 38
4 Jul-96 12
5 Oct-96 27
6 Apr-97 120
7 Oct-97 140
8 Apr-98 96
9 Oct-98 130
10 Apr-99 94
11 Oct-99 91
12 Apr-00 43
13 Oct-00 71
14 May-01 40
15 Oct-01 59
16 Apr-02 14
17 Oct-02 33
18 Apr-03 24
19 Oct-03 23
20 Apr-04 21
21 Oct-04 13
22 Jun-05 8.7
23 Sep-05 254
24 Nov-06 16.4
25 Oct-07 6.2
26 Oct-08 8.1
27 Nov-09 11
28 Jun-11 5.6
29 Oct-11 6.2
30 Oct-12 8.18
31 Oct-13 7.46
32 Oct-14 7.1
33 Oct-15 4.2
34
35
Coefficient of Variation:
Mann-Kendall Statistic (S): -302
Confidence Factor: >99.9%

Concentration Trend: SIS [[o]

1000

=== OHM-A7-08

| AN

1 . . . . . . . . .
05/90  01/93  10/95  07/98  04/01  01/04  10/06  07/09  04/12  12/14  09/17

Concentration (ug/L)

Sampling Date

Notes:

. At least four independent sampling events per well are required for calculating the trend. Methodology is valid for 4 to 40 samples.

. Confidence in Trend = Confidence (in percent) that constituent concentration is increasing (S>0) or decreasing (S<0): >95% = Increasing or Decreasing;
2 90% = Probably Increasing or Probably Decreasing; < 90% and S>0 = No Trend; < 90%, S<0, and COV 21 = No Trend; < 90% and COV < 1 = Stable.

. Methodology based on "MAROS: A Decision Support System for Optimizing Monitoring Plans”, J.J. Aziz, M. Ling, H.S. Rifai, C.J. Newell, and J.R. Gonzales,
Ground Water, 41(3):355-367, 2003.

DISCLAIMER:  The GSI Mann-Kendall Toolkit is available "as is". Considerable care has been exercised in preparing this software product; however, no party, including without
limitation GSI Environmental Inc., makes any representation or warranty regarding the accuracy, correctness, or completeness of the information contained herein, and no such
party shall be liable for any direct, indirect, consequential, incidental or other damages resulting from the use of this product or the information contained herein. Information in
this publication is subject to change without notice. GSI Environmental Inc., disclaims any responsibility or obligation to update the information contained herein.

GSI Environmental Inc., www.gsi-net.com




GSI MANN-KENDALL TOOLKIT

for Constituent Trend Analysis

Evaluation Date:|26-Feb-16 Job ID: [Sudbury Annex
Facility Name:| Former Sudbury Annex Constituent: | Lindane
Conducted By:|E Anderson Concentration Units: [ug/L
Sampling Point ID:] Lindane | [ [ [ | |
S T LINDANE CONCENTRATION (ug/L)
vent Date
1 Jun-92 11
2 Nov-92 1.26
3 Dec-93 0.49
4 Jul-96 0.538
5 Oct-96 2.8
6 Apr-97 17
7 Oct-97 0.052
8 Apr-98 15
9 Oct-98 14
10 Apr-99 12
11 Oct-99 6.7
12 Apr-00 9.6
13 Oct-00 5.1
14 May-01 7
15 Oct-01 4.3
16 Apr-02 1.4
17 Oct-02 2.6
18 Apr-03 2.6
19 Oct-03 2.0
20 Apr-04 1.4
21 Oct-04 0.82
22 Jun-05 1.1
23 Sep-05 1.84
24 Nov-06 1.91
25 Oct-07 0.58
26 Oct-08 0.52
27 Nov-09 0.522
28 Jun-11 0.332
29 Oct-11 0.45
30 Oct-12 0.529
31 Oct-13 0.366
32 Oct-14 0.33
33 Oct-15 0.18
34
35
Coefficient of Variation: 1.34

Mann-Kendall Statistic (S): -251
Confidence Factor: >99.9%

Concentration Trend: SIS [[o]

100 Lindane

N——

0.1

10 |
» \\ ~
l

Concentration (ug/L)

0.01 I I I I I I I I I
05/90  01/93 10/95  07/98  04/01  01/04  10/06  07/09  04/12 12114 09/17

Sampling Date

Notes:

. At least four independent sampling events per well are required for calculating the trend. Methodology is valid for 4 to 40 samples.

. Confidence in Trend = Confidence (in percent) that constituent concentration is increasing (S>0) or decreasing (S<0): >95% = Increasing or Decreasing;

2 90% = Probably Increasing or Probably Decreasing; < 90% and S>0 = No Trend; < 90%, S<0, and COV 21 = No Trend; < 90% and COV < 1 = Stable.

. Methodology based on "MAROS: A Decision Support System for Optimizing Monitoring Plans”, J.J. Aziz, M. Ling, H.S. Rifai, C.J. Newell, and J.R. Gonzales,
Ground Water, 41(3):355-367, 2003.

DISCLAIMER:  The GSI Mann-Kendall Toolkit is available "as is". Considerable care has been exercised in preparing this software product; however, no party, including without
limitation GSI Environmental Inc., makes any representation or warranty regarding the accuracy, correctness, or completeness of the information contained herein, and no such
party shall be liable for any direct, indirect, consequential, incidental or other damages resulting from the use of this product or the information contained herein. Information in
this publication is subject to change without notice. GSI Environmental Inc., disclaims any responsibility or obligation to update the information contained herein.

GSI Environmental Inc., www.gsi-net.com




GSI MANN-KENDALL TOOLKIT

for Constituent Trend Analysis

Evaluation Date:|26-Feb-16 Job ID:|Sudbury Annex
Facility Name: [Former Sudbury Annex Constituent:|4,4' - DDD
Conducted By:[E Anderson Concentration Units: |ug/L.
Sampling Point ID:|  OHM-A7-08 | [ [ [ | | |
Sampling Sampling
- Bt DDD CONCENTRATION (u
1 10/28/97 0.35
2 04/02/98 5
3 10/01/98 5.6
4 04/23/99 0.3
5 10/28/99 5
6 04/01/00 0.28
7 10/16/00 2
8 05/09/01 0.1
9 10/22/01 0.25
10 04/23/02 0.13
11 10/17/02 2
12 04/24/03 0.21
13 10/08/03 4
14 04/23/04 0.29
15 10/13/04 0.11
16 06/02/05 0.21
17 09/14/05 0.12
18 11/28/06 0.10
19 10/01/07 0.16
20 10/24/08 0.04
21 11/01/09 0.05
22 06/01/11 0.053
23 10/01/11 0.043
24 10/01/12 0.049
25 10/01/13 0.045
26 10/01/14 0.042
27 10/01/15 0.037
28
29
30

Coefficient of Variation: |
Mann-Kendall Statistic (S): |
Confidence Factor: >99.9% |

Concentration Trend: SIS EES ]

10 OHM-A7-086

) | V VA RVA
0.01 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
10/28/95 07/24/98 04/19/01 01/14/04 10/10/06 07/06/09 04/01/12 12/27/14 09/22/17

=== OHM-A7-08

Concentration (ug/L)

Sampling Date

Notes:

. At least four independent sampling events per well are required for calculating the trend. Methodology is valid for 4 to 40 samples.

. Confidence in Trend = Confidence (in percent) that constituent concentration is increasing (S>0) or decreasing (S<0): >95% = Increasing or Decreasing;
2 90% = Probably Increasing or Probably Decreasing; < 90% and S>0 = No Trend; < 90%, S<0, and COV 21 = No Trend; < 90% and COV < 1 = Stable.

. Methodology based on "MAROS: A Decision Support System for Optimizing Monitoring Plans”, J.J. Aziz, M. Ling, H.S. Rifai, C.J. Newell, and J.R. Gonzales,
Ground Water , 41(3):355-367, 2003.

DISCLAIMER:  The GSI Mann-Kendall Toolkit is available “as is". Considerable care has been exercised in preparing this software product; however, no party, including without
limitation GSI Environmental Inc., makes any representation or warranty regarding the accuracy, correctness, or completeness of the information contained herein, and no such
party shall be liable for any direct, indirect, consequential, incidental or other damages resulting from the use of this product or the information contained herein. Information in
this publication is subject to change without notice. GSI Environmental Inc., disclaims any responsibility or obligation to update the information contained herein.

GSI Environmental Inc., www.gsi-net.com




GSI MANN-KENDALL TOOLKIT

for Constituent Trend Analysis

Evaluation Date:|26-Feb-16 Job ID:
Facility Name:| Former Sudbury Annex Constituent:|PCE
Conducted By: Concentration Units: [ug/L
Sampling Point ID:| _SUD-A07-065 | [ [ [ [ |
S T PCE CONCENTRATION (ug/L)
vent Date
1 71211996 14
2 10/10/1996 14
3 4/1/1997 28
4 10/1/1997 21
5 4/1/1998 28
6 10/1/1998 32
7 4/1/1999 30
8 10/1/1999 24
9 4/1/2000 17
10 10/1/2000 25
11 5/1/2001 40
12 10/1/2001 16
13 4/1/2002 23
14 10/1/2002 14
15 4/1/2003 1.9
16 10/1/2003 3.0
17 4/1/2004 2.9
18 10/1/2004 0.6
19 5/1/2005 1.5
20 9/1/2005 11.6
21 11/1/2006 8.9
22 10/1/2007 11.9
23 10/1/2008 13
24 11/1/2009 12
25 8/1/2011 15
26 10/1/2011 9.9
27 10/1/2012 13.2
28 10/1/2013 14
29 10/1/2014 14.8
30 10/1/2015 12.5
31
32
33
34
35
Coefficient of Variation: 0.61
Mann-Kendall Statistic (S): -132
Confidence Factor: 99.1%

Concentration Trend: SIS [[o]

100

M —+— SUD-A07-065
10 ~ M/_.—-\’

Concentration (ug/L)

0. 1 I I I I I I I I
01/93 10/95 07/98 04/01 01/04 10/06 07/09 04/12 12/14 09/17

Sampling Date

Notes:

. At least four independent sampling events per well are required for calculating the trend. Methodology is valid for 4 to 40 samples.

. Confidence in Trend = Confidence (in percent) that constituent concentration is increasing (S>0) or decreasing (S<0): >95% = Increasing or Decreasing;
2 90% = Probably Increasing or Probably Decreasing; < 90% and S>0 = No Trend; < 90%, S<0, and COV 21 = No Trend; < 90% and COV < 1 = Stable.

. Methodology based on "MAROS: A Decision Support System for Optimizing Monitoring Plans”, J.J. Aziz, M. Ling, H.S. Rifai, C.J. Newell, and J.R. Gonzales,
Ground Water, 41(3):355-367, 2003.

DISCLAIMER:  The GSI Mann-Kendall Toolkit is available "as is". Considerable care has been exercised in preparing this software product; however, no party, including without
limitation GSI Environmental Inc., makes any representation or warranty regarding the accuracy, correctness, or completeness of the information contained herein, and no such
party shall be liable for any direct, indirect, consequential, incidental or other damages resulting from the use of this product or the information contained herein. Information in
this publication is subject to change without notice. GSI Environmental Inc., disclaims any responsibility or obligation to update the information contained herein.

GSI Environmental Inc., www.gsi-net.com
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Details of the transfer documents to three Federal agencies are included in the pages that
follow. Documents reproduced here include:

USFWS:
Memorandum of Agreement between the United States Army and the United States Fish and

Wildlife Service for the Transfer of Military Property, 28 September 2000

USAF:
Transfer Agreement between the Department of the Army and the Department of the Air Force
for a Portion of the Former Fort Devens, Massachusetts 3 June 2002

Notary Public affidavit 3 June 2002 regarding the Army signatory

FEMA:
Modification to Memorandum of Agreement between the Department of the Army and the
Federal Emergency Management Agency for the Transfer of Real Property at the Sudbury
Training Annex, Massachusetts, signed 3 July 2003 by Joseph W. Whitaker for the Department
of the Army and 29 July 2003 by Michael D. Brown for the Federal Emergency Management
Agency.
Letter of Transfer for a Portion of the Former Fort Devens, Massachusetts to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, March 31, 2003; Memorandum of Agreement between the
Department of the Army and the Federal Emergency Management Agency for the Transfer of
Real Property at the Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts, March 21, 2003

Notary Public affidavit 21 March 2003 regarding the Army signatory

Notary Public affidavit 31 March 2003 regarding the FEMA signatory
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AND THE UNITED STATES w‘ ISII AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
FOR THE FRANSFER OF

MILITAR '; PROPERTY

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FJVS) and the United States Army (thz Army) hereby
enter into & Memorandum of Agreement (MOA} to clarify responsibilities and requirements of both
parties pursuant to the transfer of real property 4 the Devens Reserve Forces Training Arca (Devens
RFTA), Sudbury Training Annex, Massachuset 1 , from the Army lo the FWS. The authority to enter
into this MOA is Defense Base Realipnment : Closum {BRAC) Act of 1990, Public Law 101-310,

10USLC. 2687 note and 16 U.S.C. 667b,

A. INTRODUCTION

Fort Devens, Massachusetts closed on 31 Marnc
1 1996. The property to be transferred to the
transfer as excess property a parcel of approxi

1996. The Devens RFTA was established on April
WS is part of the Devens RFTA. The Amy will
licly 2,205.2 acres to the FWS, which intends o use
it as a National Wildlife Refupe. The boundgics of the property, hereinafier referred to as the
Transfer Parcel or the Parce] (remaining BRAC i, efs less 27(7} PS and 39(4) PS/PR) are identified
A4 in the official survey and icgal description date : 25 September 1997 and 24 Apnil 1997. Copies of
these documnents are on file with the U.S. Amy [forps of Engineers, New England Distriet, Concord,
Massachusetts. [
The FWS has requested transfer of the Parcel : excess Federal property, pursuant to the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of L§49 (FPASA), 40 U.S.C. Sections 471-544 and 16
U.S.C. Section 667b for inclusion in the Natiofal Witdlife Refuge System based upon the FWS's
determination that the Parcel has particular va in the exccution of the national migratory bird
management program. Both parties agree ! t the transfer of this property inctudes specific
responsibilities and requirements as oullined ifithis MOA.

|
B. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS |

el the buildings located on the Parcel and fixed

1. The FWS acceptance of the Transfer P |

equipment is at no cost to the FWS.

2. No provisions of this agreement shal! befjnterpreted or applicd so as to obligate the FWS or

the Army in excess or advance of appropriagons or otherwise so as 1o result in a violation of the

Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. Section 1341.




