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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This fifth Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Five-
Year Review (FYR) was conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) – New England 
District (NAE), for the remedial actions for the former Sudbury Training Annex Area of Contamination 
(AOC) A7 and covers the time period between September 27, 2016 to September 2021. This review, which 
was completed in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Comprehensive Five-
Year Review Guidance (USEPA, 2001) and with applicable portions of EPA Region 1 FY2021 
Supplemental Template (USEPA Region I, 2021) was performed from January to September 2021. This is 
the fifth comprehensive FYR performed for the former Sudbury Training Annex covering the time period 
from September 27, 2016 to September 2021. The previous Five-Year Review was completed in September 
2016.  The purpose of a FYR is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to determine 
if the remedy is or will be, protective of human health and the environment. In addition, FYR reports 
identify issues, if any, found during the review, and provide recommendations to address them. 
The former Sudbury Training Annex occupies approximately 2,300 acres in the Middlesex County, 
Massachusetts. The former Sudbury Training Annex was deleted from the National Priorities List (NPL) 
in January 2002.  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, and the Massachusetts Department of Fire Services currently control the land. 
This review addresses only the AOC A7 source area since the rest of former Sudbury Annex had no further 
action decision documents after sites were assessed in preliminary assessments and/or site investigations 
and no further actions per records of decision (ROD) after removal actions. Also, the AOC A9 source area 
was cleaned up to levels that are protective of human health and the environment as a result of the remedial 
action. At the time of the ROD, USFWS requested the majority of the land, including AOC A9, become 
part of a wildlife refuge. The AOC A7 source area is the only site where contaminants remain in place and 
where conditions do not allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, and is subject to a FYR. The 
ROD for the AOC A7 source area included land use controls to limit future site use and to restrict site 
access. The land use restrictions specified in the Memorandum of Agreement with USFWS when the 
property was transferred included a prohibition on surface application of water at AOC A7 and prohibition 
of extraction, consumption, exposure, or utilization of groundwater underlying AOC A7. The groundwater 
at AOC A7 was addressed via a management of migration operable unit (OU) ROD for groundwater at 
AOC A7 and A9 (OHM, 1997), which specified no further action including no land use controls.   
This FYR focuses on the Source Control (SC) remedy for the former Sudbury Training Annex at AOC A7, 
where waste remains in place.  The remedy consisted of the following components: 

• Excavation and offsite disposal of laboratory waste at AOC A7; 

• Excavation of contaminated soil at AOC A9 and consolidation of this soil under a Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) cap at AOC A7; 

• Environmental monitoring and operation and maintenance at AOC A7; and 

• Land use controls (LUCs) at AOC A7.  

The 1995 SC ROD included the following remedial action objectives (RAO) for AOC A7:  

• Eliminate potential risk to human health and the environment associated with exposure to 
contaminated wastes; 
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• Minimize off-site migration of contaminants; and 

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

During the FYR period, 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. LUCs in 
place at the former Sudbury Training Annex ensure protectiveness of the remedy from adjacent landowners 
and involved entities. The LUCs required by the 1995 SC ROD are detailed in Clause C8 of the 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the U.S. Army (Army) and the current property owners, the 
USFWS dated 28 September 2000 (Appendix F). The LUCs protect the AOC A7 landfill 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.  
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. For this fifth five-year review, an Issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter 
fence. It is recommended that the perimeter fence be repaired. 
The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is capped, 
and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use of the site. Annual and FYR 
site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced. In order for the remedy to be protective 
in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be repaired. It is recommended that the long-term monitoring 
and maintenance plan (LTMMP) be revised to eliminate analysis of pesticides, cyanide, and chemical 
oxygen demand as concentrations have decreased and remained low or nondetect. It is also recommended 
that the sampling frequency be decreased to once every five years one year prior to the next FYR as 
concentrations have decreased to low concentrations or are nondetect. The landfill will be 30 years old in 
2026 and it is recommended the Army assess the continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) 
and if after completing this assessment it is deemed appropriate, transition from Post-Closure Care to 
Custodial Care during the next review period (ITRC, 2006) in accordance with the referenced guidance. 
Monitoring is required so long as there is CERCLA waste remaining on-site. 
In 2016, USFWS installed a bedrock water supply well at AOC A9. While there were no groundwater 
restrictions at AOC A9, the Army agreed as part of the outcome to the 2016 FYR to sample groundwater , 
to confirm historic volatile organic carbon (VOC) compounds detected at AOC A9 as well as to evaluate 
emerging contaminants. Various activities were conducted by numerous entities at AOC A9 POL Burn 
Area. At the former fire training area portion of AOC A9, the Massachusetts Fire Fighting Academy 
conducted fire training exercises. Investigation of the overburden groundwater at AOC A9 indicated 
historic VOC concentrations (sampled in June 2018) have further attenuated to concentrations below 
applicable federal and state standards.  Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) were not detected in 
the USFWS well (sampled in August 2016) but were detected in the overburden groundwater (sampled in 
June 2018).  A decision document has not yet been prepared for PFAS as a Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERALCA) site inspection is being conducted at AOC A9 
and AOC P13, which includes sampling a combination of groundwater, soil, surface water and sediment. 
Currently, the USFWS water supply well at AOC A9 is not in use. A summary of the PFAS investigation 
work at the former Sudbury Training Annex is presented in Section 12.    
The FYR Report Summary Form is included as Table 1. 
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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  

SITE STATUS 

NPL Status:  Deleted 

Multiple OUs?  
Yes 
 

Has the site achieved construction completion? 
Yes 

REVIEW STATUS 

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:   September 27, 2016 - September 26, 2021 

Date of site inspection:   January 6, 2021  

Type of review:  Statutory 

Review number:  5 

Triggering action date: 09/26/2016 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 09/26/2021 
 

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review: 
 

OU(s):  Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance 
 

Issue: The perimeter fence needs to be repaired 

Recommendation: Repair the perimeter fence. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight Party Milestone Date 

No Yes Federal Facility 
 

EPA 11/30/2021 
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Protectiveness Statement(s) 

Former Sudbury 
Annex 
OU1 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Short-term Protective 
 

Addendum Due Date  
(if applicable): N/A 

The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is 
capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use of the site. 
Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced. In order for the 
remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be repaired, to ensure long-term 
protectiveness. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC has prepared this comprehensive five-year review (FYR) of the 
remedial actions for the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) site at the former Fort Devens Army Installation (Fort Devens) Sudbury Training Annex. This 
is the fifth comprehensive FYR that has been performed for one area of contamination (AOC) at the former 
Sudbury Training Annex. Specifically, this FYR addresses the AOC A7 source area, where waste remains 
in place and thus, is subject to a FYR. No further action was needed to address the groundwater at AOC A7, 
and therefore it will not be addressed in this FYR.   
This fifth five-year review report covers the period from September 27, 2016 to September 2021.This 
report has been prepared in accordance with the CERCLA § 121, the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 300.430(f)(4)(ii) 
and U.S. Environmental Protection (EPA) and Department of Defense (DoD) guidance documents. 
Section 121(c) of CERCLA and Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the 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 exposure following the 
completion of all remedial actions for the site. As stated in the NCP, statutory FYRs are required no less 
than every five years after the initiation of the remedial action. The triggering action for this statutory 
review is the submittal date of September 26, 2016 for the previous FYR. 

1.1 Purpose of the Review 

This report documents the methods, findings, and conclusions of the CERCLA FYR conducted by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on behalf of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC), at the 
former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts. The purpose of the FYR is to evaluate the 
implementation and performance of a remedy to determine if the remedy is or will be protective of human 
health and the environment. In addition, FYR reports identify issues, if any, found during the review, and 
identify recommendations to address them. 

 
  



Fifth Five-Year Review Report (2016-2021) 
Former Sudbury Training Annex 
BRAC Legacy Sites          

  
  
 1-2 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

This page is intentionally blank. 



Fifth Five-Year Review Report (2016-2021) 
Former Sudbury Training Annex 
BRAC Legacy Sites          

  
  
 2-1 

 

2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY 

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-A11 1980 
USAEHA Hydrogeological and Subsurface Investigation of AOCs A1-A11 1983 
NUS conducted Preliminary Assessment (PA)/Site Investigation (SI) PA (1985), SI (1987) 
Dames & Moore completed RI for AOCs A1-A11 and potential contamination 
sources in the vicinity of the Capehart Family Housing Area, Puffer Pond, and 
associated streams 

1986 

Site listed on National Priorities List (NPL) February 21, 1990 
Expanded RI – Dames & Moore 1990 
Federal Facility Agreement signed November 1991 
Feasibility Study completed May 1995 
ROD – Source Control Operable Unit (OU) for AOC A7 (OU1) and AOC A9 
(OU2) 

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 
Monitoring Well Installation 1992-1996 
ROD – Management of Migration OU’s for AOC A4, AOC A7 and AOC A9 September 1997 
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 
Former Sudbury Training 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 
Fort Devens (former 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 Fort Devens to the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 

March 31, 2003 

Modification to Memorandum of Agreement between U.S. Army and FEMA 
for the transfer of real property at former Sudbury Training Annex 

FEMA signature dated 
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-A07-01 installed to replace JO-A07-M62 November 2013 
Long-term monitoring and maintenance plan updated February 2015 
Fourth Five Year Review September 2016 
Monitoring well SUDA7-19-01 installed to replace SUDWP-A07-01 September 2019 
Long-term monitoring and maintenance plan updated July 2020 
Fifth Five Year Review September 2021 



Fifth Five-Year Review Report (2016-2021) 
Former Sudbury Training Annex 
BRAC Legacy Sites          

  
  
 2-2 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

This page is intentionally blank. 



Fifth Five-Year Review Report (2016-2021) 
Former Sudbury Training Annex 
BRAC Legacy Sites          

  
  
 3-1 

 

3.0 BACKGROUND 

The former Sudbury Training Annex comprises a total of 73 study areas (SA) and AOCs that have been 
identified since the 1980s (Weston, 2001). The Sudbury Training Annex became part of Fort Devens, now 
the Devens Reserve Forces Training Area, in 1982. In 1995 the Sudbury Training Annex was placed on 
the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list.   
The former Sudbury Training Annex was deleted from the NPL in January 2002. Ongoing operations and 
maintenance (O&M) of the landfill cap and groundwater monitoring occurs annually.  

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 (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 
Training 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 former Sudbury 
Training Annex, including Puffer Pond, White Pond, and Lake Boon.   

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 II, 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, running, hunting, and fishing (Figure 3). 
AOC A7 is within a portion of the refuge that the USFWS has designated as an area that is  closed to the 
public. The closed area is shown in Figure 3. 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. Numerous educational programs 
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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 regard to hunting, there are currently no stocking or management practices. The only dogs 
allowed on the refuge are hunting dogs. Fishing is authorized in accordance with state law. 
In 2003, approximately 72 acres of the former Sudbury Training Annex were transferred to the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  FEMA formerly had a permit to occupy a parcel of the former 
Sudbury Training 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 center.  
About four acres of the former Sudbury Training 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 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 Training Annex include mostly residential land with some 
commercial development north and northeast of the site.  

3.3 History of Contamination 

AOC A7, known as the Old Gravel Pit Landfill, was 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.).  

3.4 Initial Response 

In February 1990, the site was officially listed on the NPL. The Federal Facility Agreement (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. 
Investigations were followed up with removal of contaminated soil and underground storage tanks within 
the former Sudbury Training Annex. To prevent trespassers from physical harm or from coming in contact 
with contaminated areas, the Army fenced off several sites and buildings. The former Sudbury Training 
Annex was officially deleted from the NPL in 2002 (USACE, 2011).  

3.5 Basis for Taking Action 

The 1994 remedial investigation (RI) (OHM, 1994) showed results for current and potential future use risk 
scenarios. Maximum risks via the current use soil ingestion scenario were a hazard index of 0.9 and a 
cancer risk of 3x10-05 (OHM, 1995). Maximum risks via the potential future use scenario (residential soil 
and sediment ingestion and groundwater use) were a hazard index of 1 and a cancer risk of 5x10-04 (OHM, 
1995). Contaminants listed in Table 3 were identified in the RI for AOC A7 (OHM, 1994).  
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Table 3 

Contaminants Initially Identified at AOC A7 

Soil Groundwater Surface 
Water 

Sediment 

Pesticides Pesticides Metals Semivolatile Organic 
Compounds (SVOC) 

4,4’-DDT (DDD and DDE) 4,4’-DDT (DDD and 
DDE) 

Iron N-nitroso-n-propylamine 
Dieldrin  
Endosulfan    
Alpha chlordane Alpha chlordane  N,N-bis(2-

hydroxyethyl)dodecamid
 

Heptachlor Dieldrin  
Heptachlor epoxide Gamma-BHC (lindane)  Volatile Organic 

Compound (VOC)  
Beta-benzenehexachloride Endrin aldehyde  Acetone 
Beta-endosulfan Heptachlor epoxide  Methyl chloride 
Herbicides Beta-endosulfan  Metals 
Silvex Alpha-

hexachlorocyclohexane 
 Iron 

DCPA  Aluminum 
Polychlorinated biphenyls Gamma-

hexachlorocyclohexane 
  

Aroclors 1242, 1248, 1254, 1260   
Explosives Semivolatile Organic 

Compounds (SVOC) 
  

cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine 
(RDX) 

 
 

Naphthalene   

PAHs Volatile Organic 
Compound (VOC)  

  

Anthracene Chlorobenzene   
Benzo(a)anthracene Chloroform   
Naphthalene Tetrachloroethene   
Phenanthrene Acetone   
Pyrene Methylene chloride   
2-methylnaphthalene 1,1,1-tetrachloroethane   
1,5-dimethylnaphthalene 1,1-dichloroethene   
Semivolatile Organic 
Compounds (SVOC) 

Trichloroethene   

Bi(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate    
Hexadecanoic (palmitic) acid Metals   
Octodecanoic (stearic) acid Lead   
Volatile Organic Compound 
(VOC)  

Explosives   

Acetone 3-nitrotoluene   
1,1,1-trichloroethane 1,3,5-trinitrobenzene   
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Soil Groundwater Surface 
Water 

Sediment 

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    
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4.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS 

This section discusses the remedial action objectives (RAO) and the selection and implementation of the 
remedial actions for AOC A7 (Figure 4), where waste remains in place.  

4.1 Remedial Action Objectives 

No cleanup concentration requirements are stipulated in the 1995 source control (SC) ROD.  
The 1995 SC ROD states that for AOC A7, the 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 SC ROD states that for AOC A9, the RAO is: 

• Reduce potential risk to human health associated with exposure to contaminated soil. 
With respect to cleanup levels for AOC A7, 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. 

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: 

• 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; 

• Environmental monitoring and O&M at AOC A7; and 

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

4.3 Remedy Implementation 

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): 
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• 12 inches of subgrade fill 

• A geocomposite gas collection layer 

• A geosynthetic clay liner 

• A 40-mil linear low density polyethylene geomembrane 

• A geocomposite drainage layer 

• 15 inches of drainage sand 

• 15 inches of filter sand; and, 

• 6 inches of vegetative support soil (topsoil) 
The Final Operations and Maintenance Plan for the Landfill AOC A7 (Roy F. Weston, 1997a) detailed the 
groundwater monitoring program. The current groundwater monitoring program is detailed in the 2020 
long-term monitoring and maintenance plan (LTMMP) (KGS, 2020c). The LUCs associated with the 1995 
SC ROD were identified in the Environmental Condition of Property and in the Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) (Appendix F), detailing the agreements between the Army and USFWS regarding 
transferal of the former Sudbury Training Annex land. 

4.3.1 Systems Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
The 1997 Operations and Maintenance Plan (Roy F. Weston, 1997a) entails operational measures to ensure 
that the remedy continues to be effective at the AOC A7 landfill and surrounding area. Inspections of the 
landfill are conducted annually and documented in annual inspection reports that are included in the 2016 
through 2020 Annual Reports (KGS, 2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021). The annual 
landfill inspection activities consist of checking the integrity and functionality of the following items:   

• Landfill cap 

• Gas vents 

• Drainage system 

• Access road 

• Perimeter fence 

4.3.1.1 Drainage System Maintenance 

As part of LTMMP 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. In February 2018, moss growth was removed from the exposed geotextile and toe drain 
(KGS, 2019b). The cap drainage system has been found to be in good condition and the drainage channels 
are free of sediment and debris aside from minor unwanted vegetative growth in the riprap areas.   

4.3.1.2 Landfill Cover Maintenance 

There has been no evidence of poor conditions affecting the cover surface. No new depressions have been 
noted with the exception of a groundhog burrow observed in 2018 by Gas Vent #2 which was backfilled 
in 2019. Vegetative growth has been monitored. Sapling growth on the landfill cap was cut flush to the 
ground in February 2018 (KGS, 2019b). Ripped sections of geotextile observed on the northeast slope 
during landfill inspection conducted in November 2016 (KGS, 2017b) were later determined to be excess 
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fabric (KGS, 2018b). The excess fabric was removed in February 2018 (KGS, 2018b). Small rodent 
burrows were filled in on the landfill cap in 2020 (Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021). 

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 replaced in February 2018 (KGS, 2018b).   

4.3.1.4 Perimeter Fence Maintenance  

The fence line is inspected annually as part of the landfill monitoring activities. Clearing of debris from 
the fence line and repair of the fence and gates is conducted. Trees leaning against the fence were removed 
in April 2017 and the fence was repaired in August 2017 (KGS, 2018b). In February 2018, trees leaning 
against the south, western, and eastern fence lines were removed, and a third chain was added to the 
northern access gate (KGS, 2019b). In 2019, security chains were added to the northern gate in July, fallen 
trees and branches were removed from the fence in November, and gates along the northern fence line 
were repaired in December (KGS, 2020d). In October 2020, some fallen trees and branches were removed 
from the fence line (Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021).  

4.3.1.5 Long-Term Landfill Gas Monitoring  

Landfill gas monitoring was conducted annually until 2017.  Monitoring was conducted in 2020 to support 
the fifth FYR and will be conducted every five years to support future FYRs. The 2016, 2017, and 2020 
annual reports (KGS, 2017b, 2018b) (Seres-Arcadis, 2021) include results of landfill gas monitoring 
events.   