@)

|

:
|
]

JRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE RESPOYSIBILITIES

- |
‘1. Both the Army and the FWS acknowledge
Priorities List (NPL) site under the Comprehens
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended.
since February 1990. Since that time, the CER
have been underway. and in August 1996, remey ial actions to effect environmental cleanup and
restoration began. The Transfer Parcel contains } 4 Study Arcas (SA) of potential environmental
comamination. Of the 74 SAs, 62 have No Fg Action Decision Documents (NFADDs)
signed, 6 have No Further CERCLA Action Regbrd Of Decision (ROD) sipned, 4 have a Sousce
Control ROD and/or Management Of Migratigh ROD signed, U is pending a Removal Action
and | is pending sampling/analysis results. Thif Army agrees to provide the FWS copies of al!
work plans and reports relating to pending actipns at SA’s P27 and P58 at the same time said
plans and reports are provided to Enviro ental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Massachusetis Department of Environmental i otection {MDEP)

f the Sudbury Training Annex Federal Facility
Htales EPA Region 1 and the Army on 13 May
#). The Army agrees to provide the FWS with
prompt Notice of the initiation of any negotigiions t¢ amend the FFA. Thc Army agrees 1o
provide the FWS with any future smendmentsjto the FFA within 30 days of execution of such
arpendments. The FWS agrees to take no actifin inconsistent with the terms of the FFA. The
environmental remediation of the Sudbury Traghing Annex National Priority List (NPL) Site is
being undertaken by the Amny in accordancwilh the FFA negotiated with the EPA and in
cooperation with MDEP. The Army and FWJ agree that, should a conflict arise between the
terms of the FFA as it presently exists or may fe amended, and the provisions of this MOA, the
terms of the FF A will take precedence over thy
the FWS of any such conflicts affecting the if~ use of the Transfer Parcel. The Army reserves
the right to access the premises as it deems necgissary to fulfill its responsibilities under the FFA,
the Army’s Installation Restoration Program find this MOA.

rat the Sudbury Training Annex is a National
y¢ Environmental Response, Compensation and
&». udbury Training Annex has been on the NPL
PCLA- regulated environmental investigations

The Army shall provide the FWS with a copy
Apgreement (FFA) entered into by the United
1991, and made effective on 15 Novemnber 19

2. Except as specifically provided for herein, tge FWS does not assume any of the United States
Govemnment’s present or future potential liohility or responsibility for hazardous materials,
hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, petdilcum or any other contamination existing on or
Re to the Army's activities, on the date the Parcel
; 10 as the Date of Transfer). In addition, except
as specifically provided herein, the FWS doefnot assume, and shall not bave after the Date of

Transfer, any obligation to undertake the Uni f States Government's defense or payment of any

the use, storage, management, release, or Ji
substance, hazardous waste, petroleum produck

06/05/03 0B:51 [V :08/16 NO: (04
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ance, hazardous waste, petroleun or any other
psequently discovered and determined 10 be
fiarcel prior to the Date of Transfer.

including hazardous matenal, hazardous subs
conlamiaation not presently known but s
attributable to activities or conditions on the

3. With respect to hazardous material, hazard us substance, hezardous waste, petroleum or any
other contamination existing on or emanating from the Transfer Parcel on the Date of Transfer,
except as otherwise specifically provided hereifl, the Army warrants that it shall comply with and
retain all of the United States Government’s } ponsibility and present and potential liability, as
required by law and regulation, for funding ang implementing actions including, hut not limited
to, investigations, sampling, testing, cleanup, restoration, maintenance, monitoring, closure, five-
year reviews, site inspections, removal actions{yemedial actions, corrective actions and any other
actions necessary 0 ensure the protection of Buman health and the environment (all actions to

cctivcly referred to as Response Actions).

Should a release or threatened release of any hffgardous matenial, hazardous substance, hazardous
waste, peuroleumn derivative or other contamingnt, attributable to the Amy s activities, occur on
the Transfer Parcel after the Date of Transfer,fhe Army warrants that it shall be responsible for
conducting all Response Actions necessary b protect human heslth and the environment in
accordance with applicable laws and regulatfbns. Except as otherwise specifically provided
herein, the FWS has not assumad and shall as l ime no liability or costs arising out of, or related

10, such contamination, .

} ising out of or in any way predicated on release
Hpreel occurring afler the Date of Transfer where
farcel by the FWS, its successors or assigns, its
plessces or third partics after the Date of Transfer.
dponsibilities to conduct Response Actions that are

|

lf‘ right of access to and over any and all portions

4. The Ammy hereby reserves an casement 2 |
i agents, employees and contractors, for purposes

of the Transfer Parcel for itsel! and its office
patc of Transfer in order to fulfill the Army’s

of conducting Response Actions after the

environmental respoasibilities under this Agrgment, the ETFA (inchiding Section 1X - ACCESS
of the FFA), and applicable faw. [tis the inte ion of the Anmy and the FWS that such casement
and right of access shall run with the land. ! n exercising this casement and right of access,
except in case of imminent endangerment to fuman health or the environment, the Army shall
give the FWS or the then record owner of the affected portion(s) of the Transfer Parcel
reasoaable prior written notice of the Responsff Action(s) to be canducted on the Transfer Parcel,
and shall use reasonable means, 1o aveid and}

br minimize interference with the FWS's or such
record owner's usc of the Transfer Parcel. fBubject to the provisions of this Paragraph, and
except as otherwise provided for by law, the FIivS, such record owner, and any other person shall
have no claim or cause of action against the A

¥y, or any officer, agent, employee or contractor
of the Army, for interterence with the use of fhe Transler Parcel based upon Response Actions
taken under this Subsection.

The Army shall not be liable for any claims
of any hazardous substance on the Transfer
such substance was placed on the Transfer
agenis, contractors, invilees, or its lessees or
This paragraph shall not affect the Army’s
required by applicablc laws and regulations.
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8. Nothing in this Agrecment shall limit
respective rights of access to and over :
applicable faw for purposes including b

5, including but not limited 10
onitoring, verification of data or

(i) conducting oversight activi
investigations, sampling, testing,
information submitted to EPA or]MDEP, and/or site inspections, in
order to monitor the cffectivenegt of Response Actions and/or the
protectiveness of any remedy w li h is required by {8) any ROD or
amendments thereto, which R() was approved by the Army and
EPA and issued by the Army purjuant 1o CERCLA or the FFA and
the modifications thereto belore } after the Date of Transfer, or (b)
any decision document approved by MDEP and issued by the Army
under applicable state law beforelpr aftér the Date of Transfer;

|

(1)) Performing live-ycar reviews las required by CERCLA, and

(iii) Taking additional Response
FFA.

: ctions in accordance with applicable law and the

b. The FWS covenants on behalf of itse]f and its successors and assigns that the Army and
EPA shall have, to and over the Transfclf Parcel, those rights of access set forth in Section
hd IX- ACCESS of the FFA in order to effqhtuate the purposes of the FFA in connection with
any Study Area or Area of Conaminatiof] (as that term is defined under the FFA), including
where the Transfer Parcel itself becomeff a Study Area or Area of Contamination after the

Date of Transfer.

¢. The Army and EPA and their agents, dinployces, and contractors shall have access to and
over the Transfer Parcel as may be neceggary to conduct any Response Action pursuant to
CERCLA or the FFA found to bec necestary, before or after the Date of Transfer, on-the
Transfer Parcel or on other property compfjising the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site. This
reservation includes the right of access [ and use of, to the extent permitied by law, any

available utilitics ot reasonable cost to J» Amny or EPA.

d. In exercising the rights hereunder,
siiccessors or assigns reasonable prior ffritien notice of Response Actions taken on the
Trensfer Parcel under the FFA and shall,[Jo the extent reasonable, consistent with the FFA,
and at no additionat cost to the United Sfates, endeavor to minimize any disruptlion to the

FWS, or its successors” or assigns’, use §f the Transfer Parcel.
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¢. The FWS agrecs that notwithstanding by other provision of this Agreement, except as
otherwise provided by law, thc Army '1 mes no lability, should implementation of the
FFA interfere with the use of the Transfer Parcel. Except as atherwise provided by law, the
FWS end its successors and assigns shall Ifave no claim on account of any such imerference
against the Ammy or EPA or any officer, ’ enl, employee, or contractor thereof.

f. Prior to the determination by the Army #3d FPA that ali remedial action is complete under
CERCLA and the FFA for the Sudbury Tihining Aanex NPL site, () FWS, its successors
and assigns shall not undertake activities oy the Transfer Parcel that would interfere with or
impede the complction of the CERCLA c anup at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site,
and shall give prior written notice 1o the Agmy and EPA of any construction, alterations, or
similar work on the Transfer Parcel that mBy interfere with or impede said cleanup, and (i1)
the FWS shall comply with any institutiong} controls established or put in place by the Army
relating 1o the Transfer Parcel which are rgquired by any ROD or amendments thereto, or
other applicable land use contrals related g the Transfer Parcel, which ROD was approved
by the Ammy and EPA and issued by the y pursuant to CERCLA or the FFA before or
after the Date of Transfer. Additionaily, fic 'WS shall ensure that eny leaschold it grants
in the Transfer Parcel or any fee interest gonveyance of any portion thereof provides for
legaily binding compliance with the institgtional controls required by any such ROD.

fibject to a Response Action under CERCLA or
terest therein, the FWS and its successors and
ocuments provisions for allowing the continued
tment facilities, or other response activities
A on said portion of the Transfer Parcel, and (ii)
mail at least sixty (60) days prior 10 any such
which notice shall include a descripiion of said
fion of any monitoring wells, reatment facilitics,
puaat to CERCILA or the FFA.

conveyance of an interest in said propeny}
provisions atlowing for the continued ope
or other response activitics undertakea pu

h. Prior 1o the determination by the Army Hnd EPA that alf remedial action under CERCLA
and the FFA is complete for the Sudbusk Training Annex NPL site, the FWS and ali
subsequent grantees or wrans{erees of an igerest in any portion of the Transfer Parcel will

ng such transaction to EPA and the Army by

provide copies of the instrument eviden
certified mail, within fourteen ( 14) days afjer the effective date of such transaction.

this Subsection C.4 in all subsequen? lease ransfer, or conveyance documenits related to the
Transfer Parcel or any portion thereof thaffare entered into prior to a detcrmination by the
Army and EPA that all cemedial action is cfimplere at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site.
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¢ FWS acknowledges that arsenic-base(fherbicides were applied in the vicinity of the fence-

¢ Sudbury Annex, and that the Army Ras concluded, after completing a facility-wide
investigation, that the resulting concentratiodg of arsenic in the soil do not pose an unacceptable
risk to human health or the environment baged on the future land use of the Transfer Parcel as
a National Wildlife Refuge. The FWS coyenants on behalf of itself and its suceessors and
assigns that na portion of a filty (30) foot st of land on either side of the center of the above-
described fence line or former ratlroad bedgphall be used for residential habitation unless the
then-owner of the Transfer Parcel can demaolisirate to EPA that such usc is consistent with the
protection of human health and the environ
railroad beds will be established by survey. T
and assigns shall include in any deed or othej
any or all of the Transfer Parcel a restrictive
in this Subsection C.5 to all successors in i
Parcel. It is the intention of the FWS and t}]
land compnising the Transler Parcel.

¢ FWS further covenanis that it and its successors
conveyance document transferring any interest in
jovenant that identifics the use restriction set forth
erest to any interest in any or all of the Transfer
Army that this use restriction shall run with the

6. The FWS acknowledges that prior to the
informed the FWS that it had completed an
covering the entire Annex to determine if ex
ATtmy represents that no OF was discovered|
was remediated in the fall o 1999, The Arm
Report of 18 February 1998 states that: “Unilf
positively determined with complete accurac
upon the results of the surface and sub-surf'
Stats Random Selection Program, Sudbury i
|

ransfer of the Transfer Parcel to FWS, the Army
rdnance and Explosives Survey/Removal Action
fosives or ordnance {OF) existed on the site. The
but OF residue was found in Building T405, and
I's Conclusions of the Final UXQ Characterization -
ss 100 percent of the site is searched, it cannot be
that no QE is present on the site. However, based
¢ activities and the results of the Site Stars/Grid
nnex, Massachusetts, does not show evidence of
being contaminaied with OF or OF related dfaterial and can be excessed without further UXO
activities except the |8 earth covered magafines. The interiors of these magazines require an
inspection prior to being refeased with the Afinex.” The FWS acknowledges receipt of a copy
of the Conclusions of the Army’s Final UX({] Characterization Report of 16 February 1998,

|

the subsurface s0il below the depth of fof
or OE-related material as a result of past[Army activities on the Transfer Parcel. The FWS
covenants on behalf of itself and its succllssors and assigns that, except as provided herein,

he Transfer Parcel that might distupt or otherwise

hot limited to construction activities such as filling,
ny. The F'WS covenants on behalf of iself and its
essor ur assign wants to undertake an aclivily or
or gtherwise negatively impact the subsurface soil
ding any construction activitics involving the
soil below the depth of four (4) fect, FWS or its

dnlling, excavation or change of lopogra
successors and assigns that if it or its sug
use on the Transler Parcel thut wall distup
below the depth of four (4) feet, incl
disturbance or disruption of the subsurfag
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successor or assign shall pay for ali cosis Bssociated with the clearance vt removal of any OF
or OE-related material discovered on thd| Transfer Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet.
1f and its successors and assigns that it and its
f deed ar other conveyunce document transferring

b. The Army covenants to FWS and s 4
OE safety assistance at no cost tv FWS 2
of removal of any OE or OE-related matcf
of non-construction activitics, including fut not limited to landscaping, routine repair and
maintenance, security surveys, and otfer aclivities not involving the disturbance or
disruption of the subsurface soil on the T ; nsfer Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet. The
Army also covenants to FWS and its sucfiessors and assigns that it shall be responsible for
the investigation and clearance or removd] of all chemical munitions and all OE refuse sites
found on the Transfer Parcel, An OF refulle site is defined as 2 site where military munitions
have been collecied and disposed of by b rial and there arc ten (10) or more munitions in a
cubic yard. FWS covenants on behalf of

|
fiself and its successors and assigns that it and its
successors and assigns shall include noti
other conveyance document transferring

'r of these covenants by the Army in any deed or

iny interest in any or all of the Transfer Parcel.
7. The Army has completed an Environm nl Baseline Study (EBS) dated 27 January 1997
- which characterized the environmental condi fon of the property. The Army has aiso completed
an Environmental Condition of Propeny (E(JOP) of the Transfer Parcel dated 8§ August 2000.
The ECOP summarizes what is kaown about !l ¢ envirorynental condstion of the Transfer Parcet
and reflects the Army's pasition that the Trangier Parcel is suitable for wansfer wnder the CERFA
as a Category 1.3.4.5.& 7 parcel. The Arm {a complete asbestos and residual Unexploded
Ordnance (UXO) cleanup work on the Tra ’ er Parcel identified in the EBS. The Army will
provide the FWS with a copy of the EBS anﬁnal ECOP.
8. The FWS covenants on behalf of itself andifis successors and assigns that, except as provided
herein, past-closure use of that portion of the Transfer Parcel that is within the boundaries of
Area of Contamination (AQC) A7 (the Oldf|Gravel Pit Landfill) shall not distuch cither the
integrity of the final covers, liners or any o1
function of the monitoring system(s) in place §

at that AOC after the Date of Transfer. Post-d}
shal! include but not be limited to:

a. Surface applicauion of water that could af
in preventing infiltration and directing rot
migration of any contaminated groundwat
is within the boundarics of AOC AT;

ect the effectiveness of the contlainment system(s)
ff away from Jandfilled matcrials, os impact the
dunderlying that portion of the Transfer Parcel that
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b. Exteaction, consumplion, exposure oz(htilization of groundwater underlying that portion
of the Transfer Parcel that is within 'i boundaries of AOC A7, except for the limited
purpose of treating and monitoring groyjdwater contamination levels in accordance with
plans approved by EPA and/or MAD P and issued by the Army, unless the Amy
determines that such extraction, consunyption, exposure or utilization will not have any
adverse impacts on any Response Actiofjor Remedy at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL
site; ‘

c. Any disturbance of the surface or subsirface of that portion of the Transfer Parcel that is
within the boundaries of AOC A7 in any { anner, including but not limited to construction,
filling, dritling, excavation or change of 0pography within AOC A7, that might interfere
with, negatively impact, or restnct access ffor any ongoing Response Action within AOC A7
at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL sitc

ﬂ'ace of that portion of the Transfer Parcel that is
nanner, including but not limited to construction,
lopography within AOC A7, that might interfere
Protectiveness of any Remedy within AOC A7 at
|

d. Any disturbance of the surface or subs
within the boundaries of AOC A7 in any
filling, dnilling, excavation or change of
with, negatively imipact, or jeopardize thg
the Sudbury Training Annex NPL. site; a

result in disturbance of the mobilization and/or
dous waste, petroleum product or derivative or
ating from that portion of the Transfer Parcel that
e Date of Transfer.

e. Any activity within AOC A7 that wil
transport of any hazardous substance, ha
any other contaminant existing on or ema
is within the boundanies of AOC A7 on

f. Jf the FWS or any of its successors or % s1gns proposcs an aclivity that may disturb either
the integrity of the final covers. liners or ally other components of the containment system(s)
or the function of the monitoring systemés) at ACC A7, FWS or such successor or assign
shall not undertake such activity unless ll st oblains written approval from the Army and
EPA. The Army and EPA shall have the discretion to approve a disturbance of the final
cover, liners or other component of the dpntainment system(s), including any removal of
waste, if FWS or such successor or assjen demonstrates that such disturbance will not
increase the potential threat 1o human | calth or the environment. Any investigation,
remediation, or disposal of hazardous or cgher waste arising out of a disturbance of the final
covers, lincrs or other componcent of the cgntainment system(s) at AOC A7 by FWS or such
successor or assign shall be the solc respogibility of FWS or such successor or assign. Any
request for approval as described above sfall be made in writing and delivered to the Army
and the Administrator of EPA Region 1,

sors and assigns shall include in any deed or other
rest in any of that portion of the Transfer Parcel
restrictive coverant that runs with the fand end
f‘ ditions set forth in this Subsection C.8 w all
u ¢ Transfer Parcel.

‘1

g. FWS also covenants that st and its succe
conveyance document transferring any in
that is within the boundaries of AOC A7 §
identifics all the use restrictions and e
Successors to any interest in any or all of

06/05/05 UB1OT Y 114716 NOIrU4
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Army's continuing obligations with respect to
m Sccti(m Cof lhis MOA, the Transfcr Parcel,

L rmy ad o qudluy charactcr condition, size, kind,
Aed for the purpose the FWS intends.

irfgs and structures with asbestos containing materials
! fixtures with Polychlorinated Biphenyl {PCB). To
ACM lead-hased paint and PCBs on the property is
{atinn gathering process regarding these issues are
Insfer, the FWS will be responsible for any and al
remediation of any remammg ACM, tead-fased paint and PCB contaimng electrical fixtures

located within structures on the Fransfer Puj
§ been patially surveyed for historic properties.
i these surveys may be eligible for the National

ency, with the responsibility o comply with ajl
stment of cultural resources, it will be the

properties discovered there.

D. ARMY SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES

Designate an installation program manager w.
FWS and the Army.

t will be the primary point of contact between the

E. FWS SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES

1. Designate an individual who will be the grimary point of contact belween the Army and the

FWs.

2. Allow Army access 1o the Transfer Parced
described in Section C.

or completion of any remedial cnviconmental work



(5] 06/05/03 08:57 (Y :16/16 NO: (04

. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS Any flou
eddressed to:

U.S. Army: Commander, Devens Reserve Forcgs Training Area
31 Quebec Street }

Devens, MA 01432-4424

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service:

Refuge Manager

Assabet River Nationa) Wildlifc Reluge
Weir Hill Road

Sudbury, MA 01776

G. MODIFICATIONS OR AMENDMENTS

1. This MOA may be medified, amended orfferminated by the mutual agreement of both pastics,
in writing, and signed by a duly authorized feprescntative of the FWS and the Army.

The duly authonzcd representative of the
pstallations z

rmy is M[ Paul W_Johnson, Deputy Assistant

s js Reglonal Director .y mer designee.

Fefegtono—
2. This MOA will be reviewed by both pa ies prior to the bepinning of each fiscal year. The
MOA will remain in etfcct unless both

darties determine modification or termination is
necessary,

The duly suthorized representative of the F

3. Both parties to the MOA are requirc]
modifications or amendments to the MOAJ

10 provide notice to EPA and MDEP of any

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the particspas executed this MOA effective on the datc last

signed, the _ X¥ day of

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Yafarke,

Dr. Mamie A. Parker
Acting Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5

10 holens H- Zf,.uf,
ot /Z., Y7

WM e e tAAL }lél-'wﬂf‘

ot o

Paul W, Johnson  *
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Anny

umgmwlg d Housing)
CommonweaisvStates of
- The foregoing Instruep: was sE 34 and
by

' ag&dam




L =]
LA TN L B SR Y VI ] ] UIIUUQl [YIEIR Y]

HH-86-2002 15:3 HODA BRACD

TOT rwTw

783 693 7621 P.82

YENT OF THE ARMY

IAND

THE DEPARTM a‘, T OF THE AIR FORCE
[FOR |

IFORMER FORT DEVENS,

CHUSETTS

The Sccretary of the Anmny ("Angy"). acting through Joseph W. Whitaker. Deputy
Assistant Secrexary of the Army (Inctall : ons and Housing). does hereby tensfer 1o the
Department of the Air Force (“Alr Foce | }. junisdiction, custody, and cantrel of
approximately 4.148 acres, more oc kess Y ncluding all faciiies (hereupon. of the former
Fon Devens, Mussachusetts, Sudbury

fning Asunes, more specifically desenbed in
Exhibit A 10 this Transfer Agreement (higeinaficr called the “Property™), and the
interests, rights, easements. and appurt [

o%, as described and se( forth herein, subject
to the following terms and conditions:

Article 1. Autherity: This runsfer of ge Property is made in‘accordance with Public
Law 101-510, section 2905(bXIKC). as Bmended. This qansfer 1s without cost to either
the Army or the Air Foree. This wansfeqfs aiso detailed on Depantraent of Defense Form

1354, Exnibit B w whis Tmnsfer Agreempnt, of even daic with this Transfer Agrecment.

Articke 2 ~ Environment:

2.1 Both the Army And the Air Fjrce acknowledpe that the Property was a
Nationa] Priocities List (NPL) site under jhe Compreheasive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Ax of 1960 ’ amended, and such propernty was de-listed on
January 29, 2002. The Army has providd the Aac Force with a copy of the Sudbury
Training Annex Federal Facilies Agreefhent (FFA) eneted into by the United States
Environmental Pratection Agency Regio

§ 1 and the Army on 13 May 1991, and made
effective on 35 November 1591, sad the {Rir Porce acknowledges receipt of » copy of that
FFA. The Army agrees 10 provide the ' Force with any future amendment to the
original FFA. The Air Force agrees to ulee no action on the Property inconsisient with
the terms of the FFA. The enviroamental remedisuan of the contaminated portions of the
Propenty has boen undertaken by the Amfly in sccordance with the FFA and m
cooperaton with the Massachuseus Depunent of Environmenwal Prowection. Exceptin

Sodoury Asgcx Tompitor Aploviioal

0_?595/03 08:51 [¥ :02/16 No:

| g

704
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 the Air Force agree that should a conflict anse
fily exists or may be amended and the provisions
Aine FFA will 1ake precedence over the provisions
b1l inform the Air Foree of any such conflicts

! y. The Army tescrves the right o accets the
1ts responaibilities under the FEA and this

regard 10 propenty disposal, the Army
between the terms of the FFA 33 it pre
of this Transfer Agreement, the (erms o
of this Transfer Agreemen:. The Army
affecting the Air Forces use of the Prop
Propeey. as it deems necessary, to {ulfil
Transfer Agreement.

2.2 The Air Force does not atsu ,' e any of the U.S Governements liability or
responsibility for contamunation caused By the Army's use. management, or release of
hazardous substences, hazardous wacte. Br petrnicurn praducts on any poruon of Fort
Devens. the Sudbury Annex, or the Pro gy The Anmy does not assume any of the U.S.
Goveroment's hability or responsibitity fbr tontaminarion caused by the Air Force's use.
management, of release of hazardous sullstances. hazarduus wasle, of petrolcum products
on any portion of the Propesty. The

i aad the Ajf Foree retain, respectively, any and
all Yiability and sesponsibility for any 1e

ate of hazardous substances, hazardoys waste,
or perroleum peoducts on any portion o

e Property resulting from its use or
management of the Property prior (o thefpffecuve date of this Transfer Agreement,

2.3 The Asmy has completed adEnvironmental Baseline Study (EBS). daied 27
January 1997, which characterized the dvironmental condition of the Property. The
Army has also completed an Envuon d8ta) Condition of Property (ECOP), dated | Feb
2001. The ECOP summurizes whal Is ' own about the enviromnental conditon of the
Propezty and reflects the Army's positic i that the Propesty is suitable for transfer ynder
the Communiry Faviconmeat2! Respongt Pacilitation Act as n Category 4 partel. The Air
Force acknowledges receipt of the EBS ind the ECOP.

2.4 The Army has completed & Record of Environmenta) Consideration (REC),
dated 16 January 1997, fur this vsasfer ¥nd the Air Foree acknowledges receipt of the

REC.

2.5 The Property has been parufily inventoried for historic properties. Kaown
archeological sites are present on the Prgipesty  The Air Force wil! be responsible for
compiction of any outstanding historic goperty invcncarics for the Propeay and Lo take
inta account the effects of its undertakin®s on historic properties.

16 To the extent not inconsistelft with the Army’s continuing abhigations with
respect \o cavitowmental remedidtion. the Property, including al} butidiags. structures.
amd ather improvements, are Tansierrc l ithout any represeniation, warranty, or
guaramee by the Anmy as 1o quality, chifacter, condition. size. kind. or that the same is in
candiiion ot fit 10 be uscd for the purpoye(s) intended by the Air Force,

2.7 The Propeny may include b
mazarials (ACM). lead-baged puni, andif
regarding ACM, lead-bated paint, and §
Details of the infarmation gathering prd
EBS. After the affectve dawe of this Trf
responsible for any and all eemedintion

PCBs3 on the Propeny.

Article 3 - Possession and Accountab

Bs. Yo the extent available, information

Bt on the property is contained in the EBS.
58 regarding these sssues ave contained in the
fer Agreement, the Adr Force will be

fany remaining ACM, lead baged paint, and

dity: Full sdministrative jurisdicton and control

MMMW




s

-_—

lunup@u W g a v

HZDQ BRACO

W w4 s b g

IUNDE-202 15715

for the Propecty will shift from the Arm
Agresment (it effective date)
Article & - Other Terms and Conditiolys of Transfer:
4.1 No provisions of thiy agree
obligate the Army or the AirForceine
#5 10 resull in 2 violation of the Anti-D
4.2 The Aur Force will be permg
egress (o the propenty In accordance v.m
Forec in the wansfer of the peoperty by
(USFWS). The same ingress and egres}
of the Praperty at Exhibit A o this Tearl
4.3 The Air Force shail concinug
effective due of this Transfer Agreemeq
own amangements for the payment of uffditi
4.4 The Army will not be respoffsi
maiptenance, end care of the rosdways
Propesty. Thus includes snow remaval,
roadways. Since the Army will no jong |
arrangements with the USFWS for acceg
wil] be responsible for the secunty, safd
4.5 This Transfer Apreement mj
agreement of hoth partles in writing andj

;

fer Agreement.

is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of thel|
desigooe. The duly authorized represe
Depuly Assistant Secretary of the Air Ff

Anticle § - Notice:

Any natices (0 be given putsu
lo—

For the Army.
Commander, Devens Regerve

31 Quebec Street
Devena, MA 014324424

kces Training Area

For the Air Force:

Air Force Rend Estate Agency §
ATTN; AFREA/DR, Mr._ Jon P
112 Luke Ave, Ruom |04
Bolling Air Force Base, D.C.

of auch other address as U pant

Budvary Aaives Trogsler Agresment

06705703 08:571 [y :04/16 NO:T704
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{to the Aar Force as of the date of this Tranafer

nt shall b¢ interpreted or applied 1o a5 10

fess or advance of appropnalions or otherwise so
JJciency Act, 31 D.S.C § 1341

fied 1o use 31! existing ruadways for ingress and
the ingress/egress easement reserved for the Adr
g e asmy o U.S. Fish and Wild)ife Senace
agements an: provided in the legal description

w reimnbucse the Army far utilitics unril the
. Alter the transfer, the Air Focce shall make its

ithin and outside the Property or leading to the
leaning. maintenance. and repar of the
d; own the Propenty. the Air Force will make

nfiy be modified or amended by the mutual
igrved by a duly authorized representauve of the

y (Installations and Housing) or histher

htive of the Air Foree for thic purposc is the
¢ (tnstallations) or his/her designec.

H1o this Translcr Apreement shall be addressed
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NOW THEREFORE, in considcration|pf the foregang, the Army snd the Air Force
enter into this Transfer Agrezment this \ day of Tune 2002

FOR THE DEPARTMANT OF THE ARMY

By: Q‘?‘\_" W L Date; 3 . MT
Joseph W Whitaker .
" Depoty Aseistant Secretary of the Armyll
(Insultasions and Housing) ‘
QASA(&E)

FOR THE DEFARTM y' OF THE AlR FORCE
By flq ! Dete: ~ 3 AN W
Fred W. Kuhn '

Deputy Assistant Secrenary of the Air Fgee
{Instaliations) .

- Exhibits;

A - Legal Descripuon
B - DD Form 1354

Sedbury haamcs Tonussinr A precient 4
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON )

I, the undersignad, & Notary Pulllic in and for the Commanwealh of Virginia,

County of Adington, whasa Commissid

L] ﬂ,:g,.,,é:i., , 2002, da hareb '

as such expiras onthe _leTh  dayol

certify that ihis day personally appeared before

UB/US/US  UEIDT [Y 1UB/16 NO: U4
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ORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
PARTMENT OF THE ARMY
AND
ENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
IER OF REAL PROPERTY
QING ANNEX, MASSACHUSETTS

MODIFICATION TO M
BETWEEN THE D

THE FEDERAL EMERG
FORA THE TRANS
AT THE SUDBURY TRAI

WHEREAS, Amy and FEMA deslre to §
provisions relating to the proparty’s en
raspansiblilties of the parties.

end the MOA with respect to certain

NOW, THEREFORE, Amny and FEMA
follows: :

2. The following text is substituted for e
paragraph 7 and subparagraph 7.a of Spction D, ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION AND
COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITES: |}

nic-based herbicides were applied in the
vicinity of the fenca-line along Patrol Rogd and on the former raiiroad beds on the
northern and southem portions of the S dbury Annex, and that the Ammy has
concluded, after completing a facility-wigle investigation, that the rasulting
concentrations of arsenic in thae soil do gpt pase an unacceptable risk to human hesalth

7. FEMA acknowledges thal ars

(offices, a communication center, storadgp space and communication antennas) and
tralning (in establishing mobile commungations centers in the field).

a. Inorderto pmteéf human hes
environmental objectives and land use e
use restriction is needed to assure the f|

anvironmantal statutes.

I. FEMA covenants on bahalf of Rself and its successors and assigns that no
portion of the FEMA Parcel shall be useg for either residential habltation or for any
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extended use by chlidren under six (6)
facilities), tha FEMA Parce! having bea
oparations and training purposes. (Exte
time of 38 days per year used in the ris
itself, its successors or assigns covena

remediated only for general business office
ded use is defined as more than tha exposure
assessment for children ages 1-6). FEMA, for
te that it will not undertake nor allow any activity
ite the restriction contained herein. This
p binding on FEMA, its successors and assigns;
forceable. Nothing contained herein shafl
gns, from undertaking, In accordance with
out any cost to the Army, such additional
o allow for residential or extended use of the
atfon required to allow for residential or
bn-owner of the FEMA Parcel can damonstrate
| e protection of human health and the

ithout cost, to release or, if appropriate, madity
or recordation of an amendment to the deed if

shall run with the land; and are forever ¢
praciude FEMA, its successors and ass
applicable laws and regulations and wit
remadlation of arsanic in soil necessary|
Parcel. Upon completion of such remed
expanded use of the Parcel and if the
to EPA that such use Is consiatent with
environment, the Unitad States agrees,
this restriction by an amendment herelcy
transfarred from Federal ownership. |

ii. The restriction and conditions | tated above banafit the public in general and
the terrilory surrounding the FEMA Pargpl, including lands retained by the United
the United Stales govarnment and EPA.