4.3.2 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. Revisions to the sampling program have been made over time as 
concentrations have decreased with time. Currently, wells are sampled annually and biennially 
(KGS, 2020c).   
Revisions to the monitoring program during this FYR period were formalized in the Summary of Changes 
to the LTMMP for Area of Contamination A7 Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts 
(KGS, 2018a) and the Final Long-Term Monitoring and Maintenance Plan (LTMMP) Area of 
Contamination (AOC) A7 (KGS 2020a). Changes to the LTMMP during this FYR period include the 
removal of metals analysis beginning with the fall 2016 LTM program (Sovereign/HGL, 2015; KGS, 
2016a). The sampling frequency at OHM-A7-08, SUD-A07-065, and SUD-A07-14 was revised from 
annually to biennially (Sovereign/HGL, 2015; KGS, 2017b). These wells were sampled in 2016, 2018, and 
2020. Samples are collected annually at downgradient monitoring well SUDWP-A07-01 and SUD-A7-19-
01, which replaced SUDWP-A07-01 (decommissioned in 2019).  
Annually, groundwater elevations are measured at 12 monitoring wells, one wellpoint, and two staff gauge 
locations. Monitoring wells were sampled for VOCs, pesticides, chemical oxygen demand (COD) and 
cyanide and water quality parameters. 

4.3.3 Land Use Controls  
The 1995 SC ROD required implementation of LUCs to limit future use of AOC A7. The AOC A7 LUCs 
are detailed in Clause C8 of the MOA for the transfer of property between the Army and USFWS 
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(Appendix F). The LUCs indicate USFWS and its successors and assigns shall not disturb the landfill liner 
or any components of the containment system or function of the monitoring system. The LUCs prohibit: 

• Surface application of water that could affect the effectiveness of the containment system. 

• Extraction, consumption, exposure, or utilization of groundwater underlying AOC A7. 

• Any disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of land within the boundaries of 
AOC A7 in any manner (construction, filling, drilling, excavation, or change in topography) that 
might interfere with the response action within AOC A7. 

• Any disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of land within the boundaries of 
AOC A7 in any manner (construction, filling, drilling, excavation, or change in topography) that 
might interfere with the protectiveness of the remedy. 

• Any activity within AOC A7 that will result in disturbance of the mobilization and/or transport of 
any hazardous substance. 

• If the USFWS or any of its successors proposes any activity that may disturb and components of 
the remedy, they shall not undertake such activity unless they first obtain written approval from the 
Army and EPA.  

• USFWS also agrees that it and it successors or assigns shall include in any deed the restrictive 
covenant detailed in Subsection C.8. 

The LUCs were designed to preserve the effectiveness of the landfill cap and associated monitoring 
systems which in turn achieves the following RAOs: 

• 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 LUCs also prevent exposure to groundwater at AOC A7. 
The LUCs are monitored in accordance with the Land-Use control Implementation and Monitoring Plan 
(KGS, 2020c). Existing land use and site conditions are assessed during an annual physical on-site 
inspection and during annual interviews with site representatives. The results are included in annual 
reports. The results of the inspections for the last five years are included in the 2016 through 2020 Annual 
Reports (KGS, 2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021). 
Preservation of the effectiveness of the landfill cap is necessary to achieve the RAOs. Activities identified 
in the Land-Use Control Implementation and Monitoring Plan are effective in assessing potential 
disturbance of the landfill cap.  
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 

This section of the fifth 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 2016 Five Year Review 

The protectiveness statement identified in the fourth FYR is listed below in Table 4: 
Table 4 

Protectiveness Determinations Statement from the 2016 FYR 
Sudbury 
Annex 

Protectiveness 
Determination Protectiveness Statement 

AOC A7 Short-Term Protective 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 maximum contaminant levels (MCL) are present 
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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 ensure that additional water supply wells are not installed 
in the future 

 
Issues and recommendation from the previous FYR and actions taken are listed in Table 5 and discussed 
in Section 5.2. 
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Table 5 

Actions Taken Since the Last Five-Year Review 
Issues from Previous Review Recommendations/ Follow-up 

Actions (from the 2016 FYR 
Protectiveness Statement, Table 4) 

Party 
Responsible 

Milestone 
Date 

Action Taken and Outcome Date of 
Action 

1.  A water supply well was 
installed by USFWS 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. 

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

Army March 2017 Temporary ICs were 
determined not to be necessary 
because results from sampling 
of the well indicated it was not 
impacted by target VOCs and 
given no prior LUCs restricting 
groundwater the Army cannot 
impose ICs restrictions on a 
legally permitted well. The 
results of the groundwater 
investigation at AOC A9 
indicated that the historical 
VOC concentrations have 
attenuated and are currently 
below federal and state 
thresholds at AOC A9. LUCs 
are not needed to prevent 
exposure to VOCs (KGS, 
2019a) (Appendix G). A 
decision on the need for LUCs 
at AOC A9 will be determined 
after the AOC A9 PFAS 
Supplemental Site Inspection is 
complete, which is outside of 
the FYR process. 

Not 
applicable. 
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Issues from Previous Review Recommendations/ Follow-up 
Actions (from the 2016 FYR 
Protectiveness Statement, Table 4) 

Party 
Responsible 

Milestone 
Date 

Action Taken and Outcome Date of 
Action 

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. 

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

Army March 2017 The hornet nests were not 
present during sampling of 
landfill gas vents in 2017 
(KGS, 2018b) and 2020 (Seres-
Arcadis VJ, 2021). 

Not 
applicable. 

3.  Well SUDWP-A7-0l contained 
insufficient water to conduct 
sampling in 2015.  The monitoring 
plan should be evaluated to 
determine if this well should be 
replaced. 

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. 
 

Army March 2017 Samples were successfully 
collected from SUDWP-A7-01 
in fall 2016 (KGS, 2017b), fall 
2017 (KGS, 2018b), spring 
2018, and fall 2018 (KGS, 
2019b). 
SUDWP-A7-01 was 
decommissioned and a new 
well (SUDA7-19-01) was 
installed as a replacement well 
in September 2019 (KGS, 
2020d). 

Multiple 
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Issues from Previous Review Recommendations/ Follow-up 
Actions (from the 2016 FYR 
Protectiveness Statement, Table 4) 

Party 
Responsible 

Milestone 
Date 

Action Taken and Outcome Date of 
Action 

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.   

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 
AOC A7 and A9. 

Army September 
2017 

Groundwater samples were 
collected from AOCs A7 and 
A9 and analyzed for PFAS, 
1,4-dioxane, and perchlorate 
during the former Sudbury 
Training Annex PFAS 
Preliminary Assessment (KGS, 
2017a). The results are 
discussed in Section 5.2. 

September 
2016 

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.  

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. 

Army September 
2017 

A Preliminary Assessment for 
PFAS at the former Sudbury 
Training Annex was conducted 
and finalized in October 2017 
(KGS, 2017a). The results are 
discussed in Section 5.2.  

October 
2017 
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Issues from Previous Review Recommendations/ Follow-up 
Actions (from the 2016 FYR 
Protectiveness Statement, Table 4) 

Party 
Responsible 

Milestone 
Date 

Action Taken and Outcome Date of 
Action 

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 known.  A 
water supply well was installed by 
USFWS 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.   

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 ensure 
that additional water supply wells 
are not installed in the future. 

Army September 
2017 

USACE wrote the work plan in 
2018 (USACE, 2018). The 
field work was conducted in 
June and July 2018. The results 
were recorded in a technical 
memorandum that was 
finalized in September 2019 
(KGS, 2019a). ICs were 
determined not to be necessary 
because the results indicated 
that the historical VOC 
concentrations have attenuated 
and are currently below federal 
and state thresholds at AOC 
A9. A decision on the need for 
LUCs at AOC A9 will be 
determined after the AOC A9 
PFAS Supplemental Site 
Inspection is complete, which 
is outside of the FYR process. 

June 2018, 
June-July 
2018, 
September 
2019. 
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5.2 Results of Implemented Actions from the 2016 Five Year Review 

The following section describes the issues from the 2016 FYR and findings.  

Issue 1. 
In June 2016, the USFWS installed a bedrock water supply well at AOC A9 to support a new facility at 
the Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge. The well is 400 feet deep and is cased-off from the glacial 
overburden. The lithology described during drilling includes approximately 50 feet of medium brown sands 
over 350 feet of granitic bedrock. A six-inch steel casing was installed from the ground surface to 68 feet 
below grade and the annular seal involved bentonite grout, indicating it extended 18 feet into the granite, 
providing a good seal. The drilling identifies that a water-bearing zone was encountered from 350 to 
351 feet below grade which yields 30 gpm. The low yield suggested little yield was encountered in the 
overlying crystalline granite (KGS, 2019a).  
The AOC A9 groundwater was addressed in the management of migration ROD for AOCs A7 and A9. 
No action was the selected remedy for the groundwater at AOC A9 because the potential for domestic use 
of groundwater at AOC A9 was eliminated when the land was transferred to USFW. The current and 
anticipated future land use is recreational. Although there was no land use control restrictions at AOC A9, 
a groundwater investigation was completed to confirm the results of the historical VOC assessment and if 
overburden groundwater could affect the USFWS water supply well currently or in the future. Groundwater 
samples were collected and submitted for VOC analysis from four temporary well locations, selected based 
on areas where maximum concentrations of VOCs were observed in the past (KGS, 2019a). Groundwater 
samples at three locations, A9-18-01, A9-18-03, and A9-18-08 (Figure 6), were collected at the water table. 
Groundwater samples at location A9-18-06 were collected in 10-foot intervals from the water table to 
drilling refusal. The VOCs detected in the samples are presented in Table 14. Low-level/trace 
concentrations of tetrachloroethene (PCE) and 1,1,1-TCA were detected in the groundwater sample 
collected from location A9-18-01, which is located immediately downgradient of the historic petroleum, 
oil, lubricants burn area and the soil removal area. Targeted VOCs were nondetect in the samples collected 
from two downgradient sample locations A9-18-03 and A9-18-06 and in the sample collected from location 
A9-18-08 located within the former xylene plume (Figure 6). These results indicate that the historical VOC 
concentrations have attenuated and are currently below federal and state thresholds at AOC A9. The 
existing USFWS water supply well is a deep bedrock well that is cased from the ground surface to 18 feet 
into the granite. Target VOCs have not been detected in samples collected from the USFWS well in two 
sampling events [March 2016 (Appendix G) and August 2016 (Table 13)]. AOC A9 is located within the 
Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge and future residential use of the property is excluded. Therefore, 
LUCs for groundwater are not warranted for the AOC A9 property with respect to VOCs. 
A decision on the need for LUCs at AOC A9 will be determined after the AOC A9 PFAS Supplemental 
Site Inspection is complete, which is outside of the FYR process. 
Issue 2. 
Hornets nests in gas vents previous had prevented gas monitoring. The hornet nests were not present during 
sampling of landfill gas vents in 2017 (KGS, 2018a) and 2020 (Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021) when gas 
monitoring was conducted.  
Issue 3. 
It was recommended that well SUDWP-A7-01 should be redeveloped prior to sampling in 2016 since the 
well is periodically dry.  Samples were successfully collected from SUDWP-A7-01 in fall 2016 (KGS, 
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2017b), fall 2017 (KGS, 2018b), spring 2018 (KGS, 2019b), and fall 2018 (KGS, 2019b). SUDWP-A7-01 
was decommissioned and a new well (SUDA7-19-01) was installed as a replacement well in September 
2019 (KGS, 2020d). These actions allowed for annual sampling of the downgradient monitoring well. 

Issues 4 and 5. 
Emerging contaminants (i.e., perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, and PFAS) in groundwater were assessed at 
AOC A7 and A9 to determine if these contaminants are currently impacting groundwater at AOC A7 and 
A9. In 2016, samples were collected from two monitoring wells at AOC A7 (OHM-A7-08 and OHM-A7-
09) (KGS, 2017a). The samples collected from AOC A7 were analyzed for perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane and 
PFAS. The results are presented in Tables 12 and 13. There were no detections of perchlorate in the samples 
(Table 13). 1,4-dioxane was only detected in the duplicate sample at OHM-A7-09 at a concentration of 
0.086J micrograms per liter (µg/L) (Table 13). EPA has not established an MCL for 1,4-dioxane. EPA risk 
assessments indicate that the drinking water concentration representing a 10-6 cancer risk level for 
1,4-dioxane is 0.46 µg/L (USEPA, 2021). The Massachusetts Office of Research and Standards Guidelines 
(ORSG) in drinking water for 1,4-dioxane is 0.3 µg/L. PFAS compounds were detected at concentrations 
below the EPA health advisory (HA) in groundwater at AOC A7 at well OHM-A7-08, and were not 
detected at downgradient well OHM-A7-09. The EPA HA for perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and 
perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) is 70 nanograms per liter (ng/L) [parts per trillion (ppt)] individually or 
combined. PFOS and PFOA were detected at a concentration of 27J ng/L and 27 ng/L (Table 12), 
respectively, at well OHM-A7-08, which is located within the landfill (Figure 4). The concentrations at 
OHM-A7-08 were greater than the Massachusetts Maximum Contaminant Level of the individual or 
summed concentration of six PFAS compounds (PFOA, PFOS, perfluorodecanoic acid [PFDA], 
perfluoronanoic acid [PFNA], perfluoroheptanoic acid [PFHpA], and perfluorohexanesulfonic acid 
[PFHxS])) of 20 ng/L. The groundwater at AOC A7 is not used for drinking water now or in the foreseeable 
future and is classified as GW-3 where the concentrations are based on the potential environmental effects 
resulting from contaminated groundwater discharging to surface water. The concentrations at AOC A7 do 
not exceed the Massachusetts GW-3 (PFOA = 40,000 µg/L, PFOS = 500 µg/L, PFDA = 40,000 µg/L, 
PFNA = 40,000 µg/L, PFHpA = 40,000 µg/L, PFHxS = 500 µg/L). 
Samples were also collected from the USFWS water supply well at AOC A9 and were analyzed for 
perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, and PFAS. The results are presented in Tables 12 and 13. There were no 
detections of perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, or PFAS in the samples from the water supply well at AOC A9. 
The samples from the USFWS water supply well were also analyzed for VOCs, semivolatile organic 
compounds (SVOC), diesel range organics, and metals. The results are presented in Tables 12 and 13. The 
results indicated perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, and PFAS are not present in groundwater at those location at 
concentrations greater than applicable criteria. A preliminary assessment (PA) and site inspection (SI) for 
PFAS were conducted at former Sudbury Training Annex.  PFAS was detected at AOC A7 and A9. The 
PFAS investigations are ongoing. An update on the status of the investigation is provided at the end of this 
document.  

Issue 6. 
As discussed above, refer to Issue 1. 
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6.0 FIVE YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 

6.1 Administrative Components of the Five-Year Review Process 

The former Sudbury Training Annex FYR was led by BRAC and supported by Robert Lim of the 
U.S. EPA, Remedial Project Manager for the Site, David Chaffin of the MassDEP and Robert Simeone, 
the BRAC Environmental Coordinator. Katherine Thomas of KOMAN Government Solutions, LLC 
assisted in the review as the representative for the lead agency. 
The review, which began on 1/4/2021, consisted of the following components: 

• Community Involvement; 
• Document Review; 
• Data Review; 
• Site Inspection; and 
• Five-Year Review Report Development and Review. 

6.2 Community Notification and Involvement 

Activities to involve the community in the FYR process included a notice published in the local and 
regional newspapers (Appendix B). Notices were place in the “Sudbury Town Crier” on 1/14/2021, the 
“Hudson Sun” on 1/14/2021, the “Beacon Villager” on 1/14/021, the “Stow Independent” on 1/13/2021, 
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.   

6.3 Document Review 

This FYR for the former Sudbury Training Annex consisted of a review of relevant documents including 
previous FYRs, LTMMPs, RI reports, the feasibility study, the 1997 SC ROD, the Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) between the Army and the USFWS (Appendix F), annual landfill inspections reports, 
annual LUC site inspections and interviews, and annual monitoring data. Documents reviewed are 
presented in Appendix A. 

6.4 Data Review 

Data reviewed for this FYR included data presented in the 2016 through 2020 Annual Reports 
(KGS, 2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021). The following data summaries, 
observations, and analysis were prepared for the FYR period: 

• A summary of groundwater quality results from 2016 through 2020 of long-term monitoring data 
at AOC A7; Tables 6 through 11; 

• Results of additional groundwater testing recommended in the 2016 FYR; Tables 12 through 14; 

• Landfill Gas monitoring Data; Tables 15 through 18; 

• Landfill Inspection documentation (KGS, 2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021). 
Highlights associated with groundwater data at former Sudbury Training Annex over the reporting period 
(e.g., 2016-2020) are summarized below.    
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6.4.1 Groundwater and Surface Water Elevations 
As part of the optimization of the monitoring plan, the collection of water level data was reduced to an 
annual frequency (HGL, 2009). It is well established through historical review that A7 groundwater flows 
toward the Assabet River.   
The most recent (October 28, 2020) groundwater contours are depicted on Figure 5. Groundwater level 
monitoring data for the review period support the historically established north/northwest groundwater 
flow direction at the site.   

6.4.2 Groundwater Analysis 
Long-Term Monitoring 
Samples were collected during the LTM sampling events and submitted to Eurofins Test America in 
Savannah, Georgia for analysis. Eurofins Test America in Savannah is compliant with the Department of 
Defense (DoD) Quality Systems Manual (QSM) for Environmental Laboratories, Version 5.3 (DoD, 2019) 
and holds current National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program accreditation for all 
applicable analytical methods. Samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by method 
SW846/8260B, organochlorine pesticides by method SW846/8081B, chemical oxygen demand (COD) by 
method E410.4 and total cyanide by method SW846/9012B.  
Analytical results from the LTM sampling events were evaluated for data acceptability in accordance with 
the USEPA Region 1 data validation guidelines (USEPA New England, 2013) and the Quality Assurance 
Project Plan (QAPP) for the Annual Long-Term Monitoring (LTM) Program (KGS, 2016b). The method 
requirements from the DoD QSM (current version in place at the time of the sampling event) and the 
USEPA SW-846 QC guidance (USEPA, 2014c) were also used as supplemental information. All data were 
reviewed in the former Fort Devens Environmental database using the ADR.net (Automated Data Review) 
software along with a chemist review of the ADR results. The laboratory’s analytical data packages were 
reviewed to assess adherence to acceptable laboratory practices. Data review reports were loaded into the 
former Fort Devens database library and were included as appendices in Annual Reports.  
Based on the data review of annual LTM sampling events; LTM data included in this FYR are acceptable 
for its intended use with the noted qualifications. 

2016  

• The results for COD in samples OHM-A7-08, SUD-A07-065 (downgradient well), and A7-DUP1 
were qualified as non-detect (20 U mg/L) based on method blank contamination. No other 
qualifications were needed.  

2017  

• Data from the 2017 LTM sampling event was acceptable as reported; no qualifications were 
needed.  