I any costs that result from its violation of this
restriction. It is the intention of Army and FEMA that this use restriction shall run with
the land comprising the Parcel. ‘

remain in full force and affact.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the 'f ies has executed this agreament effective on

the date of fast signatura below. !
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ‘

QLW

JOSEPM W. WHITAKER
Deputy Asasistant Secretary ol the Army
(Installations and Housing) OASA (I1&E)

Date: __3 %ub)

AGENCY

. Al
MICHAEL D, BROWN
" . Under Secretary
Emaergaency Preparedness & Rasponso }
Departmant of Homaland Security, ‘
on behalf of the Federat Emergency Ma; |‘: goment Agency

JUL 29 2003
Date:
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CMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON }

1, the undersigned, a Notary Publ In and for the Commonwealth of Virginia,

such expires enthe _22<A  dayol .
eriify that this day personally appeared before

County of Arlington, whose Commission(p

_AJ_QJ:QM{%_L 2006, do heraby g

me in the Commonwealth of Virginla, Cq

|
|
|
t.

name [s signed to the foregolng docu

act and deed, datedthis __ 2o d

{9« /7 , 2003,
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COUNTY OF FAIRFAX
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Sworn and subscribed to before me by Michael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this
247 dayof 3wt 2004

A TP
Notary Public

My Commission Explres 5/31/05
My Commission Expires:




LETTER OF TRANSFER
FOR
A PORTION OF THE FORMER FORT DEVENS, MASSACHUSETTS
TO THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

FROM: The Department of the Army

TO: The Federal Emergency Management Agency

For the Dapartment of the Army (“Army*), I, Joseph W. Whitaker, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Amny (Installations and Housing), do hereby transfer
to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMAT), jurisdiction, custody,
and control of approximately 71.525 acres, more or less, of the former Fort
Devens, Massachusetts, Sudbury Training Annex, more specifically described in
Exhibit A to this Letter of Transfer (hereinafter called the “Property”), and the
interests, rights, leases, easements, and appurtenances, as described and set
forth herein and the applicable sections of the Memorandurm of Agreement
{("MOA") botween the partios, dated 3~ 2 [~ 2008, attached hereto al
Exhibit B to this Letter of Transfer, to be used, operated, maintained, and funded
by the FEMA, except as required to be funded by the Army by law or agreemant.

Article 1 - Authority: This transfer of the Property is made in accordance with
the authority delegated to the Secretary of the Army under the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Public Law 101-510, 10 U.S.C. 2687, as
amended.

Article 2 ~ Conslderation: In accordance with 10 USC § 2687, 16 USC § 667D,
and 40 USC §§ 471-531, this fransfer of the Property is made without monetary
reimbursement from the FEMA.

Arllc\e 3 - Possession and Accountabllity: Full administrative jurisdiction and
control for the Property will shift from the Ammy to the FEMA as of the date of the
~ acceptance of this Letter of Transfer by the FEMA.

Article 4 - Other Terms and Conditions of Transfer: The MOA between the
parties, which is hereby incorporated by reference, sets out the general terms
and conditions of this transfer, which shall be binding on the parties.



NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, 1 hereby approve and
deliver this Letter of Transfer and cause jurisdiction, custody, and control of the
Property described herein to be transferred to the FEMA, effective upon the date
of acceptanca, as recorded below.

" o 6T,
Dated this 53~ day of _y?1sic 4 ,-2002~

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Joseph W. Whitaker
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army

(Installations and Housing)
OASA(I&E)

Accepted:

The Federal Emergency Management Agency hereby accepts this transfer in
accordance with the terms provided for herein:

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Date: 3 "'5"'" (s 37 BYMM

Michael D. Brown

ls: Acting Under Secretary, Emergency
Preparedness & Response

Department of Homeland Security,

on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management .

Agency
Exhibits:
A - Property Description

B — Memorandum of Agreement
C-DD Form 1354




COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON )

1, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia,

County of Arlington, whose Commission as such expires onthe _ 3 2+« day of

_A&\m_, 2006, do hereby certify that this day personally appeared before

me in the Commonwealth of Virginia, County of Arlington, Joseph W. Whitaker, whose

name is sighed to the foregoing document and acknowledged this document is his free
act and deed, dated this_2 /s dayof ___ /Mpma eA_, 2003,

NDTARY PUBLIC



THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Subscribed and swom to before me by Michael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this

_31™° dayof Wmas ) 2003,

ANDREA WILLIAMS
Notary Public, District of Columbia
My Commission Expires May 14, 2006




LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND EASEMENT
FOR FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 71.525 ACRES
SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX

MIDDLESEX COUNTY, COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSEITS

The hereinafter described tracts of land are located in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, Middlesex County, Towns of Maynard, Sudbury, and Stow, situate
generally westerly of Cutting Pond, generally northerly of Willis Pond and Hudson
Road and generally southeasterly of lands formerly of the Boston and Maine
Corporation, being a portion of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, and being more
particularly bounded and described as follows:

All bearings in the following description are referenced to grid north, Massachusetts
State Plane Coordinate System (NAD 1983 Mainland Zone).

FEMA PARCEL1]

BEGINNING at Corner 13373 on the northwesterly boundary of Old Marlborough
Road from which Corner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer Tract (1) bears N
41° 36’ 04" E, 46.18 feet;

thence from Corner 10373 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, partially along the northeasterly boundary of a 50 foot wide access
easement the following eight (8) courses:

1} N 49° 59’ 03" W, 85.72 feet to Corner 6918;

2) thence N 49° 49" 36" W, 102.66 feet to Corner 10320;

3) thence N 68° 10" 29" W, 118.68 feet to Corner 10319;

4) thence N 73° 00° 09" W, 58.97 feet to Cormer 10374, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10374 1998";

5) thence N 08° 46" 06" W, 698.95 feet continuing through said lands to Corner 10389;

6) thence N 08° 46" 06" W, 618.34 feet to Comner 10390, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10390 1998~;

7) thence N 66° 02" 58" E, 393.72 feet to Corner 10391, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10391 1998"; and

8) thence N 57° 49" 26" W, 134.63 feet to Corner 52, a drill hole in a stone wall found as a
witness at its point of intersection with the common division line between the lands of
the United States of America on the southwest and the lands now or formerly of Mark L



and Amy L. Toporoff as described in Book 23591 of Deeds at Page 216, lands now or
formerly of Robert and Kerri J. Gorgon as described in Book 23903 of Deeds at Page 483,
lands now or formerly of David W. Moss, IIf and Sharon Moss as described in Book
23603 of Deeds at Page 512, lands now or formerly of Rezaul K. and Fatema A.
Khandker as described in Book 22765 of Deeds at Page 484, lands now or formerly of
Paula A. and Richard C. Waterhouse as described in Book 24276 at Page 503 and lands
now or formerly of James H. and Katherine A. McNulty as described in Book 20368 of
Deeds at Page 266 on the northeast with the common division line between the lands of
the United States of America on the south and the lands now or formerly of James A.
and Mary W. Bulger as described in Book 25602 of Deeds at Page 459 and lands now or
formerly of William T. and Linda M. Nachtrab as described in Book 19602 of Deeds at
Page 381 on the north;

thence N 82° 36" 44’ E, along the above last mentioned common division line, 200.12 feet
to Corner 53, a standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and marked “COR 53,
1996" at its point of intersection with the common division line between the lands of the
United States of America on the west and the lands now or formerly of David M. and
Sandra R. Manshel as described in Book 20030 of Deeds at Page 567, lands now or
formerly of David L. and Christina M. Brooks as described in Book 23502 of Deeds at
Page 91, the westerly terminus of Vose Hill Road and lands now or formerly of George
E. and Mary Weber Saylor as described in Book 16484 of Deeds at Page 376 on the east;

thence along the above last mentioned common division line the following two (2}
courses:

1) thence S 00° 15’ 30" E, 254.63 feet to Corner 54, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 54, 1996" and

2) thence S 21° 41’ 53" W, 50.58 feet to Corner 55 from which a standard Army Corp. of
Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “55”, bears N 52° 46’
11”7 E, 9.69 feet at its point of intersection with the common division line between the
lands of the United States of America on the south and the lands now or formerly of
said George E. and Mary Weber Saylor as described in Book 16484 of Deeds at Page 376,
lands now or formerly of James P. and Mary S. Brannelly as described in Book 19138 of
Deeds at Page 349, lands now or formerly of James E. and Anita M. Clemens as
described in Book 19171 of Deeds at Page 329 and lands now or formerly of Scott A. and
Susan F. Bradley as described on Book 19111 of Deeds at Page 290 on the north;

thence along the last mentioned common division line the following four (4) courses:

1) thence from Corner 55 N 83° 50° 30" E, 216.63 feet to Corner 56, from which a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminurn monument found as a witness and
marked “56", bears N 07° 00" 417 W, 5.00 feet;

2) thence from Corner 56, N 82° 08’ 09" E, 38.21 feet to Corner 57 from which a standard
Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “577,
bears N 05° 58° 21" W, 5.00 feet;



3) thence from Corner 57, N 85° 55° 10" E, 54.20 feet to Corner 58 from which a standard
Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “58*,
bears N 05° 24’ 01" W, 5.00 feet; and

4) thence from Corner 58, N 83° 16" 49” E, 161.08 feet to Corner 59 from which a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and
marked “597, bears N 44° 52’ 56" E, 8.05 feet at its point of intersection with the
common division line between the lands of United States of America on the west and
lands now or formerly of Robert D. Quirk as described in Book 19670 of Deeds at Page
452, lands now or formerly of David A. and Margaret N. Purdy as described in Book
24564 of Deeds at Page 224, lands now or formerly of Dawson Heights Realty Trust,
Thomas ]. Sheridan, Trustee as described in Book 24569 of Deeds at Page 177, lands now
or formerly of John Paul Loretta as described in Book 12585 of Deeds at Page 70, lands
now or formerly of Thomas L. Coin, Jr. and Francoise Coin as described in Book 25025
of Deeds at Page 391, lands now or formerly of John P. O’'Dowd and Christy H. Hill as
described in Book 25025 of Deeds at Page 391 and lands now or formerly of John R.
Allan as described in Book 14628 of Deeds at Page 98 on the east;

thence from Corner 59 and running along the above last mentioned common division
line the following eight (8) courses:

1) S 06° 29’ 04" W, 80.12 feet to Corner 60, from which a standard Army Corp. of
Engineers aluminum moenument found as a witness and marked “60”, bears S 82° 58’
17” E, 5.00 feet;

2) thence from Corner 60, S 07° 34’ 22" W, 173,61 feet to Corner 61, from which a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and
marked “617, bears S §2° 18" 26" E, 5.00 feet;

3) thence from Comer 61, S 07° 48 47 W, 82.69 feet to Corner 62, a drill hole in an
existing stone wall found as a witness;

4) thence S 07° 40" 47" W, 95.22 feet to Corner 63, a drill hole in an existing stone wall
found as a witness;

5) thence S 08° 11 25" W, 56.92 feet to Corner 64 from which a standard Army Corp. of
Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “64”, bears S 82° 25’
157 E, 5.00 feet;

6) thence from Corner 64, S 06° 58" 04" W, 125.86 feet to Corner 65, a drill hole in an
existing stone wall found as a witness;

7) thence S 08° 14’ 58" W, 53.43 feet to Corner 66, a drill hole in an existing stone wall
found as a witness; and



8) thence S 07° 10" 05" W, 266.34 feet to Corner 67, from which a standard Army Corp.
of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “67" at its point of
intersection with the northwesterly boundary of Old Marlborough Road;

thence along the said northwesterly road boundary the following two (2) courses:

1) S 40° 46" 34" W, 589.17 feet to Corner 68, a standard Army Corp. of Engineers
aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “68”; and

2) thence S 41° 36" 04" W, 158.93 feet to the point or place of beginning and containing
29.697 acres of land more or less.

FEMA PARCEL [I

COMMENCING at Corner 69, a standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and
marked “COR 69 1996” on the outside boundary of the Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, at its point of intersection of the northwesterly road boundary of Old
Marlborough Road with the southwesterly road boundary of Puffer Road and thence
from point of commencement through the lands of the United States of America, Fort
Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, N 81° 53" 30 W, 30.65 feet to Corner 10323 and being
the true point of beginning of the hereinafter described FEMA Parcel II, from which a
standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set as a witness and marked “COR 10340
1998 bears N 84° 21’ 53" E, 10.12; :

thence from Corner 10323 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, along the northwesterly boundary of a fifty (50) foot wide access and
utility easement, the following seven (7) courses:

1) S 27° 15° 03" W, 51.18 feet to Corner 10324;

2) thence S 54° 06’ 04" W, 120.13 feet to Corner 10307;

3} thence S 55° 24" 01" W, 186.06 feet to Corner 10306;

4) thence S 58° 10’ 33" W, 186.50 feet to Corner 10305;

5) thence 5 59° 32° 41" W, 273.06 feet to Comner 10304;

6) thence S 58° 52" 35" W, 228 40 feet to Corner 10503; and

7) thence S 55° 08’ 51" W, 105.69 feet to Corner 10341, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR, 10341, 1998”;

thence continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex the following nine (9) courses:




1) N 29° 21’ 42" E, 203. 66 feet to Corner 10339;

2) thence N 28° 07° 27" E, 126.79 feet to Corner 10348, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10348 1998";

3) thence N 17° 00" 52" E, 190.36 feet to Corner 10349, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10349 1998”;

4) thence N 52° 09’ 09" E, 38.60 feet to Corner 10350;

5) thence N 61° 32 00” E, 203.82 feet to Comer 10351, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and. marked “COR 10351 1998";

6) thence N 58° 17° 22" E, 252.00 feet to Corner 10352;
7) thence N 44° 05" 33" E, 37.71 feet to Corner 10353;
8) thence N 25° 12" 40" E, 38.15 feet to Corner 10354; and

9) thence N 08° 16’ 30" E, 16.28 feet to Corner 10338, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10338 1998” on the southerly boundary of a fifty (50)
foot wide access easement;

thence continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, along the southerly and southwesterly boundary of a fifty (50) foot wide access
easement the following five (5) courses:

1) 73° 00’ 09" E, 58.45 feet to Corner 10318;

2) thence S 68° 10’ 29” E, 108.49 feet to Corner 10321;

3) thence § 49° 49 41" E, 94.54 feet to Corner 10322;

4) thence S 44° 14 00" E, 38.56 feet to Corner 10355; and

5) thence S 27° 13" 32" E, 21.97 feet to Corner 10323 the point or place of beginning and
containing 5.650 acres of land more or less.

FEMA PARCEL IT1

COMMENCING at Corner 69, a stanidard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and
marked “COR, 69 1996” on the outside boundary of the Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, at its point of intersection with the northwesterly of boundary of Old
Marlborough Road with the southwesterly boundary of Puffer road and thence from
said point of commencement through the lands of the United States of America, Fort
Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, § 22° 27 02" W, 98.76 feet to Corner 10336, a



standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and marked “COR 10336 1998” and being
the true point of beginning of the hereinafter described FEMA Parcel II1;

thence from Corner 10336 through the lands now ar formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, parallel to and distant 25 feet westerly measured at right angles from
the center line of wood road the following five (5) courses:

1) S 07° 31" 32" E, 15.28 feet to Corner 10329;

2) thence S00° 43° 53" W, 99.78 feet to Corner 10328;

3) thence S 07° 05 45” W, 123.32 feet to Corner 10327;

4) thence 511° 39" 35" W, 143.86 feet to Corner 10326; and

5) thence S 08° 39" 14" W, 20.28 feet to Corner 10347, at its point of intersection with an
existing stonewall, a standard USF&WS aluminum monument set and marked “COR

10347 1998";

thence through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training Annex,
partially along an existing stonewall the following seven (7) courses:

1) S 65° 23’ 27" W, 263.36 feet to Corner 6988;
2) thence S 64° 09" 03" W, 325.98 feet to Corner 6979;

3) thence S 64° 37 31" W, 289.54 feet to Corner 10345, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10345 1998";

4) thence S 72° 02 01" W, 83.92 feet to Corner 10344, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10344 1998”;

5) thence N 59° 08’ 45" W, 112.79 feet to Corner 10343, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10343 1998";

6) thence N 46° 49" 50" W, 49.73 feet to Corner 10342, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set an marked “COR 10342 1998”; and '

7) thence N 46° 49' 50" W, .00 feet to Corner 10363,.marked by a cross cut in a rock on
the southeasterly boundary of a 50 foot wide access and utility easement;

thence continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, along the southeasterly boundary of said 50 foot wide access and utility
easement the following eight (8) courses:

1} N 42° 51" 58" E, 53.12 feet to Corner 10314;



2) thence N 49° 02’ 48" E, 95.13 feet to Corner 10313;

3) thence N 55° 08’ 51" E, 144.76 feet to Corner 10312;

4) thence N 58° 52' 35" E, 22648 feet to Corner 10311;

5) thence N 59° 32' 41" E, 273.37 feet to Corner 10310;

6) thence N 58° 10 33" E, 18831 feet to Corner 10309;

7) thence N 55° 24’ 01" E, 187.84 feet to Corner 10308; and

8) thence N 54° 06’ “04" E, 104.32 feet to the point or place of beginning and containing

6.436 acres of land, more or less.

FEMA PARCEL [V

COMMENCING at Corner 10373 on the northwesterly boundary of Old Marlborough
road from which Corner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer Tract (I} bears N
41° 36’ 04" E, 46.18 feet;

‘thence from said point of commencement from Corner 10373 along the southwesterly
and southerly boundary of herein described FEMA Parcel I the following four (4)
courses: .

1) N 49° 59’ 03* W, 85.72 feet to Corner 6918;

2) thence N 49° 49 36" W, 102.66 feet to Corner 10320;

3) thence N 68° 10" 29”7 W, 118.68 feet to Corner 10319; and

4) thence N 73° 00" (9” W, 58.97 feet to Corner 10374, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10374 1998", being the true point of beginning of
beginning of the hereinafter described FEMA Parcel IV;

thence from Corner 10374 continuing through the lands of the Sudbury Training Annex
Transfer Tract and along the northerly boundary of a 50 foot wide access easement the
following seven (7) courses:

1) N 73° 00" 09" W, 43.97 feet to Corner 10317;

2) thence N 76° 59" 00" W, 105.28 feet to Corner 10366;

3) thence N 77° 31’ 55" W, 161.21 feet to Corner 10367;

4) thence N 78° 02" 33" W, 213.86 feet to Corner 10368;



5) thence N 76" 49 23" W, 103.23 feet to Corner 10369;
6} thence N 73° 03’ 30" W, 271.67 feet to Corner 10380; and

7) thence N 66° 36" 117 W, 67.67 feet to Corner 10385, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10385 1998”;

' thence co-ritiﬁui:lg through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex the following two (2) courses:

1) N 23° 23° 49" E, 319.49 feet to Corner 10383, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10383 1998”; and

2) thence S 80° 12" 41" E, 754.58 feet to Corner 10388, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10388 1998” on the westerly boundary of FEMA,
Parcel I;

thence S 08° 46" 06” E, continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens,
Sudbury Training Annex, along the westerly boundary of FEMA Parcel I a distance of
415.02 feet to Corner 10374 the point or place of beginning and containing 7.136 acres of
land, more or less.

FEMA PARCEL V

BEGINNING at Corner 40 at its point of intersection with the division line between the
lands of the United States of America on the Southeast and the lands now or formerly of
Maynard Sand and Gravel as described in Book 10292 of Deeds of Page 154 on the
northwest with the division line between the lands of the United States of America on
the south and the lands now or formerly of Frances C. Denesivk and Elizabeth Schnair
as described in Book 14873 of Deeds of Page 409 on the north, said Corner 40, being a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and
marked “407;

therwe N 86° 51" 30" E, along the above last mentioned division line 590.00 feet to
Comer 10375, marked by a standard USF&WS aluminum monument set and marked
“COR 10375 1998%; :

thence from Corner 10375 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, the following five (5) courses:

1) S 00° 47" 35" E, 807.79 feet to Corner 10376, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10376 1998";

2) thence S 40° 33’ 29" W, 164.05 feet to Corner 10378, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10378 1998";
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thence S 45° 52 (09" W, 485.69 feet to Corner 10377, a standard USF&WS aluminum
onument, set and marked “COR 10377 1998”;

) thence S 89° 51° 57" W, 392.26 feet to Corner 10362, a standard USF&WS aluminum
nonument set and marked “COR 10362 1998” and;

3) thence 5 89° 51° 577 W, 9.89 feet to Corner 10292, said point being fifteen (15) feet
:asterly measured at right angles from the center line of a right-of-way from the “North
Sate” through lands now or formerly of Fort Devons, Sudbury Training Annex, to the
U. S. Air Force Parcel, said right-of-way known as White Pond Road;

thence continuing through the lands now and formerly of Fort Devons, Sudbury
Trailning Annex, along the easterly boundary of said “ Air Force” easement for ingress
and egress, parallel to and distant 15 feet easterly measured at right angles from said
easement center line, the following five (5) courses;

1) N 06° 52° 06" E, 218.97 feet to Corner 10293;

2) thence, N 10° 23" 477 W, 135.83 feet to Corner 10294;

3) thence N 22° 06" 13" W, 189.14 feet to Comer 10295;

4) thence N 12° 23" 16” W, 130.78 feet to Corner 10296; and

5) thence N 08° 18" 27" W, 237.65 feet to Corner 10297 at its point of intersection with
the above first mentioned division line between the Jands of the United States of
America on the southeast and the lands now or formerly of Maynard Sand and Gravel
on the northwest;

thence along the above first mentioned division line, the following two (2) courses:

1) N 45° 4’ 31" E, 162.94 feet to Comer 39, a standard Army .Corp. of Engineers
aluminum monutnent found as a withess and marked “39”; and

2) thence in a generally northeasterly direction along a curve to the right having a
radius of 2,418.25 feet, a chord bearing of N 49° 21° 06 ” E, and a chord distance of
360.66 feet and an arc length of 361.00 feet to Corner 40, and the true place of beginning
containing 22.606 acres more or less.

TRACT 2M-1
Being a right-of-way from Old Marlborough Road to Puffer Pond, fifty (50) feet in

width and being an easement for ingress, egress and utilities, the center line of which is
more particularly bounded and described as follows:
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BEGINNING at Cornrer 10397 from which Comner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex
Transfer Tract (1) bears N 46° 46" 29" W, 5.49 feet;

thence from Corner 10397 along the center line of said fifty (50) foot wide access and
utility easement the following twenty-six (26) courses:

1) 535° 46 32" W, 68.16 feet to Comer 6899;

2) thence S 54° 06 04” W, 124.44 feet to Corner 6896;
3) thence 5 55° 24" 01" W, 186.95 feet to Corner 6891;
4) thence S 58° 10’ 33* W, 187.40 to Corner 6887;

5) thence S 59° 32" 41" W, 273.21 feet to Corner 6873;
6) thence S 58° 52’ 35" W, 227.44 feet to Corner 6868;
7) thence S 55° 08" 517 W, 146.91 feet to Corner 6864;
8) thence 5 49° 02" 48™ W, 97.81 feet to Corner 6862;

9) thence 5 42° 51" 58" W, 54.47 feet to Corner 10398;
10) thence S 46° 43" 48" W, 96.61 feet to Comner 7026;
11) thence S 45° 50’ 29" W, 124.34 feet to Corner 7028;
12) thence S 54° 03’ 32" W, 168.16 feet to Corner 7029;
13) thence S 55° 06’ 17° W, 167.75 feet to Corner 7024;
14) thence S 27° 40° 11”7 W, 120.78 feet to Corner 7021;
15) thence S 65° 44’ 20" W, 16.06 feet to Corner 7019;
16) thence N 49° 33" 06" W, 147.64 feet to Corner 7015;
17) thence N 47° 57 00" W, 66.22 feet to Corner 7014;
18) thence N 53° 56" 00" W, 140.12 feet to Corner 7012;
19) thence N 48° 38’ 43" W 57.04 feet to Corner 6808;
20) thence S 88° 14" 52" W 33.10 feet to Comer 7009;

21) thence S 77° 26’ 54" W, 24.10 feet to Corner 7008;



22) thence S 66° 52' 42" W, 25.34 feet to Corner 7007;

23) thence 5 60° 10" 28" W, 26.86 feet to Corner 7005;

24) thence N 60° 80’ 26" W, 3240 feet to Corner 7004;

25) thence N 63° 40° 50" W, 47.04 to Corner 10298; and

26) thence N 43° 06" 14" W, 25.25 feet to Corner 10299 at the terminus of said easement.
Being a fifty (50) foot wide strip of land, approximately 2686 feet in length to be used for
access to FEMA Parcel I anid FEMA Parcel III and as an utility easement for the
reconstruction and maintenance of a water pipeline together with all necessary
appurtenances, as said water line exists from the FEMA Parcel ], Headquarters site to
the Puffer Pond wells site.

TRACT (2R

Being a right-of-way from Old Marlborough Road to the Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M,
through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, the first
portion being fifty (50) feet in width, being an easement for ingress and egress, the
center line of which being more particularly bounded and described as follows:
BEGINNING at Corner 10392 on the northwesterly boundary of Marlborough Road
from which Corner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer (1) bears N 41° 36" 04 “
E, 21.17 feet;

thence from Corner 10392 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex the following forty-nine (49) courses:

1) N 49° 59 03" W, 85.06 feet to Corner 10393;

2) thence N 49° 49 41" W, 98.66 feet to Corner 10394
3) then.ce N 68° 10 29" W, 113.58 feet to Corner 6959;
4) thence N 73° 00" 09° W, 101,01 feet to Corner 6961;
5) thence N 76° 59 00" W, 104.29 feet to Corner 6963;
6) thence N 77° 31’ 55" W, 160.98 fee.t to Corner 6966;
7) thence N 78° 02’ 33" W, 214.01 feet to Corner 6970;

B) thence N 76° 49’ 23" W, 103.49 feet to Corner 6973; _




9} thence N 73° 04" 10" W, 274.71 feet to Corner 7962;

10) thence N 66° 36" 11" W, 116.59 feet to Corner 7964;

11) thence N 58° 02' 57 W, 212.45 feet to Corner 7971;

12) thence N 46° 53’ 15" W, 264.56 feet to Cormer 7976;

13) thence N 46° 23’ 47" W, 606.58 feet to a point of curvature at Corner 10007;

14) thence in a generally northwesterly direction along a curve to a left, having a radius
of 550.00 feet, a chord bearing of N 65° 55’ 38" W, and a chord distance 358.35 feet, an
arc length of 365.01 feet to a point of tangency at Comner 10010;

15) thence N 84° 56" 23* W, 670.61 feet to Corner 10011;

16) thence N 49° 56’ 19" W, 414.34 feet to a point of curvature at Corner 10012;

17) thence in a generally northerly direction along a curve to the left, having a radius of
175.00 feet, a chord bearing of N 18° 53’ 38" W, and a chord distance of 184.96 feet, an
arc length of 194.87 feet to a point of tangency at Corner 10016;

18) thence N.13° 00" 23" E, 298.36 feet to Comer 10016;

19) thence N 19° 25’ 22" E, 22]1.94 feet to a point of curva-tu:e at Corner 10017;

20) thence in a generally northerly direction along a curve to the left, having a radius of
568.00 feet, a chord bearing of N 02° 1% 59" W, and a chord distance of 421.06 feet, an
arc length of 431.35 feet to a point of tangency at Corner 10019;

21) thence N 24° 05 217 W, 300.01 feet to Corner 10020;

22) thence N 07° 38" 51”7 W, 318.35 feet to Corner 1002%;

23) thence N 18° 26’ 45" W, 367.39 feet to Corner 10022,

24} thence N 60° 52’ 53" W, 129.67 feet to Corner 10023; -

25) thence N 67° 11’ 16" W, 149.27 feet to Corner 10024;

26) thence N 83° 36’ 48"W, 360.29 feet to Corner 10025;

27) thence N 71° 05" 35" W, 397.19 feet to Corner 10026;

28) thence N 70° 53’ 36" W, 205.64 feet to Corner 10027;




29) thence N 61° 38° 25" W, 234.91 feet to Corner 10028;
30) thence N 74° 16" 03* W, 117.70 feet to Corner 10029,
31) thence S 85° 17° 36" W, 34.75 feet to Corner 10031;
32) thence S 58° 3% 32" W, 584.74 feet to Corner 10032;
33) thence  43° 18 42° W, 97.15 feet to Corner 10033;
34) thence S 57° 03’ 53" W, 116.98 feet to Corner 10034;
35) thence S 65° 56’.26" W, 444 80 feet to Corner 100356;
36) thence N 82° 37 517 W, 216.98 feet to Corner 10037

37) thence N 88° 24" 11" W, 256.71 feet to Corner 6732, said point being on the center
line of the Air Force White Pond Road easement;

38) thence continuing through the lands of Sudbury Training Annex along the center
line of the thirty (30) foot wide porhon of said easement S 20° 49’ 48" W, 387.49 feet to
Cormner 10039;

39) thence S, 21° 35’ 22* W, 469.24 feet to Corner 10040;

40} thence S 23° 59’ 01" W, 156.95 feet to Corner 10041;

41) thence S 33° 02 28" W, 149.23 feet to Corner 10042,

42) thence S 46° 06" 22" W, 430.34 feet to Corner 10043;

43) thence S 41° 53" 31”7 W, 382.99 feet to Corner 10044;

44) thence S 39° 28’ 357 W, 322,65 feet to a point of curvature at Corner 10045;

45) thence in a generally southerly direction along a curve to the left, having a radius of
155.49 feet, a chord bearing 5§ 15° 42’ 48" W, and a chord distance of 97.89 feet, an arc
length of 99.59 feet to Corner 10048;

46) thence continuing through the lands of the Sudbury Training Annex along the
center line of the twenty (20) foot wide portion of said easement S 50° 39" 37 W, 884.24
feet to Corner 10049;

47) thence 538° 00 52" W, 119.61 feet to Corner 10050;

48) thence S 20° 51’ 31 W, 161.88 feet to Corner 10051; and



49) thence S 36° 05° 30" E, 211.34 to Cormner 10396 on the northwesterly boundary of the
3.4764 acre Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M, being the terminus of the above described
varied width easement for ingress and egress from Old Marlborough Road to White
Pond Road to the Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M.

TRACT (2R-1) FEMA PORTION (1R)

Being a thirty (30) foot wide right-of-way from Northgate through the lands now or
formerly of Fort Devons, Sudbury Training Annex, tq the varied width right-of-way for
ingress and egress leading from Old Marlborough Road to the FEMA Unit Training
Parcel, Tract 2M, and being an easement for ingress and egress the center line of which
being more particularly bounded and described as follows:

BEGINNING at Corner 6728 from which Corner 38 of the Sudbury Training Annex
Transfer Tract (1) bears N 45° (4’ 31" E, 51.68 feet;

thence from Corner 6728 and through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens,
Sudbury Training Annex, the following five (5) courses:

1) thence S 08° 18" 27" E, 227.04 feet to Corner 6371;
2) thence S 12° 23 16" E, 132.58 feet to Corner 6365;
3) thence S 22° 06 13” E ,188.88 feet to Corner 6729;
4) thence S 10° 23° 47” E, 132.01 feet to Corner €730; and-

5) thence S 06° 52 06" W, 218.54 feet to Corner 6731 being a point of terminus of the
above described thirty (30) foot wide easement for ingress and egress on the center line
of the varied width right-of-way ingress and egress easement, 2R, from Marlborough
Road to the previously described FEMA Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M.

The above described tracts of land are delineated on a plan entitled “United States
Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, Great Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge Puffer Pond Division, Sudbury Training Annex Transfer Tract (1,1R,2R,2R-
1,1E1E-1,1E-2,2M,2M-1) 2007.1 acres, Middlesex County, Towns of Maynard, Stow and
Sudbury, Commonwealth of Massachusetts,” surveyed November 1986, map prepared
October 18, 1996, last revised December, 1998, prepared by C.T. Male Associates, P.C,
Latham, New York, said plan as of record in the files of the Department of Interior. A
print of that plan is attached hereto.



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
AND |
THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
FOR THE TRANSFER OF
REAL PROPERTY
AT THE SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX, MASSACHUSETTS

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (hereinafter “FEMA™) and the Department of the
Amy (hereinafter the “Army”) hereby enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to clarify
responsibilities and requirements of both parties pursuant to the transfer of real property at the
Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetlts (hereinafter the “Annex™), from the Army to FEMA.
The authority to enter into this MOA is the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Act
of 1990, Public Law 101-510, 10 U.S.C. Section 2687, note; and the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (FPASA), 40 U.S.C. Sections 471-544.