2018 

• Review of the pesticide results for OHM-A7-08 from November 2018 suggested an issue with the 
reported results, because the reported pesticide results for the initial sample (OHM-A7-08_FAL18) 
and field duplicate (FD) (A7-DUP01_FAL18) were not comparable and were inconsistent with 
historical results. This location was re-sampled for pesticides in February 2019. The re-sampled 
results for OHM-A7-08_FAL18R and A7-DUP01_FAL18R showed good correlation and were 
consistent with historical results.  Therefore, the pesticide results from the November 2018 
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sampling event reported in Table 9 were rejected (coded “R”). The February 2019 pesticide results 
were reported in Table 10.   

• The non-detect results for the pesticide compounds from sample SUD-A07-014 were qualified as 
estimated (coded “UJ”) due to surrogate percent recovery outliers.   

2019 

• Data from the 2019 LTM sampling event was acceptable as reported; no qualifications were 
needed.  

2020 

• Data from the 2020 LTM sampling event was acceptable as reported; no qualifications were 
needed.  

• Cyanide was detected in the Sudbury well samples collected during the 2020 LTM sampling event 
at concentrations ranging from 87 to 2,800 µg/L. After review and evaluation of the data, these 
concentrations were discovered to be significantly above the observed historical maximum 
concentrations. Eurofins was contacted to determine if any data quality issues were observed. 
Eurofins indicated that some recurring anomalies were observed post-sample analysis with a batch 
of digestion tubes. The cyanide results are not representative of groundwater quality. The wells 
were resampled for cyanide in March 2021; these results were consistent with historical results and 
ranged from nondetect to 5.00J µg/L.  

The target compounds were reviewed for the 2016 through 2020 data. Results are tabulated in Tables 6 
through 11. At the downgradient monitoring well sampled annually (SUDWP-A07-01 and then 
SUDA7-19-01, the replacement well), the 2016-2020 results were nondetect for the target VOCs and 
pesticides, which is similar to previous results of very low detections to nondetect.  
In the other three monitoring wells sampled biennially, pesticide and VOC concentrations have decreased. 
Overall, during this FYR period concentrations of VOCs continued to decrease or remained steady at the 
three monitoring wells sampled biennially. At SUD-A07-065, PCE concentrations decreased from 9.3 µg/L 
(2016) to 6.90 µg/L (2020), remained steady at OHM-A7-08 (2.60 µg/L, 2016 and 2020), and were 
nondetect at SUD-A07-014. Trichloroethene concentrations also decreased at SUD-A07-065 from 
3.9 µg/L (2016) to 2.80 µg/L (2020) and remained nondetect at OHM-A7-08 and SUD-A07-014. 
1,1,2,2-TCA concentrations decreased at SUD-A07-065 from 1.30 µg/L (2016) to 0.630J µg/L (2020) and 
remained nondetect at OHM-A7-08 and SUD-A07-014.  
Cyanide concentrations in groundwater were monitored in accordance with the LTMMPs. As discussed 
above, cyanide was detected at 2.90J µg/L (OHM-A7-08, 2016) and 7.6J µg/L (SUDWP‐A07‐01, Spring 
2018), but all other samples in 2016 through 2019 were nondetect. Cyanide was detected in all of the wells 
in 2020 at concentrations ranging from 87 µg/L to 2,800 µg/L. Based on the historical results of non-detects 
and low concentrations (below 11 µg/L) at the same wells, the 2020 results are anomalous. The wells were 
resampled for cyanide in March 2021 and discussed above are consistent with historical results.   
Appendix C contains data from 1996 to 2020 for select compounds. Decreasing concentrations to 
non-detect or very low concentrations over time is evident. 

Emerging Contaminants 
Per the previous FYR, groundwater samples were collected from AOC A7 in 2016 to determine if 
perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, and PFAS are currently impacting groundwater. Samples were collected from 
two monitoring wells at AOC A7 (OHM-A7-08 and OHM-A7-09). The PFAS samples were submitted to 
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Eurofins Test America in West Sacramento, CA and were analyzed for PFAS by method 537 modified. 
The perchlorate and 1,4-dioxane samples were submitted to Eurofins Test America in Burlington, VT and 
analyzed for perchlorate by method SW846/6850 and 1,4-dioxane by method 522. Eurofins Test America 
in West Sacramento, CA and Burlington, VT are compliant with the Department of Defense (DoD) Quality 
Systems Manual (QSM) for Environmental Laboratories, version 5.3 (DoD, 2019) and hold current 
National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program accreditation for all applicable analytical 
methods. All analytical results from this supplemental sampling event were evaluated for data acceptability 
in accordance with the USEPA Region 1 data validation guidelines (USEPA New England, 2013) and the 
Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for the Annual Long-Term Monitoring (LTM) Program 
(KGS, 2016b). The method requirements from the DoD QSM (current version in place at the time of the 
sampling event) and the USEPA SW-846 QC guidance (USEPA, 2014c) were also used as supplemental 
information. Based on the data review of the 2016 supplemental sampling event; the reported data included 
in this FYR are acceptable for its intended use. 
The results are presented in Tables 12 and 13. PFAS compounds were detected at concentrations below 
the EPA HA (PFOA and PFOS, individually or combined, of 70 ng/L) in groundwater at well OHM-A7-
08, and were not detected at downgradient well OHM-A7-09. PFOS and PFOA were detected at a 
concentration of 27J ng/L and 27 ng/L (Table 12), respectively, at well OHM-A7-08, which is located 
within the landfill (Figure 4).   
There were no detections of perchlorate in any of the samples (Table 13). 1,4-dioxane was only detected 
in the duplicate sample at OHM-A7-09 at 0.086J µg/L (Table 13). EPA has not established an MCL for 
1,4-dioxane. EPA risk assessments indicate that the drinking water concentration representing a 10-6 cancer 
risk level for 1,4-dioxane is 0.46 µg/L (USEPA, 2021).  

6.4.3 Landfill Gas Monitoring Data 
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. Landfill gas monitoring was performed in November 2016, 2017 and 2020. Landfill 
gas vent data can be found in Tables 15 through 18.  Minimal levels of methane and VOCs have been 
detected during some monitoring events. Carbon dioxide levels have historically remained low, and were 
relatively consistent from 2016 to 2020, ranging from as high as 6.2 percent CO2 at GV-3 in 2017 to as 
low as 1.5 percent at GV-1 in 2020. Lower Explosive Limit levels have also consistently remained at zero. 
There are no site-specific decision limits for the landfill gases. 

6.5 Interviews 

As part of the FYR review process, interviews were conducted and summaries of each interview are 
provided in Appendix B. Those interviewed included the following: 

• Penny Reddy, USACE 
• Robert Lim, EPA 
• Tom Eagle, USFWS. 

In general, comments related to the site were positive and supportive.  Mr. Eagle of the USFWS indicated 
that the recent discovery and concern of PFAS has had some impacts on the USFWS ability to utilize the 
site for their management purposes. He also indicated that USFWS does not know of any correlation from 
PFAS found on the property and impacts to the surrounding community. He indicated that cleanup or a 
filtration system for the water supply well may be required to eliminate the threats from PFAS. Mr. Eagle 
also indicate the USFWS is planning to hold a call with MassDEP and EPA to discuss the use of the 
USFWS bedrock well. 
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Mr. Robert Lim of EPA indicated action needs to be taken after the PFAS investigation is completed.  
Ms. Penny Reddy indicated LUCs are in place at AOC A7 and working as planned and the land use remains 
the same.  

6.6 Five-Year Review Site Inspection 

The FYR site inspection was conducted on January 6, 2021 by KGS, EPA, and USACE. The inspection 
was documented using the site inspection form from the EPA Five Year Review Guidance (USEPA, 2001). 
The site inspection is presented in Appendix D along with supporting photographs. 
The purpose of the inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy. Features of the landfill that 
were inspected included the cover system, drainage system, gas vent system, access road, monitoring wells 
and piezometers. Observations were made regarding the vegetative cover, vegetative types, erosion, 
settlement and general conditions. There is a small section where the geotextile is exposed. Minor 
vegetation was observed in rip rap on the edge of the landfill cap. One monitoring well lid needs minor 
maintenance to close properly. A downed tree needs to be removed from the access road. The overall 
condition of the landfill was satisfactory. The perimeter fence surrounding the AOC A7 was also inspected. 
A portion of the fence was damaged by a fallen tree. 
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7.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 

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

No. In accordance with the 1995 SC ROD, laboratory waste at AOC A7 was excavated and disposed off-
site, contaminated soil was excavated from AOC A9 and consolidated at AOC A7, a RCRA Subtitle C 
landfill cap was constructed at AOC A7, environmental monitoring and O&M have been conducted 
regularly at AOC A7, and LUCs were established in the MOA with USFWS and are checked annually. 
The LUCs prohibit access to the site, any use of groundwater as drinking water, and any undesired use of 
the land at AOC A7; however, due to damage to the perimeter fence, the remedy is not considered to be 
functioning as intended. 

Remedial Action Performance  
The remedy consists of removal actions and creation of a consolidated landfill with LUCs as well as landfill 
cover inspections, LUCs inspections, and groundwater monitoring. Based on the annual landfill 
inspections, the annual LUCs inspections, and annual groundwater monitoring results (KGS, 2017b, 
2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021), the remedial actions are functioning as intended and 
response actions are operating as designed. The landfill cap is in good condition and is mowed and 
maintained. The LUC as functioning as intended, preventing disturbance of the landfill cap and use or 
groundwater. Annual reporting, including evaluations of groundwater analytical results and groundwater 
elevations, indicate that the cap system is functioning as designed. 

System Operations/O&M 
O&M for AOC A7 is being performed in accordance with the 2015 LTMMP (Sovereign and HGL, 2015), 
the Final Long-Term Monitoring and Maintenance Plan (LTMMP) Area of Contamination (AOC) A7 
(KGS 2020a), and the O&M Plan (Roy F. Weston, 1997a). Cap monitoring has consisted of documenting 
the cap condition via field notes and photographic record. Maintenance has consisted primarily of mowing 
and removal of trees that may compromise the fence line.  

Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures 
The LUCs required by the 1995 SC ROD are detailed in Clause C8 of the MOA between the Army and 
the USFWS. The MOA was reviewed and indicates that 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. There are provisions in the MOA allowing for 
the Army to conduct remedial actions at the former Sudbury Training Annex. A map of the Assabet River 
National Wildlife Refuge, owned by USFWS, was reviewed as part of this FYR and AOC A7 is within the 
boundaries of the refuge.  
LUCs are in place; however, due to damage in the perimeter fence which was discovered during the January 
2021 site inspection, the LUCs, as a whole, are not functioning properly.  Review of the annual LUC 
inspection checklists and interviews contained in the 2016 through 2020 Annual Reports (KGS, 2017b, 
2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021) was conducted. The annual interviews of USFWS 
personnel indicate USFWS is aware of the LUCs and that no actions have occurred at the site that violate 
the LUCs. The annual LUC inspections and interviews and the FYR site inspection indicate 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.  
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QUESTION B: Are exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the time of 
the remedy still valid? 
Question B Summary 
No.  There have been changes in regulations, toxicity values, exposure concentration calculations, exposure 
factor calculations, and new contaminants have been identified since the 1995 ROD was issued. The 
changes in regulations, toxicity values, exposure concentration calculations, exposure factor parameters, 
do not affect the protectiveness of the remedy as described below. The new contaminant 1,4-dioxane was 
detected at concentrations well below EPA’s carcinogenic risk range and therefore does not affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. The new class of contaminants, PFAS, was detected and is discussed in 
Section 12.  
Changes in Standards and TBCs 
A review of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR) was performed to determine the 
impact on the remedy due to any changes in standards that were identified as ARARs in the 1995 SC ROD, 
newly promulgated standards for chemicals of potential concern, and To Be Considered (TBCs) that may 
affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 
Location-and action-specific ARARs listed in 1995 SC ROD have been met since the remedial construction 
work has been completed. For the excavation of laboratory waste at AOC A7, no specific cleanup levels 
were developed. There are no chemical-specific ARARs identified in the 1995 SC ROD.    
Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics 
EPA has published updated policies or toxicity information addressing trans-1,2-dichloroethene, 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, and lead in soil cleanups. As there were no chemical-specific ARARs, 
evaluation of the updated policies or toxicity information are not applicable.   
Changes in Risk Assessment Methods 
There have been changes to EPA’s risk assessment methodologies since the 1995 SC ROD and 2016 FYR. 
The change in developing groundwater exposure point concentrations (EPA, 2014a) in general, could result 
in slightly lower risk or higher screening levels, which would not affect the current protectiveness of the 
remedy  

Changes in Exposure Pathways 
Since the previous FYR, there have been no changes in current or expected land use, or human health or 
ecological receptors, or exposure pathways that could affect the protectiveness of the remedy. There have 
been no changes to the exposure pathways evaluated in the 1995 SC ROD. There have been changes to 
EPA-recommended exposure parameters (EPA, 2014a), but these changes in general would result in a 
slight decrease of the risk estimates for most chemicals and therefore do not affect the protectiveness of 
the remedy.  
In February 2018, EPA launched an online Vapor Intrusion Screening Level (VISL) calculator which can 
be used to obtain risk-based screening level concentrations for groundwater, sub-slab soil gas, and indoor 
air. The 1995 ROD did not identify vapor intrusion as an exposure pathway of concern at AOC A7. There 
are no structures at AOC A7 or adjacent to the site. The land is currently owned by USFW and access to 
the area is restricted. The surrounding area is used for recreational purposes. There is not a complete vapor 
intrusion pathway and the land use is anticipated to remain recreational.  
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Expected Progress Towards Meeting RAOs 
The RAOs have been met via the remedial action of excavation and capping. The excavation and offsite 
disposal of laboratory wastes from AOC A7 and capping at AOC A7 eliminated exposure to contaminated 
wastes, minimize off-site migration of contaminants, and limit infiltration of precipitation, thereby 
minimizing leachate generation and groundwater degradation.  
QUESTION C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness 
of the remedy? 
No other information has come to light that would call into question the protectiveness of the remedy. No 
weather-related events or natural disaster impacts have affected the protectiveness of the remedy during 
this review period. 
  



Fifth Five-Year Review Report (2016-2021) 
Former Sudbury Training Annex 
BRAC Legacy Sites          

  
  
 7-4 

 

 

 
 

 
 

This page is intentionally blank. 
 



Fifth Five-Year Review Report (2016-2021) 
Former Sudbury Training Annex 
BRAC Legacy Sites          

  
  
 8-1 

 

8.0 ISSUES 

For this fifth five-year review, an issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter fence. 
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTIONS 

Based on the Issue identified in the previous section, the Recommendation and its targeted completion 
date is the following: repair perimeter fence, November 30, 2021. 

Other Findings 
An analysis of monitoring data at AOC A7 over the five-year review period showed reduction of 
contaminant concentrations to low concentrations or nondetect. Therefore, the Army recommends an 
update to LTMMP that includes elimination of analysis for pesticides, cyanide and COD, and a decrease 
in sampling frequency to once every five years for VOCs. 
The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the Army assess the continuation of the 
post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and if after completing this assessment it is deemed appropriate, 
transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial Care during the next review period (ITRC, 2006) in 
accordance with the referenced guidance. In conjunction with USFWS, the Long-Term Monitoring Plan 
will be updated to indicate inspection of the USFWS Well and sampling of the USFWS well to ensure 
protectiveness on an annual basis. 
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10.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT 

The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is capped, 
and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use of the site. Annual and FYR 
site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced.  In order for the remedy to be 
protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be repaired, to ensure long-term protectiveness.   
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11.0 NEXT REVIEW 

The next FYR report is projected to be completed by September 2026.  
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12.0 FORMER SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX PFAS 

EPA identified PFAS as an “emerging contaminant of concern”, and in January 2009 established 
provisional HAs for PFOS and PFOA. In 2016, EPA issued a HA for the sum of PFOS and PFOA at 
70 ng/L when applied to drinking water. 

12.1 Background Information 

Aqueous film-forming foam (AFFF) may have been used at burn pits and areas related to firefighting at 
former Sudbury Training Annex during its operation and likely contained formulations of PFAS. AFFF is 
considered the primary potential source of PFAS at the former Sudbury Training Annex.  

12.2 Investigations 

In May 2017, the Army completed a PA evaluating the historical use of PFAS compounds at the former 
Sudbury Training Annex (KGS, 2017a). It identified two potential source areas (AOC A9 and AOC P13, 
Figure 7) for a site investigation. AOC A9 was historically used for firefighting training by the Former 
Massachusetts Firefighting Academy (MFA), and fireproof clothing testing and control burning of 
discarded materials by the Army. AOC P13 was used for firefighting training by the MFA for various 
firefighting training activities including car fire training.  
In June 2018, the Army began a site inspection intended to determine whether PFOS or PFOA are present 
in environmental media at the AOCs A9 and P13, to evaluate potential risks to receptors at those sites, and 
to determine whether further action is warranted.   

General conclusions from the SI report included:  
• PFAS was detected in groundwater at AOCs A9 and P13 and in soil at AOC A9.  

o Maximum concentration in soil at AOC A9 was PFOS = 360 (estimated) micrograms per 
kilogram, PFOA 7.1 micrograms per kilogram. 

o Maximum concentration in groundwater at AOC A9 PFOS = 11,000 ng/L, PFOA = 
1,500 ng/L. 

o Maximum concentration in groundwater at AOC P13 PFOS = 130 ng/L, PFOA = 
100 ng/L. 

• There are no complete drinking water, surface water, soil, or sediment exposure pathways that may 
pose an unacceptable risk to human health, based on a comparison of detected concentrations of 
PFOS, PFOA, and perfluorobutanesulfonic to conservative EPA screening levels. 

A draft Supplemental SI Work Plan (KGS, 2020a) includes sampling a combination of groundwater, soil, 
surface water and sediment at AOCs A9 and P13 to: 

• delineate the extent of PFAS in groundwater and soil;  
• determine the presence or absence of PFAS in surface water and sediment;  
• confirm and refine the conceptual site model, and  
• update the risk evaluation.     