A. INTRODUCTION

The Annex was identified for closure under BRAC in 1995. FEMA has had a permit to
occupy a part of the Annex hereinafter known as “Parcel I'" since 27 May 1980 (hercinafter the
“Usc Permit Datc”), and the Army will transfer to FEMA = total of 71.525 acres of land
(hereinafter the “FEMA Parcel”) that includes 5 non-contiguous small parcels, including Parcel L

FEMA intends to continue to use the land for its operations and training missions. The FEMA
Parce] includes two large buildings (onc above ground and one under ground), several
communication antennas, and other structurcs and improvements that were owned and operated
by FEMA on Parcel I. The boundaries of the FEMA Parcel are identified in the official survey
map and legal description dated December 1998, copies of which are on file with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engincers, New England District, Concord, Massachusetts, and attached as Exhibit A to
the letter of transfer.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agrec as follows:

B. TRANSFER OF REAL PROPERTY
1. The Army agreces to transfer by DD form 1354, and FEMA agrees to accept the transfer of ,
certain real property (hercinafter referred to as the “Property”) consisting of a total of 71.25 acres
of land (the FEMA Parcel) located at the Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts, and including

5 non-contiguous smail parcels, among them Parcel . FEMA intends to continue to usc the land
for its operations and training missions. The FEMA Parcel includes two large buildings (one



above ground and one under ground), several communication antennas, other structures and
improvements that were owned and operated by FEMA on Parcel I since the Use Permit Date.

2. In accordance with an Office of Management and Budget waiver dated 26 September
2001, the acquisition of the FEMA Parcel, the buildings located on the Parcel, and the fixed
equipment will be conveyed to FEMA for no-cost.

C. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS AND GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. The Army has had no operational presence on the property or facilitics owned, built, or
operated by FEMA on Parcel 1 since the Use Permit Date.

2. The Army has completed an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS, January 1997), the
BRAC Cleanup Plan Report (October 1996), and an Environmental Condition of Property
(ECOP, August 2002). The ECOP and the EBS summarize what is known about the
environmental condition of the property and reflect the Ammy’s finding that the property is
suitable for transfer to another federal agency, FEMA, for its continued use as a management
facility and as a training area. FEMA acknowledges receipt of the EBS and ECOP, The Army
has completed any necessary remediation for the FEMA Parcel as identified in the EBS and
further described in the ECOP. FEMA has been given the opportunity to inspect the property.

3. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Army completed a Record
of Environmental Consideration (REC) dated 16 Jan 97 for this property disposal and determined
that the disposal would not have any significant impact on the quality of the natural or human
environment. FEMA acknowledges receipt of a copy of that REC.

D. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION AND COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITIES

1. The Army and FEMA acknowledge that the Annex was previously listed as a National
Priorities List (NPL) site under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended. The Army has provided FEMA with a copy of
the Sudbury Training Annex Federal Facility Agreément (FFA) entered into by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1, (EPA) and the Army on 13 May 1991, and made
effective on 15 November 1991; and FEMA acknowledges receipt of this document. The Army
agrees to provide FEMA with any future amendments to the FFA. FEMA agrees to take no
action inconsistent with the terms of the FFA. The environmental remediation of the Sudbury
Training Annex NPL Site was undertaken by the Army in accordance with the FFA negotiated
with the EPA and in cooperation with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MADEP). The Army and FEMA agree that should a conflict arise between the terms
of the FFA as it presently exists or as amended and the provisions of this MOA, the terms of the
FFA will take precedence over the provisions of this MOA. The Army will inform FEMA of any
such conflicts affecting the FEMA use of its parcel. Both partics to this MOA are required to
provide notice to EPA and MADEP of any modifications, amendments or termination of the



MOA. FEMA and it successors and assigns shall take no action inconsistent with the terms of
the FFA.

2. If there is an actual or threatened release of a hazardous substance on that portion of Parcel
I which has been occupied by FEMA since the Use Permit Diate, or in the event that a hazardous
substance is discovered on that parcel after the Use Permit Date, FEMA or its successors or
assigns shall be responsible for such release or newly discovered substance, unless FEMA can
adequately demonstrate that such release or newly discovered substance was present on the
property prior to the Use Permit Date or such relcase or newly discovered substance is
determined to be attributable to past activities of the Army, its contractors or agents. This
~ paragraph shall not affect the Army’s responsibilities to conduct Response Actions that are
required by applicable laws and regulations.

3. The FEMA Parcel may include buildings, structures or other improvements with asbestos
containing materials (hereinafter "ACM"), lead-based paint, and/or polychlorinated biphenyls
(hereinafter "PCBs"). To the extent it is available, information regarding ACM, lead-based paint,
and PCBs on the Property is contained in the EBS and the ECOP. After the date of transfer, the
FEMA shall be responsible for any and all remediation or abatement of any remaining ACM,
lead-based paint, and PCBs on the Property.

4. Right of Access

a. The Army reserves a right of access to and over any and all portions of the FEMA
Parcel for itself and its officers, agents, employees and contractors, for purposes of conducting
Response Actions after the date of transfer in order to fulfill the Army's environmental
responsibilities under this Agreement, the FFA (including Section IX - ACCESS of the FFA),
and applicable law. This right shall run with the land, and FEMA shall provide for and preserve
the right of access to the property by the Army as set forth in this Subsection in any subsequent
transfer or conveyance of the Property. Except in case of imminent endangerment to human
health or the environment, the Army shall give FEMA or the then record owner of the affected
portion{s) of the FEMA Parcel reasonable prior notice of the Response Action(s) ta be conducted
on the FEMA Parcel, and shall use reasonable means, without significant additional cost to the
Army, to avoid and/or minimize interference with FEMA's or such record owner's use of the
FEMA Parcel. Subject to the provisions of this Agreement, and except as otherwise provided for
by law, FEMA, such record owner, and any other person shall have no claim or cause of action
against the Army, or any officer, agent, employee or contractor of the Army, for interference with
the use of the FEMA Parcel arising from Army melemcntauon of the FFA or Army Response
‘Actions taken under this Subsection.

b. Nothing in this Agreement shall limit or otherwise affect the Army's, EPA’s of
MADEP’s rights of access to and over any and all portions of the FEMA Parcel under applicable
law for purposes including but not limited to:




(1). conducting oversight activitics, including but not limited to investigations,
sampling, testing, monitoring, venfication of data or information submitted to EPA or MADEP,
and/or site inspections, in order to monitor the effectiveness of Response Actions and/or the
protectiveness of any remedy which is required by (i) any record of decision ("ROD™) ot
amendments thereto-or (ii) any decision document approved by MADEP and issued by the Army
under applicable state law before or after the Date of Transfer.

(2). performing five-year reviews as required by CERCLA, and,

(3). taking additional Response Actions in accordance with applicable law and the
FFA.

5. FEMA shall comply with any institutional controls established or put in place by the Army
relating to the FEMA Parcel which are required by any ROD or amendments thereto.
Additionally, FEMA shall ensure that any leasehold or transfer it grants in the FEMA Parcel or
any fee or casement interest conveyance of any portion thereof provides for legally binding
compliance with the institutional controls required by any such ROD.

6. For any portion of the FEMA Parcel subject to a Response Action under CERCLA or the
FFA, FEMA and its successors and assigns (i) shall, prior to the conveyance of an interest
therein, include in all conveyance documents provisions for allowing the continued operation of
any monitoring wells, treatment facilities, or other response activities undertaken pursuant to
CERCLA or the FFA on said portion of the FEMA Parcel, and (ii) shall notify the Army and
EPA by certified mail at least sixty (60) days prior to any such conveyance of an interest in said
property, which notice shall include a description of said provisions allowing for the continued
operation of any monitoring wells, treatment facilities, or other response activities undertaken
pursuant to CERCLA or the FFA.

7. FEMA acknowledges that arsenic-based herbicides were applied in the vicinity of the
fence-line along Patrol Road and on the former railroad beds on the northern and southern
portions of the Sudbury Annex, and that the Army has concluded, after completing a facility-
wide investigation, that the resulting concentrations of arsenic in the soil do not pose an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on the future land use of the FEMA
Parcel for operations (offices, a communication ceater, storage space and communication
antennas) and training (in establishing mobile communications centers in the field).

a. FEMA is informed and does acknowledge that pesticides may be present on the
Property. To the best of the Army’s knowledge, the past use and application of any pesticide
product by the Army was in accordance with its intended purpose, and any pesticide residue
resulting from such application does not an unacceptable risk to human health and the
environment. To the extent allowed under CERCLA Section 107(i), the Army assumes no
liability for damages or for future remediation of such pesticide residue.




b. FEMA agrees that its continued possession, potential use and continued manageraent
of the Property, including any demolition of structures, will be in compliance with all applicable
laws relating to hazardous substances/pesticides and hazardous wastes.

¢. To the best of the Ammy’s knowledge and according to FEMA, there are no hazardous
materials that remain or pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment on this
property. No transformers containing PCB are on the property, nor has any lead-based paint or
friable asbestos been ideatified during inspections. Since the Army does not own, operate or
maintain any buildings or structures on the FEMA Parcel, the environmental condition and
responsibility for any remediation found to be necessary for these buildings and any other
structures will remain the responsibility of FEMA. FEMA agrees that its future use of the
property after the date of transfer will be in compliance with all applicable laws relating to
hazardous substances, petroleum, underground and above-ground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos,
lead based paint, radiological materials, radon, etc. Both the Army and FEMA agree that
institutional controls listed in the MOA will be maintained even though the site has been delisted
from the NPL.

8. Information received from FEMA indicates that there is no lead-based paint in the
buildings on the property. However, because of FEMA access restrictions to the buildings
constructed and operated by FEMA, this cannot be confirmed by the Army. Available
information conceming known lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards contained in the
Environmental Baseline Survey, have been provided to FEMA. FEMA hercby acknowledges
receipt of all of the information described in this paragraph. Further, FEMA acknowledges that it
has received the opportunity to conduct its own risk assessment or inspection for the presence of
lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards prior to execution of this document

a. The Army and FEMA acknowledge that all buildings on the FEMA Parcel, which
were constructed or rehabilitated prior to 1978, are presumed to contain lead-based paint on the
interior and/or exterior. Continued exposure to lead from paint, paint chips, and dust may pose a
health hazard to young children if not managed properly. Prior to occupation of such buildings
for residential purposes, FEMA will be responsible for the evaluation, notification, management,
and abatement, if necessary, of any lead-bascd paint hazards in accordance with Applicable Law,
to include the guidelines and regulations established pursuant to Title X of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1992, Residential buildings or property means dwelling units,
common areas, building exterior surfaces; and, buildings visited regularly by the same child, 6
years of age or under, on at keast two different days within any week, including day-care centers,
preschools and kindergarten classrooms and similarly used buildings; and, any surrounding land,
including outbuildings, fences and play equipment affixed to the land, available for use by
residents and children; but not including land used for agricultural, commercial, industrial, or
other non-residential purposes; and, not including paint on the pavement of parking lots, garages,
or roadways.

b. FEMA further covenants that it and its successors and assigns shall include in any




deed or other conveyance document transferring any interest in any or all of the FEMA Parcel a
restrictive covenant that identifies the use restriction set forth in this Subsection D.§ to all
successors in interest to any interest in any part or all of the FEMA Parcel. It is the intention of
FEMA and the Army that this use restriction shall run with the land comprising the FEMA
Parcel.

9. FEMA acknowledges that prior (o the transfer of the FEMA Parcel to FEMA, the Ammy
completed an Ordnance and Explosives Survey/Removal Action covering the entire Annex to
determine if explosives or ordnance (OE) existed on the site. No OE was discovered. The
Conclusion of the Final UXO Charecterization Report of 18 February 1998, however, states that:
“Unless 100 percent of the site is searched, it cannot be positively determined with complete
accuracy that no OE is present on the site. However, based upon the results of the surface and
sub-surface activities and the results of the Site Stats/Grid Stats Random Selection Program,
Sudbury Annex, Massachusetts, it does not show evidence of being contaminated with OE or OE
related material and can be excessed without further UXO activities except the 18 earth covered
magazines. The interiors of these magazines require an inspection prior to being released with
the Annex,” The magazine area is not located near the FEMA parcel. FEMA acknowledges
receipt of a copy of the Conclusions of the Army’s Final UXO Characterization Report of 16
February 1998.

10. FEMA acknowledges that the subsurface soil below the depth of four (4) fect on the
FEMA Parcel may contain OE or OE-related material as a result of past Army activities on the
FEMA Parcel.

a. FEMA covenants on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns that, except as
provided herein, no activity or use shall be undertaken on the FEMA Parcel that might disrupt or
otherwise negatively impact the subsurface soil below the depth of four (4) feet. Such prohibited
activities and vses shall include any disturbance of the subsusface soil below the depth of four {4)
feet in any manner, including but not limited to construction activities such as filling, drilling,
excavation or change of topography. FEMA covenants on behalf of itself and its successors and
assigns that if, however, it or its successor or assign wanis to undertake an activity or use on the
FEMA Parcel that will disrupt or otherwise negatively impact the subsurface soil below the depth
of four (4) feet, including any construction activilies involving the disturbance or disruption of
the subsurface soil below the depth of four (4) feet, FEMA or its successor or assign, following
writien notice to and approval by the Army of any such activity or use, shall pay for all costs
associated with the clearance or removal of any OE or OE-related material discovered on the
FEMA Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet. FEMA further covenants on behalf of itself and

-its successors and assigns, that it shall include in any deed or other conveyance document
transferring any interest in any or all of the FEMA Parcel a restrictive covenant that identifies the
use restriction and conditions set forth in this Subsection. It is the intention of FEMA and the
Army that this use restriction shall run with the land comprising the FEMA Parcel.



b. The Army covenants to FEMA and its successors and assigns that the Army shall
provide OE safety assistance at no cost to FEMA or its successor or assign, including the
clearance or removal of any OE or OE-related material discovered on the FEMA Parcel in the
course of non-construction activities, including but not limited to landscaping, routine repair and
maintenance, security surveys, and other activities not involving the disturbance or disruption of
the subsurface soil on the FEMA Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet. FEMA and its
successors and assigns shal| notify the Army immediately if any OE material is discovered, The
Army also covenants to FEMA and its successors and assigns that it shall be responsible for the
investigation and clearance or removal of all chemical munitions and all OE refuse sites found on
the FEMA Parcel. An OE rcfuse site is defined as a site where military munitions have been
collected and disposed of by burial on which there are ten (10) or more munitions in a cubic yard.

FEMA covenants on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns that it and its successors and
assigns shall include notice of these Army covenants in any deed or other conveyance document
transferring any interest in any or all of the FEMA Parcel. :

11. Lands to be transferred to FEMA have been partially surveyed for historic properties.
Known archeological sites are present on the property. These sites may be cligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. As a federal agency; with the responsibility to comply with
all federal laws and regulations that govern the treatment of cultural resources, FEMA will be
responsible-for the completion of any necessary historic property inventories for lands it is to
receive from the Army and for taking into account the effects of its undertakings on histeric
properties discovered there.

E. LIABILITY

1. Each party to this Agreement shall be responsible for any liability arising from its own
conduct. Neither party agrees to insure, defend, or indemnify the other.

2. Except as otherwise provided in this MOA, the Army, rather than FEMA, shall remain
liable and responsible for any costs, claims, or damages arising against the U.S. Government for
the use, management, release or disposal of hazardous substances, hazardous waste, or petrolenm
products, or any other contamination thereof existing on or emanating from Parcel I prior to the
Use Permit Date and for the remainder of the FEMA Parcel up until the date of transfer to
FEMA. FEMA assumes liability and responsibility for contamination caused by use,
management or relcase of hazardous materials, hazardous substances, hazardous wastes or
petroleum products by FEMA for Parcel I as of the Use Permit Date and for the FEMA Parcel as
of the date of its transfer to FEMA.

3. In the circumstances described in Subsection D.2. above, the Army shall remain
responsible for funding and implementing actions to include investigations, sampling, testing,
cleanup, restoration, maintenance, monitoring, closure, five-year reviews, site inspections,
removal actions, remedial actions, comective actions and any other actions necessary to ensure




the protection of human health and the environment. FEMA shall assume no liability or costs
arising out of or related to contamination existing prior to the FEMA Use Permit Date for Parcel
I or prior to the date of transfer for the remainder of the FEMA Parcel.

4, FEMA agrees to hold the Army harmless from, and indemnify the Army against, any
liability for any claims arising out of or in any way predicated on release of any hazardous
substance on Parcel I occurring after the Use Permit Date, and on the remainder of the FEMA
parcels after the date of transfer, where such substance was placed on the property by FEMA, its
SUCCESSOrs OT assigns, its ageats, contractors, invilees, or its lessees or subleases. Unless it 1s
attributable to Army occupancy of the property, the Army will have no liability for future
remediation of any hazardous substances, petroleum, underground and above ground storage
tanks, PCBs, asbestos, lead-based paint, radiological materials, radon, etc., and will have no
liability for damages for personal injury, illness, disability, or death to FEMA employees,
officers, or agents, or any successors or assigns, lessees, licensees, or to any other person,
inciuding members of the general public, arising from or incident to the purchase, transportation,
remaval, handling, use, disposition, or other activity causing or leading to contact of any kind
whatsoever with such substances on the property, whether or not FEMA, its successors or assigns
have properly wamed or failed to properly warmn the individual(s) injured.

F. TRANSFER OF THIS PARCEL WITHOUT WARRANTY OR REPRESENTATION

1. FEMA shall accept transfer of the FEMA Parcel, including ali FEMA owned, built, and
operated buildings, structures and other improvements from the Army without any
representation, warranty, or guaranty by the Army as to the quality, character, condition, size,
kind, or that the same is in condition or fit to be used for the purpose FEMA intends, except for
the Army’s position that the property is suitable for transfer and the Army’s continuing
obligations as provided within this MOA.

2. FEMA shall covenant for itself, its successors, and assigns that it shall include in any
subsequent grant, lease, transfer or conveyance documents all required covenants and restrictions
described in this MOA (such as residential use restriction, digging/ground disturbance limitations) as
well as any required because of FEMA ownership and operation of the facilities (such as lead-based
paint, PCBs and asbestos) and CERCLA 120(h). FEMA agrees that these institutional controls are
necessary on the property because of its occupancy, benefit the public in general and the temitory
surrounding the property, run with the land, and are enforceable by the U. S. Government.

F. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
Any notices to be provided pursuant to this MOA shall be addressed to:

-U.S. Army: Commander, Devens Reserve Forces Training Area, 31 Quebec Street, Devens, MA
014324424, telephone (978) 796-3053. ‘




- Federal Emergency Management Agency: Mr. Vemon L. Wingert, Chief, Support Services
Liaison Branch FEMA, 500 C St, SW, Room 325, Washington, DC 20472, telephone: (202)
646-2872.

G. MISCELLANEOUS AGREEMENTS

1. If any provision of this MOA becomes invalid or unenforceable, the remaining provisions
shall remain in force and unaffected to the extent permitted by law and regulation,

2. In the event of a dispute between the parties, The Army and FEMA agree that they will use
their best efforts to resolve the dispute in an informal fashion through consultation and
communication, or other forms of non-binding alternative dispute resolution mutually acceptable
to the parties. -

H. OBLIGATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

No provision of this agreement shall be interpreted or applied 50 as to obligate the Army or
FEMA in excess or advance of appropriations or otherwise so as to result in a violation of the
Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. Section 1341.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, cach of the partics has executed this MOA effective on the date last
signed, the_ 2/ S*~ day of_mpe. by 2003,

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

WAL
JOSEPH W. WHITAKER |
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations and Housing) OASA(I&E)

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

MICHAEL D. BROWN

Acting Under Secretary

Emergency Preparedness & Response

Department of Homeland Security,

on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency




COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON )

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia,
County of Adington, whose Commission as such expires on the __ 3o0¥A__ day of

_MMJ&L_- 2006, do hereby certify that this day personally appeared befare
me in the Commonwealth of Virginia, County of Arlington, Joseph W. Whitaker, whose

name is signed to the foregoing document and acknowledged this document is his free

act and deed, dated this_2./<7  dayof M 2003.

4.

NOQTARY PUBLIC




THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

S;bscg’bed and swom 1o before me by Michael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this

day of Maaef, 2003

ANDREA WILLIAMS
Notary Public, District of Columbia
My Commission Explres May 14, 2008
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EPA Response to Comments
Sudbury Annex Five Year Review
September 2016

Responses to EPA’s Comments provided in text in Red-line Strike Out (RLSO) on the
Final Sudbury Annex FYR dated September 21, 2016

EPA Letter and RLSO text received September 23, 2016

COMMENTS FROM RLSO TEXT

RTC 1Pg E-ii — Items 1 through 6 — New actions to meet future protectiveness, no FYR
addendum is needed.

RESPONSE: Agreed.

RTC 2Pg E-iii — First paragraph — Delete “There are currently no concerns related to LUCs
identified in this report.”

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.

RTC 3Pg E-iv Table 1/Issues Category: Revise section to following:

1. A water supply well was installed by USF&WS at AOC A9, an area that previously had
contamination. The institutional controls should prevent these actions from occurring in the
future if the groundwater is determined to pose an unacceptable risk. The institutional controls
for groundwater should be evaluated and modified if necessary.

2. Hornet nests are blocking gas vents so they cannot be sampled. The gas vents need to be
cleaned and the sampled in accordance with the LTMMP.

3. Well SUDWP-AT7-0l contained insufficient water to conduct sampling in 2015. The
monitoring plan should be evaluated to determine if this well should be replaced.

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.

RTC 4Pg E-iv Table 1/Recommendations: Revise section to following:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater
investigation is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016 and report data in
accordance with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-AT7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling in 2016. At that time it should
be determined if a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur
during times of a higher water table. A technical memo will be submitted with Army's
recommendation.

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.
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EPA Response to Comments
Sudbury Annex Five Year Review
September 2016

RTC5Pg E-v Table 1/Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review —
Revise table to the following:

Table 1

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

AOC A7 and A9

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issues:

4. The emerging contaminants, Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), Perchlorate,
and 1,4-dioxane may have been disposed of at AOC A7 and AOC AQ.

5. Inaddition, PFAS may have been used at other areas of the site. Impacts from these
contaminants must be evaluated to determine if additional actions are warranted.

6. Contaminants in groundwater at AOC A9 were above MCLs at the time of the 1997
OU2 Management of Migration ROD. The current concentrations of contaminants in
groundwater are not know. A water supply well was installed by USF & WS at AOC 9
and it is unknown if this well is being impacted by current conditions or could be impacted
in the future if used. The current extent of contamination should be characterized and
current and future impacts to this water supply well should be evaluated to determine if the
well should be utilized.

Recommendation:

4. Prepare and implement a sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater
sampling for emerging contaminants, including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane and PFAS at
AOC A7 and A9 to determine if these contaminants are currently impacting groundwater
at AOC7 and AO9.

5. .Prepare and implement a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been used, stored, or
disposed of at any other areas of the site in addition to AOC7 and A9.

6. Prepare and implement a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9 and determine
if historical impacts above the MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could
affect the USFWS water supply well currently or in the future. If the groundwater exhibits
unacceptable risk revise existing ICs to insure that additional water supply wells are not
installed in the future.

Affect Current Protectiveness Affect Future Implementing Oversight Party Milestone Date
Protectiveness Party
No yes Army EPA and MADEP September 2017
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EPA Response to Comments
Sudbury Annex Five Year Review
September 2016

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.

RTC 6 Pg. E-vi — Revise Protectiveness Statement Addendum Due Date to N/A
RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.

RTC 7 Pg E-vi — Table 1 Protectiveness Statement(s) - Revise Protectiveness Statement to
include the following:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater
investigation is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016 and report data in
accordance with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-AT7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be
determined if a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during
times of a higher water table. A technical memo will be submitted with Army's recommendation.

4. Prepare and implement a sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling
for emerging contaminants, including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane and PFAS at AOC A7 and A9 to
determine if these contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOC7 and A9..

5. Prepare and implement a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been used, stored, or
disposed of at any other areas of the site in addition to AOC7 and A9.

6. Prepare and implement a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9 and determine if
historical impacts above the MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the
USFWS water supply well currently or in the future. If the groundwater exhibits unacceptable
risk revise existing ICs to insure that additional water supply wells are not installed in the future.

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.

RTC 8Pg 4-6; Section 4.3.3 Institutional Controls, third bullet first paragraph — change four feet
site wide to four feet site deep.

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted

RTC 9Pg 5-1; Insert 2011 into Section 5.1 heading.
RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted

RTC 10 Pg 5-1 Section 5.1 Table 4 — Insert 2011 into table title.
RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.
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EPA Response to Comments
Sudbury Annex Five Year Review

September 2016
RTC 11 Pg 6-5 Question A — Change question answer from Yes to No.
RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.
RTC 12 Pg 6-5 Question A — Edit first sentence to delete contingency from the landfill cap

description.
RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.

RTC 13 Pg 6-5 Question A — Add to last sentence of first paragraph “at AOC A7”.
RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted.

RTC 14 Pg 6-5 Question A — Edit second paragraph to the following:

“However, a water supply well (A9WSW) was recently installed for potential
recreational/transient use at a seasonal campground location for FWS Interns. The 1997 MOM
ROD stated that there was a presumption that no drinking water wells would be installed at AOC
A9 for residential use due to transfer to the USFW as a refuge, however, no ICs were
implemented to prohibit drinking water wells at AOC A9. Construction details and drinking
water analysis were provided by USFWS. Sample results indicated all compounds were below
MCLs with the exception of naturally occurring compounds arsenic, iron and manganese.
Arsenic was detected at 0.11 mg/L and the MCL is 0.10 mg/L. Iron was detected at 0.52 mg/L
and the MCL is 0.3 mg/l and manganese was detected at 0.069 mg/L and the MCL is 0.05 mg/L.
The well is not in use at this time and is scheduled to be sampled in August 2016 to confirm
these sample results as well as to check for the presence of emerging contaminants.”

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edits will be accepted.

RTC 15 Pg 6-7 Section 6.5.3 Opportunities for Optimization — Add the following to the
end of the section:

“An additional optimization recommendation was for a reduction in VOC analysis to include
only COPCs. COPCs include: PCE, TCE, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene and
trans-1,2-dichloroethene.

Also the optimization evaluation recommended to remove metals analyses from the fall 2016
LTM program. The Interstate Technology and Regulator Council (ITRC) guidance for
groundwater monitoring module evaluation indicates metals can be removed from the analyte
list. ITRC recommends confirmation sampling to be conducted every 5 years until end of post
closure care (PCC). Analyte list can be modified per 310 CMR 19.132(1)(H).”

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted
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EPA Response to Comments
Sudbury Annex Five Year Review
September 2016

RTC 16 Pg 6-10 Section 6.7 Recommendations and Follow Up Actions — Revise the
section to the following:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater
investigation is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016 and report data in
accordance with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-AT7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be
determined if a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during
times of a higher water table. A technical memo will be submitted with Army's recommendation.

4. Prepare sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling for emerging
contaminants, including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane and PFAS at AOC A7 and A9 to determine if
these contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOC7 and A9.

5. .Prepare a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been used, stored, or disposed of at any
other areas of the site in addition to AOC7 and A9.

6. Prepare a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9 and determine if historical impacts
above the MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water
supply well currently or in the future. If the groundwater exhibits unacceptable risk revise
existing ICs to insure that additional water supply wells are not installed in the future

All of these actions that do not affect current protectiveness, but do affect future protectiveness
will be accomplished by the Army. The first three actions (1-3) will be completed by March 30,
2017. The last three actions (4-6) will be completed by September 30, 2017.

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted

RTC 17 Pg 6-11 Section 6.8 Protectiveness Statement — Revise the section to the
following:

The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is
capped and the groundwater is not being used as a drinking water supply at any of the AOCs.
However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to
be taken:

1. Implement temporary ICs to ensure the WSW at AOC A9 is not used until a groundwater
investigation is completed.

2. Remove Hornet nests in gas vents prior to next sampling round in 2016 and report data in
accordance with the LTMMP.

3. The well SUDWP-AT7-01will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be
determined if a new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during
times of a higher water table. A technical memo will be submitted with Army's recommendation.
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EPA Response to Comments
Sudbury Annex Five Year Review
September 2016

4. Prepare sampling and analysis plan and implement groundwater sampling for emerging
contaminants, including perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane and PFAS at AOC A7 and A9 to determine if
these contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOC7 and A9..

5. Prepare a PA work plan to determine if PFAS had been used, stored, or disposed of at any
other areas of the site in addition to AOC7 and A9.

6. Prepare a work plan to evaluate groundwater at AOC A9 and determine if historical impacts
above the MCLs are present and if overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water
supply well currently or in the future. If the groundwater exhibits unacceptable risk revise
existing ICs to insure that additional water supply wells are not installed in the future

RESPONSE: Agreed. Text edit will be accepted
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Response to EPA Comments on Fourth Five-Year Review (FYR) Report for the Former Ft.
Devens-Sudbury Training Annex (STA); Letter dated 12 July 2016

GENERAL COMMENTS

. EPA is not in agreement with the protectiveness statement presented in the Fourth FYR report.
The OU 1 & 2 remedy has been called into question due to the unforeseen installation of a
potable water supply well at AOC A-9. A more appropriate protectiveness statement would
be "Protectiveness Deferred” until such time as more information is known about the
contamination at AOC A-9. In addition, EPA has requested and Army has recommended
sampling for emerging contaminants, which according to guidance (Memorandum dated
September 13, 2012, Subject: Clarifying the Use of Protectiveness Determinations for
CERCLA Five Year Reviews OSWER 9200.2- 111), requires a "Protectiveness Deferred"”
determination.

Therefore, change the protectiveness satement to read, "A protectiveness determination of the
remedy at OUs 1&2 cannot be made at this time until further information is obtained. Further
information will be obtained by taking the following actions:

Evaluating the presence of emerging contaminants in the groundwater at both AOC A7 &
A9, evaluating the presence of site contaminants at AOC A-9, performing a PA to determine
the use, disposal or storage of PFASs across the site, and implementing institutional controls
across the site to ensure no further potable supply wells are installed without proper
groundwater characterization. Itis expected that these actions will take approximately one (1)
year to complete, at which time a protectiveness determination will be made."

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Protectiveness statement has been revised to Protectiveness
Deferred. A statement will be included that indicates additional sampling related to emerging
contaminants will be conducted and that a Preliminary Assessment will be prepared. However, it
should be noted that the original impacts at A9 were remediated and a no further action status
was approved.

Incomplete data from fall 2015 LTM event was also included in this report. The wells that
were sampled continued the downward trend of contamination, however well SUDWP-A7-01
was not sampled. The report is also missing data from 2012 to 2015 at landfill gas points.
The missing well analysis and gas vents testing must be provided as part of the planned
sampling due to the deferred protectiveness of the remedy and must be added to the issues and
recommendations forthe FYR.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Well SUDWP-A7-01 did not have sufficient water present to
collect a sample in the Fall of 2015. Table 11 has been updated to indicate a sample was not
collected. A note was added to the bottom of the table indicating the well was dry.

One Landfill gas point (A7-1) was missing data due to active hornets nests preventing sampling
at that time. However the other gas points were sampled. Annual data for landfill gas sampling
was included as Tables 12 through 15. A note will be added to clarify the Not Sampled as Not
Sampled due to presence of hornets.



3.

SPECIFICCOMMENTS

Table 1, change the single issue noted to the several separate issues with separate
recommendations noted in comments on section 6.6. The addendum due date of September
2017 is acceptable.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Issues have been added to Table 1 as follows:

1. Contaminants in groundwater at AOC A9 were above MCLs at the time of the 1997 OU2
Management of Migration ROD , the sampling will include VOC, SVOCs, PFCs,
Perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, TPH-DRO and TAL Metals (total). Sampling of the new water
supply well at A9 will be conducted in August 2016.

2. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) may have been used at the site. EPA has
requested and Army has agreed to perform a preliminary assessment (PA) to determine if
PFASs were used, stored, or disposed of across the site.

3. The emerging contaminants PFASs & 1,4-dioxane may have been disposed of at AOC A7
and Army has agreed to sample the groundwater at AOC A-7 to determine if they are
present.