Upon completion of the supplemental investigations, a Supplemental SI Report will be submitted to 
incorporate the results, update the risk evaluation, and refine the conceptual site model.  
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Table 6
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2016

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Method/Analyte Historical 
Maximum Units OHM‐A7‐

08 Q
A7‐DUP1 
(OHM‐ 

A7‐08 DUP)
Q SUD‐A07‐0

14 Q SUD‐A07‐
065 Q SUDWP‐

A07‐01 Q TRIP 
BLANK Q

10/21/2016 10/21/2016 12/8/2016 10/21/2016 12/8/2016
Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260B)
cis ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 19 µg/L 1.10 1.30 1.00 U 2.10 1.00 U 1.00 U
trans ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 6.0 µg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 0.53 J 1.00 U 1.00 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 31 µg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.30 1.00 U 1.00 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 µg/L 2.60 2.70 1.00 U 9.3 1.00 U 1.00 U
Trichloroethene 40 µg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 3.9 1.00 U 1.00 U
Pesticides (SW8081B)
4,4'‐DDD 0.48 µg/L 0.023 J 0.023 J 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
4,4'‐DDE 0.10 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
4,4'‐DDT 0.36 µg/L 0.011 J 0.010 J 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U NA
Aldrin 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U NA
alpha‐BHC 0.042 µg/L 0.0045 J 0.0043 J 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
beta‐BHC 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U NA
Chlordane (technical) µg/L 0.29 U 0.29 U 0.29 U 0.29 U 0.29 U
delta‐BHC 0.31 µg/L 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U NA
Dieldrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
Endosulfan I 0.058 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
Endosulfan II 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
Endrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
Endrin ketone 0.05 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
gamma‐BHC (Lindane) 17.0 µg/L 0.11 0.14 0.0096 U 0.14 0.0096 U NA
Heptachlor 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U NA
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 µg/L 0.0096 U 0.0097 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U 0.0096 U NA
Methoxychlor 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U 0.017 U NA
Toxaphene 1.2 µg/L 0.77 U 0.78 U 0.76 U 0.77 U 0.77 U NA
Cyanide (SW9012B)
Cyanide, Total 11 µg/L 2.90 J 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U 2.50 U NA

Chemical Oxygen Demand (E410.4)
COD 190 mg/L 20 U 20 U 10 J 20 U 8.2 J NA
Field Parameters
Temperature NS ° C
pH NS Std 

units
Specific Conductance NS µS/cm
ORP NS mV
Dissolved Oxygen NS mg/L
Turbidity NS NTU

Notes:
NA = Not analyzed Q = qualifer Temp/°C = Temperature/degrees Celsius
NS = no standard U = Non-detect (ND) pH/SU = standard units
µg/L = microgram per liter ND results are reported at the Limit of Detection (LOD) mS/cm = millisiemens per centimeter
mg/L = milligram per liter J = estimated value ORP/mV = Oxidation Reduction Potential/millivolt
Bold = Detections FD = field duplicate NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Unit

NA
NA

138 NA 194 113 363 NA

1.16 NA 5.93 6.62 6.03
16.42 NA 9.76

NA
0.26 NA 3.66 2.90 2.37 NA

105.4 NA 132.7 66.6 90.7

11.76 9.73

NA17.40 NA 8.50 7.19 8.69

Page 1 of 1



Table 7
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2017

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Method/Analyte Historical 
Maximum Units SUDWP‐A07‐01 Q SUD‐DUP01  

(SUDWP-A07-01) Q TRIP 
BLANK Q

12/4/2017 12/4/2017
Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260B)
cis ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 19 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
trans ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 6.0 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 31 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Trichloroethene 40 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Pesticides (SW8081B)
4,4'‐DDD 0.48 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
4,4'‐DDE 0.10 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
4,4'‐DDT 0.36 µg/L 0.021 U 0.018 U NA
Aldrin 0.058 µg/L 0.021 U 0.018 U NA
alpha‐BHC 0.042 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
beta‐BHC 0.058 µg/L 0.021 U 0.018 U NA
Chlordane (technical) -- µg/L 0.36 U 0.30 U NA
delta‐BHC 0.31 µg/L 0.021 U 0.018 U NA
Dieldrin 0.12 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Endosulfan I 0.058 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Endosulfan II 0.12 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Endrin 0.12 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Endrin ketone 0.05 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
gamma‐BHC (Lindane) 17.0 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Heptachlor 0.058 µg/L 0.021 U 0.018 U NA
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 µg/L 0.012 U 0.010 U NA
Methoxychlor 0.058 µg/L 0.021 U 0.018 U NA
Toxaphene 1.2 µg/L 0.95 U 0.80 U NA
Cyanide (SW9012B)
Cyanide, Total 11 µg/L 5.0 U 5.0 U NA
Chemical Oxygen Demand (E410.4)
COD 190 mg/L 10 U 10 U NA
Field Parameters
Temperature ° C
pH SU
Specific Conductance mS/cm
ORP mV
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L
Turbidity NTU

Notes:
NA = Not analyzed J = estimated value
NS = no standard FD = field duplicate
µg/L = microgram per liter Temp/°C = Temperature/degrees Celsius
mg/L = milligram per liter pH/SU = standard units
Bold = Detections mS/cm = millisiemens per centimeter
Q = qualifer ORP/mV = Oxidation Reduction Potential/millivolt
U = Non-detect (ND) NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Unit

NANS NA3.80

NA
NS NA4.17 NA
NS NA+115

NA
NA

NS NA71 NA
NS NA6.17
NS NA10.57
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Table 8
Groundwater Analytical Results Spring 2018

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Method/Analyte Historical 
Maximum Units SUDWP‐A07‐01 Q TRIP BLANK Q

4/10/2018 4/10/2018
Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260B)
cis ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 19 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U
trans ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 6.0 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 31 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U
Trichloroethene 40 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U
Pesticides (SW8081B)
4,4'‐DDD 0.48 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
4,4'‐DDE 0.10 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
4,4'‐DDT 0.36 µg/L 0.017 U NA
Aldrin 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U NA
alpha‐BHC 0.042 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
beta‐BHC 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U NA
Chlordane (technical) -- µg/L 0.29 U NA
delta‐BHC 0.31 µg/L 0.017 U NA
Dieldrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Endosulfan I 0.058 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Endosulfan II 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Endrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Endrin ketone 0.05 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
gamma‐BHC (Lindane) 17.0 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Heptachlor 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U NA
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 µg/L 0.0096 U NA
Methoxychlor 0.058 µg/L 0.017 U NA
Toxaphene 1.2 µg/L 0.77 U NA
Cyanide (SW9012B)
Cyanide, Total 11 µg/L 7.6 J NA
Chemical Oxygen Demand (E410.4)
COD 190 mg/L 16 J NA
Field Parameters
Temperature ° C
pH SU
Specific Conductance µS/cm
ORP mV
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L
Turbidity NTU

Notes:
NA = Not analyzed J = estimated value
NS = no standard Temp/°C = Temperature/degrees Celsius
µg/L = microgram per liter pH/SU = standard units
mg/L = milligram per liter mS/cm = millisiemens per centimeter
Bold = Detections ORP/mV = Oxidation Reduction Potential/millivolt
Q = qualifer NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Unit
U = Non-detect (ND)

NANS 4.67

NA
NS 5.48 NA
NS 124.7

NA
NA

NS 66 NA
NS 5.50
NS 4.78
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Table 9
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2018

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Method/Analyte Historical 
Maximum

Units OHM-A7-08 Q OHM-A7-08
(FD)

Q OHM-A7-08R Q OHM-A7-08
(FD)

Q SUD-A07-014 Q SUD-A07-065 Q SUDWP‐A07‐01 Q TRIP BLANK Q

11/27/2018 11/27/2018 2/5/2019 2/5/2019 11/27/2018 11/27/2018 11/27/2018 11/27/2018
Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260B)
cis ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 19 µg/L 2.0 2.1 NA NA 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
trans ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 6.0 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U NA NA 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 31 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U NA NA 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 µg/L 3.3 3.3 NA NA 1.0 U 3.1 1.0 U 1.0 U
Trichloroethene 40 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U NA NA 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Pesticides (SW8081B)
4,4'‐DDD 0.48 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.045 J 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
4,4'‐DDE 0.10 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.00980 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
4,4'‐DDT 0.36 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0088 U 0.0088 U 0.10 J 0.018 U 0.0180 U NA
Aldrin 0.058 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0088 U 0.0088 U 0.0180 UJ 0.018 U 0.0180 U NA
alpha‐BHC 0.042 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0091 J 0.0058 J 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
beta‐BHC 0.058 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0088 U 0.0088 U 0.018 UJ 0.018 U 0.018 U NA
Chlordane (technical) -- µg/L -- R -- R 0.15 U 0.15 U 0.29 UJ 0.29 U 0.29 U NA
delta‐BHC 0.31 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0088 U 0.0088 U 0.02 UJ 0.018 U 0.018 U NA
Dieldrin 0.12 µg/L -- R -- R 0.015 J 0.010 J 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
Endosulfan I 0.058 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
Endosulfan II 0.12 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
Endrin 0.12 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
Endrin ketone 0.05 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.0098 UJ 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
gamma‐BHC (Lindane) 17.0 µg/L -- R -- R 0.011 J 0.0078 J 0.0098 UJ 0.034 J 0.0098 U NA
Heptachlor 0.058 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0088 U 0.0088 U 0.018 U 0.018 U 0.018 U NA
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0049 U 0.0049 U 0.0098 U 0.0098 U 0.0098 U NA
Methoxychlor 0.058 µg/L -- R -- R 0.0088 U 0.0088 U 0.018 U 0.018 U 0.018 U NA
Toxaphene 1.2 µg/L -- R -- R 0.39 U 0.39 U 0.78 U 0.78 U 0.78 U NA
Cyanide (SW9012B)
Cyanide, Total 11 µg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U NA NA 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U NA
Chemical Oxygen Demand (E410.4)
COD 190 mg/L 17.0 J 16 J NA NA 9.1 J 7.7 J 9.7 J NA
Field Parameters
Temperature ° C
pH SU
Specific Conductance µS/cm
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L
ORP mV
Turbidity NTU

Notes:
NA = Not analyzed Q = qualifer Temp/°C = Temperature/degrees Celsius
NS = no standard U = Non-detect (ND) pH/SU = standard units
µg/L = microgram per liter ND results are reported at the Limit of Detection (LOD) mS/cm = millisiemens per centimeter
mg/L = milligram per liter J = estimated value ORP/mV = Oxidation Reduction Potential/millivolt
Bold = Detections FD = field duplicate NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Unit

20.10

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

11.38
4.72
106
3.40

212.2

6.81
5.01
78

154.6
3.88

5.20
82

142.1
1.62

2.98

NA
NA

NS 190 NA
NS 5.56
NS 10.46 NA

NA
NA

10.10
5.80
89

8.90

NANS 13.70
NA

NS 3.11 NA
NS 103.2 NA

NA

NA
113.5
9.56

1.96 3.72
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Table 10
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2019

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

11/15/2019 11/15/2019 11/15/2019
Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260B)
cis ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 19 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
trans ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 6.0 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 31 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Trichloroethene 40 µg/L 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Pesticides (SW8081B)
4,4'‐DDD 0.48 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
4,4'‐DDE 0.10 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
4,4'‐DDT 0.36 µg/L 0.0098 U 0.0093 U NA
Aldrin 0.058 µg/L 0.0098 U 0.0093 U NA
alpha‐BHC 0.042 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
beta‐BHC 0.058 µg/L 0.0098 U 0.0093 U NA
Chlordane (technical) -- µg/L 0.16 U 0.16 U NA
delta‐BHC 0.31 µg/L 0.0098 U 0.0093 U NA
Dieldrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Endosulfan I 0.058 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Endosulfan II 0.12 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Endrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Endrin ketone 0.05 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
gamma‐BHC (Lindane) 17.0 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Heptachlor 0.058 µg/L 0.0098 U 0.0093 U NA
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 µg/L 0.0055 U 0.0052 U NA
Methoxychlor 0.058 µg/L 0.0098 U 0.0093 U NA
Toxaphene 1.2 µg/L 0.44 U 0.41 U NA
Cyanide (SW9012B)
Cyanide, Total 11 µg/L 5.00 U 5.00 U NA
Chemical Oxygen Demand (E410.4)
COD 190 mg/L 20 U 20 U NA
Field Parameters
Temperature ° C
pH SU
Specific Conductance µS/cm
ORP mV
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L
Turbidity NTU

Notes:
NA = Not analyzed Q = qualifer Temp/°C = Temperature/degrees Celsius
NS = no standard U = Non-detect (ND) pH/SU = standard units
µg/L = microgram per liter ND results are reported at the Limit of Detection (LOD mS/cm = millisiemens per centimeter
mg/L = milligram per liter J = estimated value ORP/mV = Oxidation Reduction Potential/millivolt
Bold = Detections FD = field duplicate NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Unit

A7-DUP-1 
(FD of SUDA7-19-

01_FAL19)
Q TRIP 

BLANK QMethod/Analyte Historical 
Maximum Units SUDA7-19-

01_FAL19 Q

66 NA
NS 6.81
NS 11.99 NA

NA
NA

NANS 4.09

NA
NS 1.63 NA
NS 4.2 NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NS
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Table 11
Groundwater Analytical Results Fall 2020 - Spring 2021

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

10/28/2020 10/28/2020 11/2/2020 10/28/2020 10/28/2020 10/28/2020
Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260B)
cis ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 19 µg/L 1.80 1.00 U -- 1.40 1.00 U 1.00 U
trans ‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 6.0 µg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U -- 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 31 µg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U -- 0.630 J 1.00 U 1.00 U
Tetrachloroethene 140 µg/L 2.60 1.00 U -- 6.90 1.00 U 1.00 U
Trichloroethene 40 µg/L 1.00 U 1.00 U -- 2.80 1.00 U 1.00 U
Pesticides (SW8081B)
4,4'‐DDD 0.48 µg/L 0.0280 -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
4,4'‐DDE 0.10 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
4,4'‐DDT 0.36 µg/L 0.0190 J -- 0.00860 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Aldrin 0.058 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00860 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
alpha‐BHC 0.042 µg/L 0.0100 J -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
beta‐BHC 0.058 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00860 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Chlordane (technical) -- µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.140 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
delta‐BHC 0.31 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00860 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Dieldrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Endosulfan I 0.058 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Endosulfan II 0.12 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Endosulfan sulfate 0.12 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Endrin 0.12 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Endrin aldehyde 0.12 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Endrin ketone 0.05 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
gamma‐BHC (Lindane) 17.0 µg/L 0.180 -- 0.00480 U 0.100 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Heptachlor 0.058 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00860 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Heptachlor epoxide 0.058 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00480 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Methoxychlor 0.058 µg/L 0.0240 U -- 0.00860 U 0.0250 U 0.0240 U 0.0240 U
Toxaphene 1.2 µg/L 2.40 U -- 0.380 U 2.50 U 2.40 U 2.40 U
Cyanide (SW9012B)
Cyanide (Fall 2020) 11 µg/L 100 R 2800 R -- 87 R 220 R 180 R
Cyanide (Spring 2021) 11 µg/L 5.00* U 4.50 J -- 5.00 U 5.00 J --
Chemical Oxygen Demand (E410.4)
COD 190 mg/L 25.0 U 20.0 U -- 20.0 U 20.0 U 20.0 U
Field Parameters
Temperature ° C

pH Std 
units

Specific Conductance mS/cm
ORP mV
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L
Turbidity NTU

Notes:
NA = Not analyzed Q = qualifer Temp/°C = Temperature/degrees Celsius
NS = no standard U = Non-detect (ND) pH/SU = standard units
µg/L = microgram per liter ND results are reported at the Limit of Detection (LOD) mS/cm = millisiemens per centimeter
mg/L = milligram per liter J = estimated value ORP/mV = Oxidation Reduction Potential/millivolt
Bold = Detections R = rejected NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Unit
Cynaide (Spring 2021) samples were collected on March 10, 2021.

SUD-DUP-01-
FAL20

(SUDA7‐19‐0
1)

QUnits

NS

Q SUD‐A07‐0
65 Q SUDA7‐19‐

01 QOHM‐A7‐
08 Q SUD‐A07‐

014 Q SUD‐A07‐0
14

7.39

10.2

Method/Analyte Historical 
Maximum

7.3910.3 NA 74.5 17.9

NS

NS 0.390 NA 2.79

10.80 NA

NS 143 NA 136
NS 0.141 NA 0.101

NS 6.50 NA 5.58 5.94

327
5.09

12.1 12.6 12.6

5.02

0.1980.198

5.02

1.16 5.09
312 327

0.082
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Table 12
PFAS Sampling Results - August 2016

Former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts
AOC A9   
A9WSW

DUPLICATE 01 
(A9WSW)

FIELD 
BLANK 02

AOC A7  
OHM-A7-09

DUPLICATE 02 
(OHM-A7-09)

FIELD 
BLANK 03

AOC A7   
OHM-A7-08

FIELD 
BLANK 01

8/11/2016 8/11/2016 8/11/2016 8/12/2016 8/12/2016 8/12/2016 8/11/2016 8/11/2016
Target Compounds Result (µg/L) Q Result (µg/L) Q Result (µg/L) Q Result (µg/L) Q Result (µg/L) Q Result (µg/L) Q Result (µg/L) Q Result (µg/L) Q
Perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS) 0.100 U 0.100 U 0.099 U 0.100 U 0.100 U 0.100 U 0.100 U 0.099 UJ
Perfluoroheptanoic acid (PFHpA) 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.0055 J 0.011 UJ
Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxA) 0.033 U 0.033 U 0.032 U 0.034 U 0.033 U 0.033 U 0.033 U 0.032 UJ
Perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA) 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 UJ
Perfluorooctane sulfonic acid (PFOS) 0.044 U 0.044 U 0.043 U 0.045 U 0.044 U 0.044 U 0.027 J 0.043 UJ
Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.022 U 0.027 0.022 UJ

µg/L = microgram per liter
Q = Qualifier
U = not detected at the cited concentration
J = Estimated Result
UJ = Estimated non-detect
The EPA lifetime drinking was health advisory for perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) is 70 nanograms per liter individually or combined.  

Bolded results indicate detections.



Table 13
Select Sampling Results - August 2016

Former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q

0.075 J 0.070 J - - -

1,4-Dioxane (522) (µg/L) 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.086 J

70 U 30 J - - -
Antimony 15 U 15 U - - -
Arsenic 15 U 15 U - - -

4.8 J 4.8 J - - -
Beryllium 0.30 U 0.30 U - - -
Cadmium 3.0 U 3.0 U - - -

6100 6000 J - - -
Chromium 4.0 U 4.0 U - - -

2.0 J 1.9 J - - -
3.1 J 3.3 J - - -

1800 J 1100 J - - -
Lead 10 U 10 U - - -

1700 1700 - - -
30 28 - - -

5.4 J 5.3 J - - -
1900 1900 - - -

Selenium 20 U 20 U - - -
Silver 1.5 U 1.5 U - - -

4300 4200 - - -
15 U 15 U - - -

3.0 U 3.0 U - - -
76 77 - - -

0.20 U 0.20 U - - -

0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U 0.040 U

10 U 10 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
5.0 U 5.0 U - - -

2-Butanone (MEK) 10 U 10 U
2.0 U 2.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
0.50 U 0.50 U - - -

Chlorobromomethane 1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
Chlorodibromomethane 0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
Chloroethane 5.0 U 5.0 U - - -
Chloroform 1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

Thallium
Vanadium

Mercury

Bromomethane

Carbon disulfide
Carbon tetrachloride

Bromoform

Acetone
Benzene
Bromobenzene

6010C METALS (µg/L)
Aluminum

7470A- Mercury (µg/L)

Potassium

Sodium 

Zinc 

Manganese 

Cobalt
Copper 
Iron 

Field Sample ID: OHM A708
Locations: OHM-A7-08 OHM-A7-09 OHM-A7-09 (FD)

Sample Date: 08/11/2016 08/12/2016 08/12/201608/11/2016

Diesel Range Organics (C10-C28) (8015C 
DRO) (mg/L)

OTHER

Calcium 

Barium 

A9WSW
DUPLICATE 01

Chlorobenzene

A9WSW
A9WSW

08/11/2016
OHM A709 DUPLICATE 02

Magnesium 

Nickel  

Perchlorate
6850 (µg/L)

Volatile Organic Compounds 8260B 
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Table 13
Select Sampling Results - August 2016

Former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q

Field Sample ID: OHM A708
Locations: OHM-A7-08 OHM-A7-09 OHM-A7-09 (FD)

Sample Date: 08/11/2016 08/12/2016 08/12/201608/11/2016

A9WSW
DUPLICATE 01

A9WSW
A9WSW

08/11/2016
OHM A709 DUPLICATE 02

1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
0.50 U 0.50 U - - -

1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
2.0 U 2.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

1,2-Dichloroethene, Total 1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
5.0 U 5.0 U - - -
5.0 U 5.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
5.0 U 5.0 U - - -
5.0 U 5.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
5.0 U 5.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
5.0 U 5.0 U - - -

N-Propylbenzene
o-Xylene

1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane
Dibromomethane

1,1-Dichloroethane

Chloromethane
2-Chlorotoluene

Styrene
tert-Butylbenzene
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene

4-Isopropyltoluene

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene

1,2-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene

Methyl tert-butyl ether
m-Xylene & p-Xylene
Naphthalene
n-Butylbenzene

1,2-Dichlorobenzene

4-Chlorotoluene
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene

1,4-Dichlorobenzene
Dichlorobromomethane

1,2-Dichloropropane
1,3-Dichloropropane
2,2-Dichloropropane
1,1-Dichloropropene
Ethylbenzene
Ethylene Dibromide

Isopropylbenzene

Methylene Chloride
4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIBK)

sec-Butylbenzene

Dichlorodifluoromethane

Hexachlorobutadiene
2-Hexanone

1,3-Dichlorobenzene

Page 2 of 4



Table 13
Select Sampling Results - August 2016

Former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q

Field Sample ID: OHM A708
Locations: OHM-A7-08 OHM-A7-09 OHM-A7-09 (FD)

Sample Date: 08/11/2016 08/12/2016 08/12/201608/11/2016

A9WSW
DUPLICATE 01

A9WSW
A9WSW

08/11/2016
OHM A709 DUPLICATE 02

5.0 U 5.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -
2.0 U 2.0 U - - -
1.0 U 1.0 U - - -

0.50 U 0.50 U - - -

2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -

0.98 U 0.97 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
4.9 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
4.9 U 4.8 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
9.0 J 15 J - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
4.9 U 4.8 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -

0.98 U 0.97 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
49 U 48 U - - -

2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -

2-Chlorophenol
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether
Chrysene

Acenaphthene
Acenaphthylene
Acetophenone

Benzo[b]fluoranthene
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene
Benzo[k]fluoranthene
1,1'-Biphenyl

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine
2,4-Dichlorophenol
Diethyl phthalate

Trichlorofluoromethane
1,2,3-Trichloropropane
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene
Vinyl acetate
Vinyl chloride
Xylenes, Total
SVOCs 8270D (µg/L)

Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether
Butyl benzyl phthalate
Caprolactam
Carbazole
4-Chloroaniline

Anthracene
Atrazine
Benzaldehyde
Benzo[a]anthracene
Benzo[a]pyrene

Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether
bis (2-chloroisopropyl) ether 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
1,1,2-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene

Dibenzofuran
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol
2-Chloronaphthalene
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Table 13
Select Sampling Results - August 2016

Former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q Result Q

Field Sample ID: OHM A708
Locations: OHM-A7-08 OHM-A7-09 OHM-A7-09 (FD)

Sample Date: 08/11/2016 08/12/2016 08/12/201608/11/2016

A9WSW
DUPLICATE 01

A9WSW
A9WSW

08/11/2016
OHM A709 DUPLICATE 02

9.8 U 9.7 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
20 U 19 U - - -
20 U 19 U - - -

2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
4.9 U 4.8 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
9.8 U 9.7 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
4.9 U 4.8 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
4.9 U 4.8 U - - -
9.8 U 9.7 U - - -
9.8 U 9.7 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
3.9 U 3.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
3.9 U 3.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -
2.0 U 1.9 U - - -

- = Not analyzed mg/L = milligrams per liter
J = estimated µg/L = micrograms per liter
U = not detected at the cited concentration
Q = qualifer

4-Nitrophenol
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine

2-Methylnaphthalene
2-Methylphenol
3 & 4 Methylphenol
Naphthalene
2-Nitroaniline
3-Nitroaniline

Hexachlorobenzene

4-Nitroaniline
Nitrobenzene
2-Nitrophenol

Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene

2,4-Dimethylphenol
Dimethyl phthalate
Di-n-butyl phthalate
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol
2,4-Dinitrophenol
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene
Di-n-octyl phthalate
Fluoranthene
Fluorene

2,4,5-Trichlorophenol
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol

Pentachlorophenol
Phenanthrene
Phenol

Isophorone

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
Hexachloroethane

Hexachlorobutadiene

Bolded results indicate detections.

Pyrene
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Table 14
VOC Detections in Groundwater at AOC A9

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Field Sample ID A9-18-01-GW-
18-20

A9-18-03-GW-
20-25

A9-18-06-GW-
25-27

A9-18-06-GW-
35-37

A9-DUP-1
(A9-18-06-GW-

35-37)

A9-18-06-GW-
45-47

A9-18-06-GW-  
55-57

A9-18-06-GW-
64-66

A9-18-08-GW-
26-28

TB2_0627
18

Trip 
Blank

Sample Depth (ft bgs) 18-20 20-25 25-27 35-37 35-37 45-47 55-57 64-66 26-28 NA NA
Date Sampled 6/25/2018 6/25/2018 6/27/2018 6/27/2018 6/27/2018 6/27/2018 7/3/2018 7/3/2018 6/26/2018 6/27/2018 7/3/2018

Analyte GW-1 MCL
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 200 1.6 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 5.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Acetone -- -- 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 50 U 8.7 J 10 U 10 U 10 U
Tetrachloroethene 5 5 1.2 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 5.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Toluene 1,000 1,000 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 5.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 0.64 J

The units for all of the results is micrograms per liter.
Bolded results indicates detection.
U = not detected at the cited concentration (Limit of Detection).
J = estimated result 
GW-1 = Massachusetts GW-1 Standards 
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Levels
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Table 15
Landfill Gas Monitoring A7-1

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Parameter Ranges from April 1998 to 
May 2006

Nov 14, 
2006

June 26, 
2007

Oct 23, 
2007

Jun 23, 
2008

Jun 10, 
2009

Nov 3, 
2010

Nov 2, 
2011

Dec 4, 
2012

Nov 21, 
2013

Nov 18, 
2014

Nov 9, 
2015

Nov 9, 
2016 

Nov 15, 
2017 

Oct. 28, 
2020

Volatile Organic 
Compound (ppm) 0-3.3 (June 2005) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS NS NS 0.2 3.2

Oxygen (%) 18.18 (April 2002) - 20.9 (Oct 
1999) 12.4 20.4 19.5 21.9 20.9 16.7 20.6 19.5 NS NS NS NS 15.8/16.3* 18.2/18.6*

Lower Explosive Limit 
(%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS NS NS 0 0

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 NS 3.1 1.5

Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS NS NS 0 0
Atmospheric Pressure 
(Inches Hg)

29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct 
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 UKN 29.89 29.73

Notes:
NR - No reading
NS - Not sampled; Hornets' nest
UKN = Unknown
* = Oxygen was measured using two separate instruments (MultiRAE+/Landtec GEM 2000).
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Table 16
Landfill Gas Monitoring A7-2

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Parameter Ranges from April 1998 to 
May 2006

Nov 14, 
2006

June 26, 
2007

Oct 23, 
2007

Jun 23, 
2008

Jun 10, 
2009

Nov 3, 
2010

Nov 2, 
2011

Dec 4, 
2012

Nov 21, 
2013

Nov 18, 
2014

Nov 9, 
2015

Nov 9, 
2016 

Nov 15, 
2017 

Oct. 28, 
2020

Volatile Organic 
Compound (ppm) 0-7.6 (June 2005) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0.5 0 0.2 1.0

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 R 13.3/6.7* 12.8/12.2

Lower Explosive Limit 
(%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0.002 0.003 0 0

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 R 4.9 5.6
Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0.1 0.1 0 0
Atmospheric Pressure 
(Inches Hg)

29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct 
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 UKN 29.89 29.73

Notes:
NR - No reading
NS - Not sampled; Hornets' nest
UKN = Unknown
R = Carbon dioxide ranged from 4.1-5.0% and oxygen ranged from 13.2 to 15.4% across vents GV-2, GV-3, GV-4.
* = Oxygen was measured using two separate instruments (MultiRAE+/Landtec GEM 2000).
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Table 17
Landfill Gas Monitoring A7-3

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Parameter Ranges from April 1998 to 
May 2006

Nov 14, 
2006

June 26, 
2007

Oct 23, 
2007

Jun 23, 
2008

Jun 10, 
2009

Nov 3, 
2010

Nov 2, 
2011

Dec 4, 
2012

Nov 21, 
2013

Nov 18, 
2014

Nov 9, 
2015

Nov 9, 
2016 

Nov 15, 
2017 

Oct. 28, 
2020

Volatile Organic 
Compound (ppm) 0-2.5 (June 2005) 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.7

Oxygen (%)
19.7 (Oct 2001 and Apr 2002) - 
20.9 (Apr 1998, May 2001 and 

April 2004)
9.9 20.6 18.5 21.9 20.8 13.6 18.9 18.0 18.8 18.8 17.5 R 12.3/6.0* 9.7/11.4

Lower Explosive Limit 
(%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.002 0.003 0 0

Carbon Dioxide (%) 0-0.4 (April 2004) 7.9 7.9 1.4 0 0 5.1 3.0 4.0 2.1 2.1 2.9 R 6.2 5.5
Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0
Atmospheric Pressure 
(Inches Hg)

29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct 
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 UKN 29.89 29.73

Notes:
NR - No reading
UKN = Unknown
R = Carbon dioxide ranged from 4.1-5.0% and oxygen ranged from 13.2 to 15.4% across vents GV-2, GV-3, GV-4.
* = Oxygen was measured using two separate instruments (MultiRAE+/Landtec GEM 2000).
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Table 18
Landfill Gas Monitoring A7-4

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Parameter Ranges from April 1998 to 
May 2006

Nov 14, 
2006

June 26, 
2007

Oct 23, 
2007

Jun 23, 
2008

Jun 10, 
2009

Nov 3, 
2010

Nov 2, 
2011

Dec 4, 
2012

Nov 21, 
2013

Nov 18, 
2014

Nov 9, 
2015

Nov 9, 
2016 

Nov 15, 
2017 

Oct. 28, 
2020

Volatile Organic 
Compound (ppm) 0-1.9 (June and Sept 2005) 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 NS 0 0.5 0 0.1 0.1

Oxygen (%) 19.2 (April 2002) - 20.9 (Oct 
1999 and Apr 2003) 12.9 20.4 20.1 22.0 20.9 15.9 20.4 17.7 NS 20.0 19.6 R 17.5/16.9* 18.6/18.8*

Lower Explosive Limit 
(%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0 0.002 0.003 0 0

Carbon Dioxide (%) 0-0.2 (April 2002) 6.5 6.5 0.4 0 0 3.7 1.7 3.2 NS 0 1.4 R 3.0 1.9
Methane (%) All readings = 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0 0.1 0.2 0 0
Atmospheric Pressure 
(Inches Hg)

29.35 (April 2000) - 30.2 (Oct 
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 UKN 29.89 29.73

Notes:
NR - No reading
NS - Not sampled; Hornets' nest
UKN = Unknown
R = Carbon dioxide ranged from 4.1-5.0% and oxygen ranged from 13.2 to 15.4% across vents GV-2, GV-3, GV-4.
* = Oxygen was measured using two separate instruments (MultiRAE+/Landtec GEM 2000).
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The following are excerpts 
from the Maynard police 
log from Monday, Dec. 
28, to Sunday, Jan. 10. 
The log is public record 
and available for review. 
All persons are presumed 
innocent unless found 
guilty in a court of law.

        
Monday, Dec. 28        

1:46 a.m.: A speeding truck 
was reported possibly heading 
toward Stow on Route 117. 
The area search was negative.
9:04 a.m.: Broken windows 
were reported on two vehicles 
on Lincoln Street. The owner 
reported nothing was taken.
12:42 p.m.: Low-hanging wires 
were reported on River Street.
2:26 p.m.: A walk-in reported a 
harassing message.

Tuesday, Dec. 29        

9:05 a.m.: Low-hanging wires 
were reported on Louise 
Street. An offi cer reported the 
wires were not in the roadway 
or causing a hazard.
9:17 a.m.: Branches on wires 
were reported on Maple 
Street.
10:24 a.m.: A caller reported 
low-hanging wires on Old Mill 
Road were preventing the 
trash from being picked up in 
the neighborhood. Eversource 
was notifi ed.
1:01 p.m.: A walk-in reported 

two people shooting a bow 
and arrow toward the street 
on Main Street. Police located 
and advised the individual in 
question.
9:36 p.m.: A Glendale Street 
resident reported a neighbor 
threatened him with a knife 
after the resident asked the 
neighbor to turn down his 
music. Police reported the 
incident was part of an ongo-
ing neighbor dispute and that 
the neighbor had been cook-
ing dinner when he opened the 
door holding a knife.

Wednesday, Dec. 30        

9:46 a.m.: A store manager at 
CVS on Main Street reported 
a man refusing to leave the 
store.
10:11 a.m.: A downed wire was 
reported near a trail on Paul 
Road. Verizon was notifi ed.
11:40 a.m.: Low-hanging wires 
were reported at Old Mill Road 
and Waltham Street.
7:50 p.m.: A Douglas Avenue 
resident reported her snow 
blower was moved from her 
shed.

Thursday, Dec. 31        

1:15 p.m.: A school custo-
dian on Tiger Drive reported 
it appeared individuals had 
gained access to the roof. No 
signs of forced entry or van-
dalism were reported.

Friday, Jan. 1        

1:06 a.m.: A caller on Waltham 
Street reported youths left 
behind a bag that contained 
alcohol.
1:58 p.m.: A broken window 
was reported on Euclid 
Avenue.
10:26 p.m.: Icy road conditions 
were reported on Main Street.
10:43 p.m.: A caller reported 
receiving 20 calls from his 
soon-to-be ex-wife and her 
new boyfriend. The caller 
stated he believed the two 
were intoxicated and that the 
calls were vulgar in nature. An 

M AY N A R D  P O L I C E  L O G

• Elmer E. Thibodeau, 39, 979 
Essex St., Bangor, Maine, 
arrested Dec. 28 with two 
warrants and also charged 
with operating a vehicle with 
license suspended.
• Jose Matias Sorto, 39, 7 Duke 
St., Lynn, arrested Jan. 10, 
charged with a second offense 
of operating a vehicle under 
the infl uence of liquor, neg-
ligent operation of a vehicle, 
unlicensed operation of a 
vehicle and possession of an 
open container of alcohol in a 
vehicle.

M AY N A R D  A R R E S T S

The following are excerpts 
from the Stow police log 
from Tuesday, Jan. 5, to Sat-
urday, Jan. . The log is pub-
lic record and available for 
review. All persons are pre-
sumed innocent unless found 
guilty in a court of law.

        
Tuesday, Jan. 5        

8:37 a.m.: Unemployment 
fraud was reported.
9:33 a.m.: Police reported 
receiving a rabies exposure 
form to the station.

 Wednesday, Jan. 6

        
1:21 p.m.: A dead bat was 
reported on Old Bolton Road.

Thursday, Jan. 7        

8:15 a.m.: A Maura Drive 
resident reported an unknown 
truck in her driveway. Police 
reported the driver was a con-
struction worker at the wrong 
house.
3:28 p.m.: A caller on Sudbury 
Road reported a vehicle sped 
through his daughter’s bus 
stop. The caller stated this 
was the fi fth time it had hap-
pened this school year.

4:37 p.m.: Harassing phone 
calls were reported at Super-
cuts on Great Road.

Friday, Jan. 8        

4:32 p.m.: An Elliot Drive 
resident reported a black cat 
in her yard.
7:19 p.m.: A past road rage 
incident was reported on 
Windmill Hill Road.

 Saturday, Jan. 9       

1:03 p.m.: A large piece of 
glass was reported in the 
roadway on Great Road.

S T O W  P O L I C E  L O G

See POLICE,  A6

KThomas
Arrow
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By Karen Dandurant
news@seacoastonline.com

PORTSMOUTH, N.H. – 
Two COVID-19 vaccines 
are being distributed. But 
how close are we to so-called 
“normal” life? When you 
receive the vaccine, can you 
safely start living a little less 
locked down?

We asked local health 
experts to explain what to 
expect.

How careful do you 
have to be aft er 
receiving the COVID 
vaccine?

Wearing a mask, practicing 
social distancing, the use of 
hand sanitizer and other good 
hand hygiene practices must 
continue, according to health 
care experts. It is not a free 
hall pass.

Dr. Ben Locwin, who lives 
on the Seacoast and is an inter-
national COVID-19 adviser, 
said people need to follow the 
science.

“Science works whether 
or not you believe in it,” said 
Locwin. “Wearing masks and 
doing all the other stuff you 
have been told during this pan-
demic is what not only helps 
to prevent the spread, but also 
prevents the need for things 
like lockdowns. It is what will 
help get our schools back open 
for our kids.”

How long will it take 
for society to return to 
normal?

Locwin said he thinks it will 
take all of 2021 and maybe even 
beyond to vaccinate enough 
people to reach herd immunity.

"It's a slow uptake, the vac-
cines are fantastically effective, 
but even at the high efficacy 
rate we've seen in the clinic, 
about 1 in 20 people will have 
what's called a 'primary vac-
cine failure,' and may still be 
susceptible to COVID-19. 
Measles and flu vaccines simi-
larly have a small percentage of 
people within whom they don't 
function," Locwin said.

Both the Pfizer-BioNTech 
and Moderna vaccines, the first 
two approved in the United 

States, had efficacy rates of 
about 95% in trials and both 
were approved to be adminis-
tered in two doses.