4. Hornet nests in landfill gas standpipes will be removed.

5. Well SUDWP-AT7-0l contained insufficient water to conduct sampling in 2015. The well
will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be determined if a new well
should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of a higher
water table.

Section 6.2, page 6-1. Please indicate whether or not any comments from the public have
been received. Please also provide the Army's responses in an appendix. If none have been
received please include a sentence stating, "no substantive comments were received."

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Text has been added stating that no substantive comments were
received from the public.

Section 6.4.2, first paragraph on page 6-3. Please clarify what FYR the sampling frequency
of the LTM wells will be evaluated. Will it be added to this FYR or kept the same until the
next FYR in 20217

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The LTM sampling will be evaluated in the next FYR on 2021.
The last sentence in this paragraph has been revised to clarify an evaluation was conducted
during this FYR and that another evaluation will be conducted in 2021 as part of the next FYR.

Please reconcile section 6.4.2 with section 6.5.3 and the LTMMP section 2 with the LTMMP
appendix A.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Please see response to Comment #5.

Section 6.5 Question A. Please re-write this section to state the answer is No. The 1997
MOM ROD stated that there was a presumption that no drinking water wells would be
installed at AOC A-9 due to the transfer to the USF&WS as a refuge. While the ROD
indicated that there was no DNAPL, there was contamination above MCLs. However, no
ICs were implemented to ensure the aquifer was not used as a drinking water aquifer. The
remedy is not working as intended at AOC A-9 and therefore the answer to Question A
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needs to be re-written to reflect this issue. However, please keep the language concerning
the landfill cap, gas ventilation system, and drainage systems which are functioning, but
note that the remedy is not working as intended for the reasons stated here.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The remedy at AOC A7 is functioning as intended. It is premature to
make assumptions that an ESD for ICs or RAO modifications be implemented without the August
sampling results and Preliminary Assessment report conclusions. The remedy at AOC A9
evaluated residential future use to provide a conservative estimate of risk from exposure to site
contaminants that were removed and properly disposed of at the RCRA landfill developed at
AOC A7. Additionally the installation of a water supply well for potential recreational purposes
does not change or undermine the remedy assumptions. It should be noted that residential use
implies daily consumption and the potential for daily exposure, whereas as recreational use is
limited to a season with limited exposure potential.

Question A has been revised to include the following:

Yes. The contingency landfill cap, gas ventilation system, and drainage system at AOC A7
achieve the RAOs stated in the ROD. ICs continue to prohibit any use of groundwater as
drinking water and any undesired use of the land.

The 1997 MOM ROD stated that there was a presumption that no drinking water wells would be
installed at AOC A9 for residential use due to transfer to the USFW as a refuge. A water supply
well (A9WSW) was recently installed for potential recreational/transient use at a seasonal
campground location for FWS Interns. Construction details and drinking water analysis were
provided by USFWS. Sample results indicated all compounds were below MCLs with the
exception of naturally occurring compounds arsenic, iron and manganese. Arsenic was detected
at 0.11 mg/L and the MCL is 0.10 mg/L. Iron was detected at 0.52 mg/L and the MCL is 0.3 mg/I
and manganese was detected at 0.069 mg/L and the MCL is 0.05 mg/L. The well is not in use at
this time and is scheduled to be sampled in August 2016 to confirm these sample results as well
as to check for the presence of emerging contaminants.

. Section 6.5 Question B. Please re-write this section to state that the answer is No. The 1997
MOM ROD stated that there was a presumption that no drinking water wells would be
installed at AOC A-9 due to the transfer to the USF&WS as a refuge. That exposure
assumption was found to be wrong during the FYR inspection when a drinking water well
was identified at AOC A-9. The RAO should also be updated to prevent consumption of
contaminated groundwater. An ESD or a ROD Amendment must be initiated to update the
RAOs and create additional institutional controls. Additionally, the changes in some of the
exposure assumptions, such as body weight, and toxicity values, such as TCE, would also
require an answer of No for this question. It should be stated that some of the exposure
assumptions and toxicity values are no longer valid.

RESPONSE: Disagree. As stated previously, it is premature to make assumptions that an ESD
for ICs or RAO modifications be implemented without the August 2016 sampling results and
Preliminary Assessment conclusions. The exposure assumptions, toxicity data and RAOs used at
the time of the remedy are still valid. All impacted soils were removed from A9 and properly
disposed at the RCRA landfill installed at A7. Previous reporting indicated A9 was sufficiently
remediated and that no further action was required. The remedy assumption that site A9
groundwater will not be used for residential purposed is still valid given the FWS stated

potential use of the new well.
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The well, which is not in use, is being sampled by Army to determine if its use presents any
potential harm to human health. Sampling results provided by FWS for the well (see Response
to Comment #7), indicate all compounds were detected below MCL, with the exception of
naturally occurring arsenic, iron and manganese.

9. Section 6.5 Question C. Please re-write this section to state the answer is Yes. The Army is
aware that a drinking water well was installed at AOC A-9 without knowledge of the current
groundwater quality. In addition, the discussion about PFCs should still be included in this
section.

RESPONSE: Disagree. It is unknown at this time if any compounds of concern are present. As
indicated in the response to comments 7 and 8, additional testing will be required to determine if
any emerging contaminants are present that may affect the remedy. The purpose and use of the
water supply well needs to be evaluated pending the sample results and conclusions of the
Preliminary Assessment report. Please also refer the previous Responses to Comments #7 and
#8.

10. Section 6.5.1, top of page 6-6. MW JO-A07-M61 was not gauged in 2015 because the Army
couldn't find it. Add a concern of well location and a recommendation of GPS use to locate
all of the wells.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The use of GPS coordinates has been included, the statement
added includes:

o Due to heavy brush and undergrowth at monitoring locations located outside of the landfill
cap area, GPS will be used to determine well locations.

11.Section 6.5.2.1. Army has not sampled landfill gas since 2011. Five years of not sampling
gas is unacceptable and not in accordance with the approved 2015 LTMMP. Add an issue of
landfill gas not being sampled and a recommendation for removal of Bee Nests from all
landfill gas pipes.

RESPONSE: Disagree. Landfill gas has been sampled at one or more sampling vents since
2011 with a few exceptions where active hornets’ nests were found. See response to Specific
Comment #2 above. A recommendation has been added.

12.Section 6.5.3. This section corresponds with EPA's understanding that well OHM-A7-51
would be sampled in the fall of 2015. However, there is no data for this well included in
Table 11.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Well OHM-A7-51 was removed from the LTM sample list in the
2015 LTMMP (See section 2.1.8.2 and Table 3.8 of the 2015 LTMMP).

13. Section 6.5.5, bottom on page 6-7. Define OE and include definition in Acronym Table.
RESPONSE: Comment noted. The term will be defined and included in the Acronym Table.

14. Section 6.5.5, top of page 6-8. Define MEC and include definition in Acronym Table.
RESPONSE: Comment noted. The term will be defined and included in the Acronym Table.

15. Section 6.5.6 should be modified. Some of the exposure assumptions and toxicity data have
changed since the remedy was implemented, which means they are no longer valid. Any
changes should be evaluated in this section with regard to their potential effect on remedy
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protectiveness. Additionally, as stated above the RAOS are not being met because a drinking
water well was installed at AOC A-9. An ESD or ROD amendment must be initiated to
update the RAOs and create additional institutional controls. The RAOs should be updated to
prevent the consumption of contaminated groundwater. In addition, Army could ill date in
this section that the landfill cap, gas ventilation system, and drainage system are functioning
properly. Army should also include the current language about evaluation of PFCs in this
section.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The RAO’s related to A7 are operating as intended. The water supply
well is being evaluated as indicated previously. See Response to Comments #7, #8 and #9.
Pending the sampling results being conducted by the Army in August 2016 and the Preliminary
Assessment results, a determination will be made at that time if the RAQ’s are not being met. It is
premature to make assumptions than ESD for ICs or RAO modifications be implemented without
the August sampling results and Preliminary Assessment conclusions. In addition, the status of
this FYR is protectiveness deferred until the results of the PA and the additional sampling are
conducted.

16.Please change the statement in section 6.6 to acknowledge the following issues that affect
futureprotectiveness.

1. Contaminants in groundwater at AOC A9 were above MCLs at the time of the 1997
OU2 Management of Migration ROD but no institutional controls for AOC A-9 were
included in the remedy nor was monitoring included in the ROD for AOC A-9. The
Army's recommendation to sample the groundwater at AOC A9 is agreed with. If
contamination is found above risk levels, an ESD or ROD Amendment to include
monitoring and institutional controls to prohibit groundwater use for a drinking water
source until either well head treatment is installed or contamination has attenuated at
A-9or the well will need to be abandoned.

2. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) may have been used at the site. EPA has
requested and Army has agreed to perform apreliminary assessment (PA) to determine
ifand where PFASs were used, stored, or disposed of across the site. Please provide a
schedule for the PA.

3. The emerging contaminants PFASs & 14-dioxane may have been disposed of at AOC
A7 and Army has agreed to sample the groundwater at AOC A-7 to determine if they
are present.

4. Landfill gas sampling has not been performed since 2011 due to hornet nests in the
standpipes. Nests must be removed and landfill gas must be sampled during the fall
2016 sampling event.

5. Well SUDWP-AT7-0l went dry during sampling event in 2015. Either a new well
should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of a higher
water table (spring).

RESPONSE: Disagree with a portion of comment 1 and all of comment 4. Sampling has been
conducted. See Tables 12 through 15. Removal of hornets nests has been included. The
following items are added to Section 6.6.

1. Contaminants in groundwater at AOC A9 were above MCLs at the time of the
1997 OU2 Management of Migration ROD , the sampling will include VOC, SVOCs5



PFCs, Perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, TPH-DRO and TAL Metals (total). Sampling of the new
water supply well at A9 will be conducted in August 2016.

2. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) may have been used at the site. EPA
has requested and Army has agreed to perform a preliminary assessment (PA) to
determine if PFASs were used, stored, or disposed of across the site.

3. The emerging contaminants PFASs & 1,4-dioxane may have been disposed of at
AOC A7 and Army has agreed to sample the groundwater at AOC A-7 to determine if
they are present.

4. Hornet nests in landfill gas standpipes will be removed.

5. Well SUDWP-A7-01 contained insufficient water to conduct sampling in 2015.
The well will be redeveloped prior to sampling. At that time it should be determined if a
new well should be installed at a deeper depth or sampling should occur during times of
a higher water table.

17.Section 6.6 and 6.7. There are several issues that affect protectiveness at the Former Sudbury

Training Annex that EPA has listed above, please include the issue noted and the
recommendations requested above. Include these inthe table at the front of the document.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Table 1 has been updated to include the noted issues. Please
note, per the 2015 LTMMP, landfill gas monitoring will be conducted every 5 years and included
with the FYR. The next landfill gas sampling will occur in 2021.

18.The Recommendation Section 6.7 of the FYR recommends several of the same

19.

20.

21.

recommendations as were proposed in the 2015 final LTMMP, however, a new recommendation
to only report COPCs in the VOC analysis was included. There was no justification for this new
recommendation nor was a list of COPCs referenced. The other FYR LTMP change
recommendations, which EPA agrees with, had been evaluated in the Appendix A of the final
2015 LTMMP. Provide a justification for the reporting of only COPCs and what contaminants
are proposed to be reported.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Bullets 2 and 3 were removed. Suggested COPCs include: PCE,
TCE, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene and trans-1,2-dichloroethene. These
compounds have been detected consistently over the years.

Section 6.8, please change the protectiveness statement to be consistent with the first
comment.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The protectiveness statement has been revised.
The OSI Mann-Kendal Toolkit has no sampling date labels for 4,4' -DDD. Please include.
RESPONSE: Comment noted. Figure revised.

Picture 8 of the Landfill Photograph has ripped geotextile as noted in the picture description.
This is not noted in the inspection & Maintenance Check List. Please include and provide a
recommendation to repair.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. This has been added to the Inspection Checklist and added to the
repairs scheduled to be completed.



Response to David Chaffin Comments on the 2016 Five Year Review Report for Former
Sudbury Training Annex, received June 13, 2016:

. Section 1.0: As noted here, five-year reviews are required for all sites where hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain above levels that allow for unrestricted
use. Accordingly, the five-year review report should identify and review all of the sites on
the former Sudbury Annex property where hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remain above levels that allow for unrestricted use. In particular, the report
should include a separate review of AOC A9, where hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminants including chlorinated solvents and petroleum constituents with concentrations
exceeding unrestricted levels remained following completion of remedial actions (e.g., refer
to September 1997 ROD).

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The data gap investigation conducted in 1996 at AOC A9 verified
that a DNAPL plume was not present in soils at AOC A9 and that concentrations of dissolved
solvents in groundwater samples collected in June 1996 were consistent or less than
concentrations previously reported for the site. The 1997 Final Technical Memorandum for AOC
A9 concluded that groundwater contamination at AOC A9 posed no significant ecological risks.
It also stated that groundwater contamination did not pose a human-health risk, at that time and
recommended no further action at AOC A9. The ROD specifically sates that FYRs for AOC A9
would not be performed. Therefore a five year review is not warranted at AOC A9.

. Section 3.1, Second Paragraph: Please confirm/correct statements indicating that AOC A9
contained a rail yard maintenance area, pesticide storage area, and ammunition disposal
area.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The information was obtained from previous reports and has
been confirmed.

. Section 4.1, Third to Last Paragraph: Text should be clarified to indicate that the cited
prohibition against drinking water use only applies to AOC A7. The Army-FWS MOA
(Appendix G) did not impose a groundwater use restriction on AOC A9.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The text has been clarified to show the prohibition against
drinking water pertains to AOC A7.

. Section 6.5: For AOC A9, the answer to Question A (Is the remedy functioning as
intended?) should be NO. The September 1997 ROD is based on the assumption that
groundwater at AOC A9 would not be used as a drinking water source. The recent
installation of a potable water well at AOC A9 (Section 6.4.4) is inconsistent with this
assumption.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The remedy at AOC A7 is functioning as intended. Per the MOM ROD
Remedy a FYR is not required for AOC A9. See response to EPA Comment #7.

. Section 6.5: For AOC A9, the answer to Question B (Are the exposure assumptions...still
valid?) should be NO. The September 1997 ROD is based on the assumption that
groundwater at AOC A9 would not be used as a drinking water source. The recent
installation of a potable water well at AOC A9 (Section 6.4.4) is inconsistent with this
assumption.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. See response to EPA comment #7, 8 and 9.



. Section 6.5, Question C (Has other information come to light that could call into question
the protectiveness of the remedy?): In addition to noting the potential presence of emerging
contaminants (PFCs, perchlorate, and 1,4-dioxane), the answer to Question C should note
the recent installation of a potable water well at AOC A9 (Section 6.4.4). The installation of
a potable water supply well at a site where groundwater contaminant levels may exceed
drinking water standards certainly calls the protectiveness of the remedy into question.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The response to Question C has been revised accordingly to
address the AOC A9 well. See response to EPA Comment #7, 8 and 9.

. Sections 6.5.4, 6.5.5, 6.5.6, and 6.6: As outlined in preceding comments, text should be
revised to indicate that there are early indications of remedy failure at AOC A9, to note that
institutional controls reflecting the assumption that that drinking water would not be drawn
from AOC A9 have not been imposed, to note that the remedy for AOC A9 is not
performing as intended, and to identify these problems as issues that affect the
protectiveness of the AOC A9 remedy.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The text has been updated to discuss the installation of the water
supply well at AOC A9. See Response to EPA Comments #7, 8 and 9.

Figure 1: Please: (1) add a note to explain the distinction between “A” sites and “P” sites,
and (2) identify all sites where hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain
above levels that allow for unrestricted use.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Documentation regarding the naming justification of A sites and
P sites was not located in historical documentation. As such Figure 1 was revised to indicate the
locations of A7 and A9 using current GIS maps.

. Appendix B.2: Please add interview dates to the questionnaires that do not have interview
dates, and delete the first sentence from the USACE representative’s questionnaire.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Questionnaires have been updated with interview dates.
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