The vaccine is a great start, 
but it will be a long time before 
enough people are vaccinated 
to make a marked impact, 
said Dr. Staci Hermann, chief 
pharmacist at Dartmouth-
Hitchcock Medical Center.

If I haven't seen my 
grandparents since 
March, and they have 
been vaccinated, once 
I am vaccinated, too, 
can I safely visit them?

“Yes!” Locwin said. “In 
that scenario, you and they 
are as safe as you'll ever get 
from COVID-19 from an 
infectious disease perspec-
tive. Provided you and they 
have received both doses of 
the available vaccines, the 
effectiveness is very high. 
Aside from entirely avoid-
ing contact, vaccination is 
the best means to prevent 
coronavirus infections, and 
is the only method by which 
we'll get society out of this 
seemingly-endless churn of 
lockdowns and protections.” 

That being said, even after 
being fully vaccinated, people 
should continue to take public 
health precautions, includ-
ing wearing a face covering 
and maintaining physical 
distance, according to public 
health officials in both New 
Hampshire and Maine.

In other words, dinner par-
ties are not recommended.

Early signs suggest fully 
v a c c i n a t e d  p e o p l e  a r e 
unlikely to transmit the virus 
to others, but public health 
officials don't have enough 
information yet to say for 
certain whether vaccinated 
people can or cannot spread 
the virus, Maine Center for 
Disease Control and Preven-
tion Director Dr. Nirav Shah 
said Monday.

Can I transmit COVID-
19 to other people aft er 
I’m vaccinated?

 “Only immunity in the 
vaccinated individual has 
been studied, so we can’t 

definitively say that the 
immunized person cannot 
somehow still transmit the 
virus to others,” said Dr. 
Evangeline Thibodeau, an 
infectious disease doctor at 
York Hospital.

Do I really need two 
doses?

Hermann said while there 
is talk of possibly not needing 
two full doses of the current 
vaccines, the data is not 
yet there to support it. She 
advises sticking with the FDA 
studies’ recommendation of 
two full doses.

“The philosophy behind the 
second, booster shot is to pro-
voke as powerful and durable 
a response as possible,” said 
Locwin. “With the first shot, 
the body begins to learn what 
it is facing. When the booster 
is introduced, the body says ‘I 
have seen this before,’ and the 
response becomes much more 
specific, and the length of time 
before the immunity begins to 
wane becomes longer, because 
the body remembers.”

Building enough antibod-
ies takes time, Locwin said, 
adding with the first shot it 
takes a couple of weeks to build 

up immunity.
“Then you wait a month for 

the second shot, and you are 
still susceptible,” said Locwin. 
“Maybe to a lesser degree, but 
until the full immunity is there, 

you can still get it. The people
who fall in that one in 20 do not
know their vaccine failed, and
they can still get and transmit
the virus. This is not the time
to let our guard down.”

Are people who are 
given the vaccine 
provided with 
instructions? What do 
they say?

“Yes,” Locwin said. “Gen-
erally it's guidance to expect
injection-site soreness for a
day or two, and they are given a
vaccination card which details
the type of vaccine given (at the
moment, Pfizer/BioNTech or
Moderna), the date of admin-
istration, and the location of
the administering clinic. They
are also given an EUA (Emer-
gency Use Authorization) fact
sheet with encouragement
to report any side effects for
active safety monitoring.
There are also recommenda-
tions and instructions given
to use "v-safe" (v-safe After
Vaccination Health Checker),
which is a smartphone app that
allows the patient to submit
side effects to the CDC; It also
reminds the patient of the
timing for their second dose.”

Locwin said he recommends 
once people have received their
first dose of COVID-19 vac-
cine, “they continue to be very
vigilant with their personal
behaviors, because protection
isn't complete and sufficient
until after the second dose
has been received.”

So you got the COVID vaccine. What now?

Nurse practitioner Leslie Gurrisi gives the vaccine to the fi rst Exeter Hospital employee to receive 
it, Mary Van Liew, a nurse on 4 East on Wednesday afternoon. [DEB CRAM/SEACOASTONLINE AND 

FOSTERS.COM]

Melissa Voisine, registered nurse and Portsmouth Regional 
Hospital’s director of emergency services is the fi rst to receive a 
COVID-19 vaccine at PRH at 7:30 a.m. Wednesday, Dec. 16, 2020. 
[COURTESY/PORTSMOUTH REGIONAL HOSPITAL]

KThomas
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instead of a whole bunch of other ads?
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PUBLIC NOTICE FOR FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
FORMER FORT DEVENS SUPERFUND SITE 

– SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX
SUDBURY, MASSACHUSETTS

The U.S. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division (BRAC) is announcing the
start of the fifth Five-Year Review (FYR) of remedial cleanup actions taken at the former
Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex Superfund Site, located in the towns of Hudson,
Stow, Maynard, and Sudbury, Massachusetts.  The purpose of the 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
Superfund law. The FYR will also contain a brief summary on the status of the ongoing
per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) investigation at the former Fort Devens Sud-
bury Training Annex. It is anticipated that this Five-Year Review will be completed in
September 2021. The Army invites the local community to take part in the review process
by participating in a community interview. The purpose of community interviews is to
determine the appropriate level of community involvement at the site and to ensure that
the public is properly informed on site status and activities. 

BACKGROUND: Camp Devens was established in 1917 as a temporary training
area for soldiers during World War I. In 1932, the site was named Fort Devens and made
a permanent installation with the primary mission of commanding, training, and provid-
ing logistical support for non-divisional 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 ammunitions. The Annex remained
active until its placement on the BRAC list in 1995. Pursuant to Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Sudbury annex
was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in 1990 because of environmental con-
tamination associated with historic underground storage tanks, ammunition demolition
areas, fire training areas, and disposal of various laboratory waste. Since its placement
on the NPL, remedial activities were completed at contaminated sites, and long-term re-
medial activities undertaken where necessary to ensure protectiveness.  The Annex was
deleted from the NPL in 2002.  Continuing activities include operation, maintenance,
and monitoring at a landfill site (Area of Concern A7) and evaluation of land use con-
trols. In 2005, ownership of most of the site transferred to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Services 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 protected. More detailed information on this site can be found on the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) web page at: https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cur-
sites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0100685.
To request an interview, or to submit comments and question 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: 978-615-6090
Email: robert.j.simeone.civ@mail.mil

           

Felix J., “Phil” Pittorino, 81
owner of Wedgewood Pines Country Club
Felix J., “Phil” Pittorino, 81,owner of Wedgewood Pines

Country Club in Stow, died after a short illness on
December 29, 2020 at Emerson Hospital.
An Acton resident, Phil was born in Newton, Mass. to

Josephine (Cappadona) and Joseph Pittorino. He
graduated from Waltham High School class of 1958. He
is survived by his loving wife Sandra (Sablone) Pittorino
and was the devoted father to Stacey Pittorino Page of
Acton; and Joe Pittorino and his wife Jonida of Stow; the beloved grandfather of
Cameron, Jordan, Avery, McKenzie, Julia, Rachel, Felix, Luke, and Bella; dear brother
of Nancy Silva of Acton, Gerald Pittorino and his wife Dorothy of Waltham, Linda
Pittorino of Groton and the late Joseph Pittorino of Littleton. He is also survived by
many cousins, nieces and nephews and their families.
Phil had a smile that would light up the room, especially when his grandkids were

around. If you asked his grandkids what word they would use to describe “Grampie”
there are many: Cameron-fearless, Jordan-humorous, Avery-loving, Kenzie-hard
working, Julie-happy, Rachel-dependable, Felix-persevering, Luke-ice cream.
Following in the family tradition, Phil joined the land development business with

his two brothers, later expanding into three successful companies. Phil’s passion for
land development led him to many extraordinary ventures including developing
property throughout New England and the acquisition of everything from castles
to golf courses. Ultimately he transitioned out of contracting into a full time venture
in the golf course industry.

With a relentless work ethic, and through tireless hours, Phil developed
Wedgewood Pines Country Club from the forest it was to what Wedgewood is today-
a family business with a family membership. His greatest joys in life were his
children, grandchildren and wife along with the Wedgewood employees and
members who he also considered family. When nobody thought it could be done,
Phil bought it, built it and developed it into one of the best golf courses in
Massachusetts.
He will live forever in our hearts.
Visiting hours were held Jan. 5 at the Acton Funeral Home, Acton, with the funeral

Mass in St. Elizabeth of Hungary Church in Acton.  Burial followed in Woodlawn
Cemetery, Acton Center.  Memorial gifts to Phil's favorite charity, The Wounded
Warrior Project, PO Box 758516, Topeka, Kansas 66675-8516, also online at
woundedwarriorproject.org will be greatly appreciated. Memorial page
actonfuneralhome.com

OBITUARIES
Kathy Olohan, 78
STOW—Carmelita Catherine (“Kathy”) Olohan nee
Ryan, age 78, passed away in her home in Stow,
Massachusetts on Saturday, December 19, 2020,
surrounded by her loving family. She was born on
January 3, 1942 to Thomas Patrick and Helen (Clouse)
Ryan in Somerset, Ohio. Kathy, known as Kate in her
youth, grew up on her family’s cattle farm. She loved
riding her horses bareback on the farm as a girl and
treasured the lifelong friendships she formed with the
brothers and priests of the Dominican Order at the
novitiate at nearby St. Joseph's Priory. Kathy graduated with a BA from Ohio
Dominican University and then obtained a Masters in English from Indiana
University. After graduation, she taught in the Indianapolis public school system and
had a great impact on her students, some of whom she corresponded with up until
her death. She married William A. Olohan (Bill) of Dublin, Ireland in June, 1965 and
together they had ten children. She loved Bill dearly and was devoted to him
throughout his many years of illness until his death in 2001.
Kathy left the classroom and dedicated herself to raising her nine children. (Her

son, Michael, was born prematurely and died just two days after he was born.
Michael’s birth and death had a profound impact on the entire Olohan family.) The
family moved to Stow in 1975, and in 1981, she bought the Stow Villager where she
was the writer, editor and publisher. Her editorials were known for their strong
positions, well-crafted arguments, and influence in town.
She was an early leader in the pro-life movement in Massachusetts, and volunteered

for many years at Birthright, a pregnancy counselling center. For a number of years,
she would invite pregnant women who had nowhere to live to come live in her home
until their babies were born and they were able to stabilize their situation. This
eventually led to the establishment of Spring House in Berlin Massachusetts, a home
for women in crisis pregnancies, in 1993. Kathy was the DIrector of Spring House
until 2000, and helped numerous women find shelter, educational and work
opportunities, love, and support when the world turned them away.
In addition to her work at Spring House, Kathy was also very active in teaching

religious education at her parish, and was the Director of CCD at Christ the King
Church in Hudson for many years. Following the death of her husband BIll, Kathy
returned to teaching, and she taught French and religion at Lowell Catholic before
retiring due to the onset of leukemia (CLL).
She spent the remaining years of her life devoted to her children and sixty-four

(64) grandchildren. She never missed a birthday of any of her children or
grandchildren, andwould often mark birthdays with a beautiful poem. An
accomplished pianist, she always enjoyed playing piano with her family. Family get-
togethers were never complete without music and singing.
A lifelong devout Catholic, Kathy was a daily communicant and attended Mass at

St. Benedict Abbey in Still River, MA. She was a Third Order Dominican and was
active in the work of the local chapter. She will be buried wearing the habit of the
Third Order.
Kathy was a strong yet unassuming woman whose focus was on other people, never

herself. She actively corresponded not only with her family but with countless friends
and even strangers from all walks of life. The motto she chose for her family and which
is on her tombstone, Veritatis in Caritate--to live the truth in love -- exemplified her life.
She is revered and deeply loved by all her family who miss her terribly.
Kathy is survived by five sons: William Olohan and wife Michelle of Southlake,

Texas, Thomas Olohan and wife Jane of Warrenton, Virginia, Daniel Olohan and
wife Mary Kate of Walpole Massachusetts, John Olohan and wife Molly of
Weymouth, Massachusetts, Ryan Olohan and wife Anne of Montville, New Jersey;
three daughters: Catherine Kelly and husband William of Potomac, Maryland,
Sheila Beirne and husband Gerard of Stow, Massachusetts, Margaret Sweatman
and husband Thomas of Rockville, Maryland; and son-in-law Dave Flanders. She is
survived by sixty three (63) grandchildren; her brother, Tim Ryan of Somerset,
Ohio, and her sister, Sister Maria of the Eucharist (Polly Ryan) of Miami, Florida.
Kathy was predeceased by her husband, William Olohan, son Michael Olohan,
daughter Maria Flanders, granddaughter Sheila Catherine Beirne, and sisters Peggy
and Constance Ryan.
A Mass of Christian Burial was celebrated on January 5, 2021 at Saint John the

Guardian of Our Lady Parish, Clinton with burial following in St. Bridget’s Cemetery,
Great Road, Maynard.

In lieu of flowers, donations in Kathy’s memory may be made to St. Benedict
Abbey, 252 Still River Road, Still River, MA 01467, or to Dominican Friars, Dominican
Foundation, 141 East 65th Street, New York, NY 10065-6699.
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The Lincoln-Sudbury 
Regional School Committee and 

the Lincoln-Sudbury Teach-
ers’ Association are pleased to 

announce they have agreed on 
a new contract. 

The key features of the 
new contract are a one-year 
duration with no cost of living 
adjustment. The teachers’ 
association approached the 
school committee with the 
idea of a one year, no COLA 
agreement in recognition 
of the financial uncertainty 

and educational challenges
caused by the COVID-19
pandemic. 

The school committee is
grateful to the teachers’ asso-
ciation for its collaboration,
creativity and commitment
to our students. A copy of the
contract can be found on the
Lincoln-Sudbury website at
https://bit.ly/2LEjJqv.

Zane Razzaq
The MetroWest Daily News
USA TODAY NETWORK

SUDBURY — What was the 
Board of Selectmen is now offi-
cially the Select Board.

During a Special Town 

Meeting last January, voters 
overwhelmingly backed a 
move to drop gender-specific 
language and change the name 
of the town's top elected board. 
The move, which is part of a 
growing movement, was part 
of an effort to be more inclusive.

The petition to make the 
Sudbury Town Charter gender-
neutral was guided through the 
state Legislature by state Rep. 
Carmine Gentile, D-Sudbury.

State Sens. Mike Bar-
rett, D-Lexington, and Jamie 
Eldridge, D-Acton, provided 

support. It was enacted by the 
state House and Senate, and 
then signed by Gov. Charlie 
Baker on Dec. 29.

More than 90 other Massa-
chusetts towns have made the 
change in recent years, includ-
ing Hopkinton and Lexington.
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O B I T U A R I E S
Obituaries appearing in this section are paid for and written by families,

often through the services of a funeral director.

Kathleen Keller Klein
SUDBURY – Kathleen Keller

Klein, July 6, 1928--January 3,
2021 of Sudbury, also known
to her family as Kitsy and by
friends as Kathy, slipped away
peacefully on a calm snowy
night.

She was born in Boston on
July 6, 1928 to Kathleen and
Harrison Keller and grew up in
Wellesley. Her father was a
violinist and New England
Conservatory teacher,
director, and Board President.
Her mother was from Salt Lake
City and grew up riding horses
and stagecoaches. Her upbring
was filled with music, "the
arts," and wonderful story
telling.

She graduated from
Wellesley High School and
attended the Museum of Fine
Arts School. Kitsy was a water-
color artist, a poet, and a free
spirit who found humor in
most things. She always saw

the silver
lining. Her
unwavering
j o y f u l
n a t u r e
t o u c h e d
those who
k n e w
h e r . S h e
married her
long time

friend, Joseph Klein, an
experimental physicist whom
she met while working as a
secretary in the engineering
department of Raytheon. They
lived in Sudbury MA and
enjoyed retirement together.
Joe died in 2003.

Kitsy leaves her two neices
Betsy Alden of Dover MA and
Katherine Alden of Spring
Mills PA, and a nephew , Peter
Alden of Dover MA,. A private
burialwillbeheldatWadsworth
Cemetery in
Sudbury.

Kathleen Keller
Klein

Edward J. Gottmann
SUDBURY – Edward J.

Gottmann, 80, of SudburY,
passed away peacefully in the
surroundings of his home on
Friday, January 8, 2021, with
his wife, daughter, and son in-
law at his side.

He was born in Queens, NY,
to Henry and Emily Gottmann
on March 5th, 1940. After fin-
ishing high school, he briefly
joined William Esty before
entering the United States
Army. He was stationed in Cal-
ifornia for several years before
returning to New York where
he met the love of his life, Mary.
They were married in 1967 and
resided in Merrick, NY, with
their daughter Elizabeth until
1977. He then moved, with his
family, to Sudbury to open the
Boston office of Katz Commu-
nications. He retired from Katz
in 1988 after 20 plus years of
service as a radio advertising
vice president.

Soon after, he threw himself
into community service for the
town of Sudbury. He began
driving for Meals on Wheels
and F.I.S.H and later founded
the Sudbury Community Food
Pantry. He then turned his
efforts to the Sudbury Senior
Center, where he was the Vol-
unteer Coordinator for nearly
20 years. During this time, he
spearheaded many initiatives
such as Fix-it, Friendly Visi-
tors, Medical Equipment Loan
Closet, Lockbox, Sand Bucket
and Lawn Clean-Up. Whenever
someoneintownneededsome-
thing to be done, he always
found a way to make it happen.

He touched
many peo-
ple with his
k i n d n e s s
and made
the world a
better place.

Ed is pre-
ceded in
death by his
parents and

dear sister, Rita Long and her
husband James. He is survived
by his devoted wife of 53 years,
Mary (Karl) Gottmann; his lov-
ing daughter Elizabeth
Gottmann-Hanrahan, her hus-
band Craig, and two beautiful
grandchildren, Emma and Ava,
of Billerica, MA; his beloved
brother Henry Gottmann and
wife Kathleen of Ramsey, NJ;
and his many wonderful nieces
and nephews and their fami-
lies.

In light of the current pan-
demic, and our care and con-
cern for family and friends,
services are private. Condo-
lences and messages for his
family may be made on-line at:
Duckett-Waterman.com. A
celebration of life will be
planned for a later date, when
it is safe to gather in larger
numbers.

In lieu of flowers, donations
to Ed’s most cherished con-
cerns are appreciated: Sud-
bury Community Food Pantry
at PO Box 751, Sudbury, MA,
01776, or to the Friends of the
Sudbury Senior Citizens, in
care of the Sudbury Senior
Center, 40 Fairbanks Road,
Sudbury, MA, 01776.

Edward J.
Gottmann

To contact our obituary department, please e-mail

obits@wickedlocal.com
or

call 781-433-6905
or

Fax 781-433-6965

Obituaries for the weekly newspapers are taken at

the Randolph office Monday through Friday.

Please Call for Deadline Details

How to Submit an Obituary
to the Weekly Newspapers

Sudbury: ‘Select Board’ name change is now offi  cial

LSRHS announces new contract

The Wayside Inn Foun-
dation recently announced 
“Sudbury’s Patriots of Color 
and the World of the Ameri-
can Revolution,” will feature 
Benjamin Remillard, a Ph.D. 
candidate at the University of 
New Hampshire, at 7 p.m. Jan. 
26 via Zoom.

This is the first program 
made possible by its new Fund 
for Diverse Programming 
initiative.

Remillard will discuss his 
most recent research as it 
relates to the Battles of Lex-
ington and Concord on April 
19, 1775, the enlistment of men 
of color representing Sudbury 
following those battles and 
the lives of veterans of color 
during and after the American 
Revolution.

“We feel incredibly fortu-
nate,” said Sally Hild, TWIF 
nonprofit director. “In the fall, 
a generous donor offered to 
seed this fund in concert with 
a unique matching challenge 
in order to attract additional 
donations. We are now able to 
invite speakers and scholars, 
like Ben, to The Wayside Inn 
to help us unearth the history 
of people of color at our site and 
from our community and to tell 
their stories. This is the first of 
many programs to come.” 

The challenge goal was met 
and surpassed through a Giving 
Tuesday social media cam-
paign in December in which 
an anonymous donor matched 
every donation, regardless of 
size, with a $50 donation. 

“This increased the impact 
of smaller donations and 
helped us bring in a new demo-
graphic of supporters,” said 
Katina Fontes, TWIF Trustee 
and Development Committee 
co-chair. “With this formula 
even a $10 donation was worth 
$60. A $25 donation was worth 
$75.” 

The fund is restricted to 
activities that enable TWIF 
to develop and support pro-
gramming that specifically 

addresses the historical roots
and cultural contributions of
Black, Indigenous and People
of Color. 

“This is part of a larger effort 
to expand our programming
and widen our base of sup-
port,” Fontes said. “Our
traditional donor base is com-
prised of individuals with a long
history and strong connection
with The Wayside Inn, and for
this we are very thankful, but in
the long-term, we wish to grow
our audience even farther. To
do this we need to engage with
the whole of our community in
creative ways and expand our
mission-related programming.
This fund provides both a way
to pay for these initiatives and
offer a way for future donors
inclined toward supporting
this type of programming to
give in a directed manner.”

Remillard has taught his-
tory at several universities
throughout New England,
including Regis College, Mass-
Bay Community College and
the University of New Hamp-
shire. His current research
focuses on Revolutionary War
veterans of color and their
experiences as a generational
cohort. He has also published
and presented papers on vari-
ous aspects of early American
history, including indigenous
memorialization efforts on
Boston Harbor’s Deer Island
and in Mystic, Connecticut.
At the TWIF program, he will
specifically discuss the expe-
rience of veterans of color in
Sudbury and Massachusetts
during and after the war, and
the importance of memori-
als for building and sustaining
collective memory.

To register, visit https://
conta.cc/3nIK6cp. The pro-
gram fee is $10 per Zoom link,
or $5 for TWIF members. For
more information about the
program, donating to the Fund
for Diverse Programming or
about membership with TWIF,
email TWIF@wayside.org.

TWIF announces 
new diverse 
programming fund

The Friends of the Goodnow 
Library will host its Parisian 
Cafes and Impressionist Paint-
ing art program with Jane 
Oneail, of Culturally Curious, 
at 3 p.m. Jan. 24 via Zoom.

The program will explore 
images by Monet, Renoir and 
Degas how the hub of activity 
in Parisian cafes inspired these 
artists.

Oneail is the founder and 
president of Culturally Curious. 
She has a master’s degree in art 
history from Boston Univer-
sity and a Master of Education 
from the Harvard University's 

Graduate School of Education.
She is a New Hampshire

native and has worked at the
League of New Hampshire
Craftsmen and the Currier
Museum of Art. Oneail has
taught art history at the col-
lege level for more than a
decade.

To register, please go to the
Goodnow Library website and
sign up on the Calendar page.
A few days before the pro-
gram, a Zoom invitation will
be sent. The sender will be
"Assabet Interactive Support
of the Goodnow Library." 

Goodnow Library
to host art event

KThomas
Arrow
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Regulatory Questionnaire 

Responses copied from email response received January 21, 2021.  

Authorities from State/local government agencies or federal facilities 

What is your overall impression of the project? 

Sudbury is a mature project with a landfill site under O&M and the remainder of the property under the 

USFWS management. With the discovery of PFAS, a remedial decision needs to be made after its 

investigation is completed.   

Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities, etc.) 

conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and results. 

In my time as RPM, I have only visited the site for inspection of the landfill as part of the five year review. 

Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site requiring a response by 

your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.  

None 

Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress? 

Yes 

Have any breaches of the Land Use Controls (LUCs) 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 

Are LUCs being enforced? What is the enforcement plan in the event of an LUC breach?  

Army is responsible for enforcing LUCs. In a breach, Army must make the corrective measures. 

 

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY 

Former Sudbury Annex 

Name: Robert Lim 

Title: Project Manager 

Organization: US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

Address: One Congress Street, Boston, MA 02114 

E-Mail: Lim.Robert@epa.gov 

Telephone: (617) 918-1392 

mailto:Lim.Robert@epa.gov
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Are there any new developments, either constructed or planned, in the area of which the entity is 

aware?   

Not to my knowledge 

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

in the area)?  

It depends on USFWS plans for AOC A9. 

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

information about LUCs?  

Don’t know. 

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

Not sure, but how much does USFWS communicate with the Army about its plans for the property? If 

little, then schedule periodic meetings. 

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's management or 

operation? 

None 



   

General Public Questionnaire 

 

Responses received via email on January 21, 2021. 

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

Overall the ACOE and their contractors do a great job of monitoring the current contamination and 

the recent discovery and concerns of PFAS has had some impacts on our ability to utilize the site for 

our management purposes. 

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

There have been recent concerns of PFAS and it has been discovered on the refuge from monitoring 

work.  There has not been any specific environmental cleanup work for PFAS and we do not know of 

any correlation from PFAS found on the refuge and impacts to surrounding community.  We are 

aware that local water departments are having to install PFAS filtration systems. 

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site and cleanup conducted at the Annex? 

Not aware of community concerns. 

Are you familiar with the various processes that Army is utilizing to clean up the environmental 

sites? 

We are not aware of any effort to clean up the site, however we feel that a much more 

comprehensive cleanup (or filtration system) may be required to eliminate the threats from PFAS as 

well as the other AOC sites. 

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

As far as we know there are no clean-up efforts. 

Do you feel informed about the cleanup activities and progress? 

I feel we are well informed of the monitoring efforts that take place at all AOC. 

 

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY 

Former Sudbury Annex 

 

Name: Tom Eagle 

Title: Deputy Project leader  

Organization: Eastern Massachusetts NWR Complex; Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge 

Address: USFW 73 Weir Road, Sudbury, MA 01776 

E-Mail: Tom_eagle@fws.gov 

Telephone: (978) 579-4027 



   

Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or 

emergency responses from local authorities?  

None 

Do you have any other comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the environmental 

cleanup work conducted at the Annex?  

We are planning to hold a call with MA DEP and EPA to discuss the use of our bedrock well.  We have 

exhausted all other potential means of getting water to our facilities.  We and the ACOE (KGS) feel 

that this well can safely be used for non-potable purposes as is but we are willing to install a PFAS 

filtration system if needed. 
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Regulatory Questionnaire 

Responses received via email on January 14, 2021. 

Authorities from State/local government agencies or federal facilities 

What is your overall impression of the project? 

The landfill has been maintained and annual monitoring and inspections have been completed. 

Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities, etc.) 
conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and results. 

Annual sampling along with landfill mowing and inspections are conducted routinely in the fall. 
Maintenance is completed as necessary. 

Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site requiring a response 
by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.  

None. 

Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress? 

Yes. 

Have any breaches of the Land Use Controls (LUCs) 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?  

None at the site. 

Are LUCs being enforced? What is the enforcement plan in the event of an LUC breach?  

LUCs are reported in annual report and discussed with landowner.  In the event of a breech, the entities 
would discuss the breach and the issue.  

Are there any new developments, either constructed or planned, in the area of which the entity is 
aware?   

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SITE SURVEY 
AOC A7 at Former Sudbury Annex 

Name: Penelope Reddy 
Title: Engineering Technical Lead 
Organization: US Army Corps of Engineers-New England 
Address: 696 Virginia Road, Concord, MA 01742 
E-Mail: Penelope.w.reddy@usace.army.mil 
Telephone: (978) 318-8160 
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I am not aware of any planned developments.  During the FYR inspection, landfill remains vacant with a 
fence surrounding it.    

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

No. The land use remains the same. 

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

No the entity does not have a tracking system.  Information on land use controls is reported annually in 
the annual reports.  

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

No. I do not have any suggestions for improvement.  

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's management or 
operation? 

I do not have any recommendations, suggestions or comments regarding site management and 
operation. 
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Appendix C

Summary of Historical Groundwater Target Compounds at AOC A7, 1996 - 2020

Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

Jul Oct Apr Oct Apr Oct Apr Oct Apr Oct May Oct Apr Oct Apr Oct Apr Oct Jun Sep Nov Oct Oct

1996 1996 1997 1997 1998 1998 1999 1999 2000 2000 2001 2001 2002 2002 2003 2003 2004 2004 2005 2005 2006 2007 2008

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane

OHM-A7-51(1) 66 85 34 29 11 9.0 6.5 19 7.7 4.9 1.0 6.0 1.0 6.1 4.8 2.4 2.7 4.4 2.0 1.4 1.9 2.4 2.0

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2) 13 21 24 26 20 31 23 22 12 20 12 14 20 13 5.1 3.8 4.8 1.8 2.0 4.1 3.6 4.2 3.6

Tetrachloroethene 

OHM-A7-08 12 27 120 120 92 130 94 92 43 71 40 59 14 33 24 23 J 21 13 8.7 25.4 16.4 J 6.2 J 8.1

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2) 14 14 28 21 28 32 30 24 17 25 40 16 23 14 1.9 3.0 2.9 0.62 1.5 11.6 8.9 11.9 13

Trichloroethene

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2) 10 15 24 25 1.0 36 36 30 21 37 17 29 40 33 5.9 11 17 9.3 3.8 25.4 7.1 9.3 4.6

gamma-BHC (Lindane) 

OHM-A7-08 0.538 2.8 17 0.052 16 13 12 6.7 9.6 5.1 J 7.0 4.3 1.4 2.6 2.6 2.0 1.4 0.82 J 1.1 1.84 1.91 0.58 0.52 J

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2) NS NS NS 0.31 ND 0.38 0.32 0.33 0.066 ND 0.25 0.31 0.25 0.24 0.12 0.041 J ND 0.10 0.059 0.17 0.18 0.34 0.22

JO-A07-M62/SUDWP-A07-01(3)/SUDA7-19-01(4) NS ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.84 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

4,4'-DDD 

OHM-A7-08 NS NS NS 0.35 5.0 5.6 0.30 5.0 0.28 2.0 0.10 0.25 0.13 2.0 0.21 0.40 0.29 0.11 0.21 0.12 0.10 0.16 0.040

Notes:

All results and standards are in micrograms per liter 

(µg/L).

Acronyms and Abbreviations:

J =  estimated concentration

ND = not detected

NS = not sampled

Well Number

(2)
 Well SUD-A07-M65 was installed in 2006 to replace 

well JO-A07-M63, which was decommissioned in 2013.

(4)
 Well SUDA7-19-01 was installed in 2019 to replace 

well SUDWP-A07-1, which was decommissioned.

(3)
 Well SUDWP-A07-01 was installed in 2013 as a 

replacement for damaged well JO-A07-M62.

(1) Well OHM-A7-51 was removed from the long-term 

monitoring program in 2015.
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Former Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane

OHM-A7-51(1)

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2)

Tetrachloroethene 

OHM-A7-08

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2)

Trichloroethene

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2)

gamma-BHC (Lindane) 

OHM-A7-08

JO-A07-M63/SUD-A07-065
(2)

JO-A07-M62/SUDWP-A07-01(3)/SUDA7-19-01(4)

4,4'-DDD 

OHM-A7-08

Notes:

All results and standards are in micrograms per liter 

(µg/L).

Acronyms and Abbreviations:

J =  estimated concentration

ND = not detected

NS = not sampled

Well Number

(2)
 Well SUD-A07-M65 was installed in 2006 to replace 

well JO-A07-M63, which was decommissioned in 2013.

(4)
 Well SUDA7-19-01 was installed in 2019 to replace 

well SUDWP-A07-1, which was decommissioned.

(3)
 Well SUDWP-A07-01 was installed in 2013 as a 

replacement for damaged well JO-A07-M62.

(1) Well OHM-A7-51 was removed from the long-term 

monitoring program in 2015.

Nov Jun Oct Oct Nov Oct Oct Oct Dec Apr Nov Nov Oct

2009 2011 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2019 2020

0.94 1.2 0.58 1.77 1.22 ND NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

2.3 3.3 2.1 3.14 2.34 ND 1.8 1.3 NS NS ND NS 0.630 J

11 5.6 6.2 8.18 7.46 ND 4.2 2.7 NS NS 3.3 NS 2.6

12 15 9.9 13.2 14 14.8 12.5 9.3 NS NS 3.1 NS 6.9

4.4 4.7 1.3 6.77 8.35 6.7 6.9 3.9 NS NS ND NS 2.8

0.522 0.332 0.45 0.529 0.366 0.33 0.18 0.11 NS NS 0.011 J NS 0.18

0.097 0.077 0.079 0.243 0.241 0.22 0.17 0.14 NS NS 0.034 J NS 0.10

ND ND ND NS NS ND NS ND ND ND ND ND ND

0.050 0.053 0.043 0.049 0.045 0.042 0.037 0.023 NS NS ND NS 0.028
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APPENDIX E – ARARs  

 
 
  



• 

~.. -

Rtqrdnlllrnl 
,', 

, . 

lAbotTIJo'1 Wut#· Fed~ru1 

RCIlA • ldenlirl~tion and Lisling of 
Haurdous WasIC (40 CFR 261) 

RCIlA . Land Disposal Restrictions 
(4OCFR 268) 

Off-5ite Rule (40 CfR. §300.44O) 

lAborr:ll1'1 wait, • Sl4re 

HWR • RequiremeDlS for (kneDlDrs 
(JIO CMR 30.4000-30.416) 

HWR • Usc and Mamgemelll of 
COIIIIiDcrs (310 CMR 30.680) 

Soil • Federal 

RCRA Subtitle C, Subpan B • 
General Facility Standards (40 CFR 
264.10·264.18) 

• • 
TABLE 3-2 

FORT DEVENS SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX - AOC A7 
ARARs FOR EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OF 

Lj'\.BORATORY WASTE AND CONTAINMENT BY RCRA SUBTITLE C LANDFILL CAP 

. ?~'?~\~;~~~:~~~~':.'.'-. R~qrdnmml S,no1sil Action To Be TGlun To Aaain ARAR 

ACTION-SPECIFIC 

ReicYaII1 and Eslablisties defmitions for solid and hazardous wastes. Sets fonh Laboratory waste includes soil and debris conlllmiriated by liquid 
Appropriate erileria used iii identify hazardoo$ waste and to lisl panicular wasles. ,conrainers. TIle waSIe is assumed 10 be classified as Ft,102 spent 

Identifies cbancreristics of ,'hazardous wasLC and conrains a solvents, 
panic:ular list or hazardous wastes, 

Relevant and ldenti~ bazardDus wastes mat an: restricted from land disposal and Removal o( laborarory waSle arol aswcialed contaminalcd soils criggers 
Appropriale defines csemplions. Subpan D cOIlIains ,treatment swdards for LOR!, Since the waSles have been classified as FOO2 spent halugcllall:,j 

RCRA·lisltd WIlSlCs. solvents, the wastes will be lransponcd off sire for Ircannenr and 
disposal in accordance wilb lIle requirements of the LOR!. 

Applicable Requires !hit hazardous substances, pollutaDlS, or contaminants Laooratory waste nwerial will be transported to a TSDF thaI is in, 
uansferred orr site for treaancnl, Slorago, or disposal during a compliance. 
CERCLA responSe action be transferred to a (au:i1ity operating in 
compliance wirh §3004 and 1300S of RCIlA and olber federal laws 
and all applicable Clale requirements. 

Rdev&lIIand Requi~men1S for generators, including accumulation of waste prior Generator requirements will be cumplied wirh <.luring eAcllvaliun arol 
.~-

Appropriate to off-site disposal. removal o( laboratory was Ie lI1alcrials. 

Rclcvantand RequiremeD1S for usc and managemelll of conrainers. Packing of laboratory wasil: materials will adher~ lU lIlesc 
Appropriare requirements. 

, 

Rele Yant and General requirements regarding WlSte analysis, security, training, Rcquircmcn15 regarding security, lraining, and inspeclions will be mcl, 
Appropriate inspections, and location (or 8./1)' facility that UC3lS, ,rorcs, or 

. disposes of hazardous waStes (a TSDFJ. 
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. RCM Subcille C, Subpart B • ,ReICYaDI ud 
~QuaJlty Assurance Appropriala 
Program (40 CPR 264.19) 

" 

( 

, RCRA ~bcitlc C. SubpartC ~ Relevant and 
PreparcdDcas and Preparation (40 Approprlale 

, CFR 264.30 • 264..37) 

RCM Subtille C, Subpan i> • ' Relevant and 
: ComingcDcy PlIJI aniI'Emergency ApproprialC 

Proccdur= (40.CFR 2M.SO - 264.S6) 

RCM· Subpart N. Landfill Closure Relevant and 
and l'o5(-Closorc Caro '(40 CPR 
264.310), ' 

ApproprialC 

, . 
. RCRA Subtitle C, Subpan G • Relevant and 

, Closure and Posi.:closure (40 CFR Appropriate 
, 264.117 • 264.120) 

. 
~ ~de C. Subpart F· Relevanr and 
Releases {rom Solid Waste ApP'ropriate 
Managemcm Unil$ (40 CPR 264.90· 
264.101) 

ReM Proposed AmendmenlS (or To Be COlUidercd 
Landfdl Closure (52 PR 8712) 

• 
TABLEJ-2 

(CONTINUED) 

Rllqllwmttnl Synopiil 

For aU surface impoundnumlS, wage piles, and laOOfiU units, lhis 
regulation requires that • eonslnlctlon qUlliry assurance (CQA) 
Pl'IlI!ram be developed and implementEd. A written CQA plan musl 
ideiuify !he JlCpt IhaI will be used to monilOr and document die 
quJli!y of materials and their irurallatlon. I 

RequitcmcrUs applicable to the design. operation. equipment, 8nd 
,communications usoeiatcd with aTSDP, Ind 10 amngenicnlS with 
loCal response departriJcnts. 

Oullines genel2l requirements for conlingency and einergency -
pllJIIIing pTOCedu,es for TSD~ operations. 

Final cover at • landfill requires the cover 10 be deSigned and 
COnstnICted to meet c:cnain perfo!11WlCe standards. Cover lei provide 
long-term mlnlmlzation of Infiltration. Settling aOO subsideocc must 
be ICcornmcxlalCd. Post-c:loSure we of property musl be re~cte(hs ' 
necessary to prevent da,msge to cover. Runoff aOO runon must be 
pre\'Cntcd. ProlCCl and mairuain surveyed tx:ncbmark.s. Rcfc=x:cs 
§264.117 • 264.120 (or maintenance and monitoring requirements. 

. DetailS ge~ral requirements for closure aOO posl-c:losure of· 
hazardous waste facilities. inclUding ins~lIation or a ground wau:r 
monilliring program and beginning a period 0(.30 years of post 
closure care. §264.119 ~ires the pllcemcnt.ofdced restrictions. 

Specifies compliance poinlS and ground water, monitoring 
require'menlS for TSDFs during acdve-are and closure-care periods. 
Corrective action program must bo,deYclopCd if monitoring shows 
cxcccdenecs in limits. 

Provides IJI option (ar the application of alternative closure aOO POSI-
closure'requirements based on a consideration of sjte·specific 
'conditions including exposure' pathways of concern. 

• 

AedDn To Be Taken To Attain AR.4R 

A CQA prugram will be developt!tllloo implcmcmcd for the 
construction of llIe lillldfill cap' 81 Area Ai. 

Since IhC$C regulatiolU an: pril1).arily intended for facililies with ilJlJoor 
operations and a landfill cap is being conslnlCled at Area A7. only 
requirements regarding communicatiuns equipment will apply during 
cOnstruelion acrivilics. 

During all. remedial action. a cunringcncy plan with emergency 
procedures will be developed, 

Cap design will meet perfannance SUlooards. Runoff and lunon 
prevention measures will iii: raken. SUI"\/cycd benchmarks will ~ 
protected. 

Because Area A7 is being closed as a lano.lfill. parts of Ihis rCljUiremem 
concerning Illng·term mOnitoring aoo maintenance of !he: site are 
relevant and appropriate. Sets a minimum of 30·year posH:losure: care 
period . Deed reSuH:t\ons will be placo! restricting the furure uses of 

. the sile. A posl-closure plan will ~ prepared. The: plan will ilknti/)' 
monitoring and maimenancc: activities. and th.:ir .frequency. ' 

Ground water monilOring will be conducll:d following the construct,ion 
of the cap. Corrective action may be laken if moniloring warrants 
action. 

Cap aOO posl-closure maniloring will be cJ~stgll1:tllakin!l,into ~cc';Unl 
uposure pathways of concern. 
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R~Uln"'t'" i;;'.s=J ',:' 

RCRA • Land DispoSal Resoit:lions Applicable 
(LORI) (40 CFR 268) 

USEPA Guidance: ~gn and To Be Considered 
ConsuucuoD or RCRAICERCLA 
Final Covcn(EPAl625/4-91102S) 

USEPA GuidaJU: Quality To Be Considered 
As.suraucc and: Quality Control for 
Wasu: ContaiJlmeor Fm:i1i1ies 
(EPAl6OO/R·931I82) 

CIeau Water Acl: Fiml NPDES Rel.nor and 
GenCraI' Permiu for SUlnn Waler ~ppropriate 
Discharges From Consuuction Sires; 
NoOee (57 FR 44412-44435) 

Soil- SIIIIe 

HWR • General M;tRagcmcnr ' RelcYa.RI and 
Standards for All Faciliries, (310 Appropriarr. 
CMR30.SIO) 

HWR - Contingency Plan, Rclevamand 
Emergeocy Proccdu.res. Approprilllll 
Prcparcdncss, and Prcnntion (310 
CMR 3O.S20) 

• 
TABLE 3-2 

(CONTINUED) 

R'iubYm1n,SjnDpJU 

Land disposal of a RCM hazardous waste is rrnriclcd willlolil 
specified rr~n1. II mliSl be dClcnnined WI lIle waste meclS ~ 
dcflllition of OIlD of Ihc specified reSlricle4 WIISlCS and !he remedial 
actioD mUll coosli!Ure "placermnl" (or chc land disposal r~lril:tions 10 
be considered applicable. For each hazardous WIlSie, !he LDRI 
specify lhallhe waste !RUst be treated eilher by a treatment 
teehnology 'or ID a conunuation level prior 10 disposal in a RCRA 
SubQdc C"lltrmittcd facility. 

USEPA guidance .!hal provides technical guidanu on lIle design and 
consuuclion of RCltAICERClA final covers. 

USEPA guidan;:c Wt provides technical guidance on qualiry 
assurance and QIIlIlity control measures for containment facilities. 

Addresses NPDES pennilS far consuuction sile5. For construction 
sileS greater IIwI S acres. develop and implemcm slOnn water 
pollulion prevention plans. Srorm water comrols include stabilizatian 
'practices, such as seedina and gcolCniles, and strucrural praclices, 
such as sill fcnccs, swales. scdimcRl UlIpS, basins, elC. Ideruify 
mainrenance procedures. 

Establishes rcquiremeRls for opcralian af facilities including security. 
inspecUon. and personnel trlining. 

Requirements for notiftcalion, safety equipmcnr, and spill control Cor 
haurdous W8SLC faeilities. A facility's contingeocy plan sball 
include: procedUfcS to' be used falJowil\J! emergency siruations, and 10 

prevent /wards II? public beallll, safety, or welfare .md the 
envirorunenr. Copies of !he plan mall be submilled 10 me local police 
and fire departrnenlS hospjrals and emcn~ency respo~ leams, 

• 

Action Iro 8~ Tu.t~" To Alt<lill ARAR 

If soil 31 Arus A7 al1ll AI) fail TCLP [<sling. soil must be !ruled 
bo:forc lIle filial dispOsal. Soils !hal fail TCLP testing could nol be 
consolilbled under the lan:lfill tap al Area A 7. 

.1; 
~' 

~:' 

Guidance will be considereJ in !he design 31111 cORSlruclion of the 
landfill cap II Area A 7. 

A construction qualiry assurance program will be devc:loped for !he 
fCmedial action al Area A 7 based on !his guidance documcnr. 

During consuuclion, sionn walcr managemem practices will be 
implemented. 

.:' .. :', 

-

Requirements regarding security. inspeclion, alXl training will be mel 
during and afler construcliun of !he lantlti11 cap. 

During lIle remedial conSlruclion, safe!)' and communi,alion equipmcnl 
will be kept II !he sire, and local aulllorilies will be familiarized with 
she operalions. Plans will be developed and intplemcrued durins sile 
work. Copies of plans will bo: kepi on sire. 

EAnderson
Rectangle



• 

:J"::':"'t 
.. ~. 

R~qUlrr",~,.t " :;' SI#Iu.~ , 

UINR - LandfiU Closure .nd Post· R.clcY&IIl,aIl!d 
Closure Dare'(310 CMR 3O.633(1).It Approprta\ll 
(28» , 

HWR - Post-CIosure (310 CMR Relevanl and 
3O:591(b) .It JO.592(b» A~ropri.a.te 

HWR - t.m.s Disposal RCsaictions R.clevanl and ' 
(310CMR 30.750), ' Appropriate 

MWachuseas-Surfau Water Quality, RclevalU and 
SWIduds (310CMIl. 4.00) (see also . ~ppiopriate 
57 'FR 44426-44477) 

Massaclnrseas AmbielU Air Quality Applicab.lc 
SWIdanls (310 CMB. 6.00) 

• 
TABLE 3-2 

(CONTINUED) 

Rrquinmnlt Synopm 
" 

Si:ts (onh perl-ormancc requirements for die closure of a landfill. For 
closure. die final cover must ~ designed and CONtructed to: provide 
long-term minimization of migralion of liquids.lhruugh die closed 
landfiJl; function willl minimum maintenance; promote drainage and 
minimize erosion or abrasion of !he coycr: and'accommodate senling., 
Post-dosurc •. Iong-term maintenance, nnd monitoring requirements 
from 310 CMR 30.592 apply. Establishes a 3D-year posl-closure care 
period (310 q.tR 30.590) and ground water monitoring (lID CMR 
30.660). ' ' 

.. 
R.cqui~mcnt that esmblisbes 3D-year period of operations and 
maintenance for ownera,and operators of all facilities at which 
huartIous waSle will remain on site afler closure. 

IdinlifiCs and describes ihose hazardous wasten"hich are reSlricled 
,from 'land dlsposal. ' l1!ese regulations. also define !he: limited 
.circumstance; where'prohibited land disposal is pennissible. 

MassaehuSc:us 401 cenification ror the Clean Wa~r Aer requires 
addilional measures ror surface, waler 'discharges during construction. 
S!:I backs Ind bcsllnanagemc:m praclices (BMPs) are identified and 
are dcpendcm upon !he classiliCllien of die receiving water. 

Establishes lite stand.lnIs and requirements for ambient air quality 
Slandards in the Commonwealth. Specilically. Section 6.04{ 1) 
provides ambient air quality criteria such IIJi pinlculctc rn!l!Cr 
S1andardS. The primary ambient air qiIality standards for particulate 

'.nt2lter are: SO "giro' IIIIII!J,aJ ambiCfll air quality standard. aaained 
when \he Clpected BIUIIIaI mean ari1hrnelic concentration is less than 
or ~uallo 50 pglro'; and 150 pg/ro' - maximum 24-hour 
cut..:cntrauon, auained .when Ih!' expected twmber 0(, days per 
calendar year,widi a.24-hour avenge concenuation above 150,.g/m' 
'is less,!hall or equal 10 one. 

.-

'Action To Be Tabn To A.luiin ARAR 

Landfill cap _.1 Area A7 will be d~sign.:41 10 mectperf0f?IWlCc slllndartls 
for diis re'luinirru:nt. Following construction. long-term monitoring and 
mainlcnance requirements for !he landfill will also apply. 

Requires a minimum of 30 years fur posI·closure: care al Area A 7. and 
at any other site wbere hazardous wasle will remain in place. 

' If soils from Areas A7 and A9 fail TCLP le.l. then !his requiremenl. 
which requires rrCalmem prior 10 41ispusal. is applicable. Soil lIlar fails 

'TCLP tesling could 1101 be consolidaled under !he landfill cap as pan of 
the neceSSllry subgratle. 

Dliring cONtnu:tiuil. any neW discharge oumll pipes will be designed 10 

be ScI baik frum the Assabet River. Receiving swales. infiltration 
lretu:hes or basins. filter media <likes or other BMPs will be prepared 
willl die gaul w minimize erosion yet maximiu infiltralion or olherwi$c 

. improve waler quality prier. 10 discharge. 

The emissiON limits for panicubte marter will be managc41 through 
engIneering contrOls during cOIISlcuclion aClivilie$ al Area A 7. 
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~tquirem~nt '\~~-;,~~ 

FeJeITJ1 

Human Health Eyaluation Manual . To Be Considered 
(P.ut B, Devclopmelll br Risk-based 
Preliminary Remediation 
Goab)(OSWER 9285.7~JB) 

FeJeITJ1 

RCRA - Identification and Listing of Applicable 
Hu.ardous WISIG (40 CFR 261) 

Prepantion of Soil Sampling To Be 
Prot.oalb: Sampling Techniques and Considered 
Strategics (EPAl600/R-92JI28, July 
1992) 

SUlk 

HWR - Idcmifation and Lisling of Applicable 
Hazardous Wa= (310 CMR 30.100) 

MassaclJuseas Air ~ution Comrol A~licable 
Rcgulalion:s (310 CMR 6.(0) 

• • 
TABLE~3 

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

AND CONSOLIDATION AT AOC A7 

Requirement Synopsis Action To Be Take" To Attain ARAR 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC 

USEPA guidancc used 10 devclop preliminary remedialion g021s for Using \he guidance. risk-based cleanup Iev.:ls were d.:veloped lor 
. .:-:" 

carcinogenic and llOJXarcioogenic contaminants in various medill, arsenic and IhalJium. Arsenic a./lIJ !hallium conLaminarc.J soils al 
AOC A9 will be cxeaval.:.1 to 30 and 20 parts per million, respeclively. 
ConfirmalOry samples will be taken 10 ensure thai all contaminalct.l soils 
above the cleanup level arc removetl. 

LOCATION SPECIFIC - None. 

ACTION-SPECIFIC 

Establishes definitions for solid anillwardous waste. Sets rOM Soils at Area A9 will be TCLP resled III deiermine if il is I\aunJoos. 
crilCrili used 10 idelllify hazardous waSIG and 10 list particular waSI.CS. 
llientiflCs the characlCristics of a hazardous waSIC and contail!! a 1i51 
of particular hazardous wasteS. 

USEPA guidanee documem for use In !he development of soil Ouring remedia! design. a soil $lImpling plan will be developed fllr 
sampling pIOlocols. A particulate sampling theory is'the basis for implementation during c.\cavation of soil. The gOal of the sampling~:: 
proper soil sampling. Other soil SlIIItpling scenarios are di5cus5C:d will be 10 dctenninc whether soil can be consolidated as pan of the 
Including sampling from stockpiled material. subgrade of !he Iaooftll eap or must be shipped off·site for 

IJUlmcnlldisposal. 

ESlllblishes provisions for classifying WlSIG as regulated hazardous Soil will be TCLP teSled for arsenic 10 determine jf il is IIaza rdous by 
waste. Two mc!hods arc cmployed 10 identify wasteS as ha.tardous, char.u:teriSlics. 
characteristics and listing. 

EstablisbC1 the S1lIIldanis and requiremems for ambient air quality If necessary, emissions limits for paniculale mailer will be Illaruged 
siandanls in the Commonwealth. Specifically. Section 6.M(1) Ibrough engineering comruls during eAatvaiion activilies al all sites .. 
provides ambielll air quality criI.CN such as particulate mailer 
stanlards. The primary ambient air quality sllUldards for paniculate 
IIllmer are: SOjJg/ni' allllllil ambicDtair quality sJandard, aaaincd 
when !he expected nnnual mean arithmetic concemralion is less lhan 
or cqU1ll0 ~g/m': and I~g/m' • maximum 24-lIour 
concenualion, attained when the c.\pecled number of days per 
calC!llbr year with a 24-hour average concentration above I.S0).lg/m' 
is less lhan or equal 10 one. 
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 APPENDIX F – MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
 
 
  



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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MEMORANDU OF AGREEMENT 
BE WEEN 

THE UNITE STATES ARMY 
AND THE UNITED ST ATES ISi! AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

FOR THE RANSFER OF 
MILITA PROPERTY 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (f SJ and the United States Anny (the Anny) hereby 
enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MO to clarify responsibilities and rettuirements of both 
partie.~ pLlml8llt to the transfer of real property · the Devens Reserve F or<:es Training Arca (Devens 
RFTA), Sudbury Training Annex. Massachuset , from the Anny to the FWS. The authority to enter 
into this MOA is Defense Base Realignment· Closure (BRAC) Act of 1990, Public Law 101-510, 
10 U.S.C. 2687 note and 16 U.S.C. 667b. 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Fort Devens, Massachusetts closed on J l Man: 
I 1996. The property to be transferred to the 
transfer as excess property a parcel of approxi 
it as a National Wildlife Refuge. The boun 
Transfer Parcel or the Parcel (remaining BRAC 
in the official survey and legal description date 
these docwncnts are on file with the U.S. Army 
Massachusens. 

The FWS has requested transfer of the Parcel 
Property and Administrative Services Act of I 
U.S.C. Section 667b for inclusion in the Natio 
determination that the Parcel has particular va 
management program. Both parties agree 
rcsporuibilitics and requirements as outlined i 

B. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

1996. The Devens RFT A was established on April 
WS is part of the Devens RFT A. The Anny will 
tely 2,205.2 acres to the FWS, which intends to use 
ics of the property, hereinafter referred to as the 

els less 27(7) PS and 39(4) PS/PR) are identified 
25 September 1997 and 24 April 1997. Copies of 
1>(]JS of Engineers, New England District, Concord, 

excess Federal property, pursuant to the Federal 
49 (FPASA), 40 U.S.C. Sections 471-544 and 16 

Wildlife Refuge System based upon the Fws·s 
in the CXC(:ution of the national migratory bird 

t the transfer of this property includes specific 
'sMOA. 

I. The FWS accc:ptancc of the Transfer P el, the buildings located on the l'arccl and fixed 
equipment i, at no cost to the FWS. 

2. No provisions of this agreement shall 
the Amly in excess or advance of approp · 
Anti-Deficiency Act. 31 U.S.C. Section 13 

nterprctcd or applied so as to obligate the FWS or 
n.• or otherwise so as to result in a violation (>f the 

I. 
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IRONMENT AL COMPLIANCE RESPO SIBlLmF.s 

J. Both the Army and the FWS acknowledge at the Sudbwy Training Annex is a National 
Priorities List (NPL) site under the Comprehens e Envirorunental Response:, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 19&0, as amended. udbury Training Annex has been on the NPL 
since February 1990. Since that time, !he CE CLA- regulated environmental investigations 
have been underway, and in August 1996, reme ial actions to effect environmental cleanup and 
restoration began. The Transfer Parcel contains 4 Study Areas (SA) of potential environmcntnl 
contamination. Of the 74 SAs, 62 have No F Action Decision Documents (NFADDs) 
signed, 6 have No FurtherCERCLA Action Re rd Of Decision (ROD) signed, 4 have a Source 
Control ROD and/or Management OfMigrnti ROD signed, I is pending a Removal Action 
and I is pending sampling/analysis results. Th Army agrees to provide the FWS copies of all 
worlc plans and repons rela1ing to pending ac nsal SA's P27 and PSS at the same time said 
plans and reports are provided to 1:nviro enlal Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental otection (MDEP) 

The Anny shall provide 1hc FWS with a copy fthe Sudbury Training Annex Federal Facility 
Agreement (Ff A) entered into by the United tales EPA Region I and the Army on 13 May 
1991, and made effective on 15 November 19 I. The Army agrees to provide the FWS with 
prompt Notice of the initiation of any ncgoti ions tQ amend the FFA. The Anny agrees 10 

provide the FWS with 1111y future omendmcn! o the FFA within 30 days of execution of such 
amendments. The FWS agi«s 10 take no acti n inconsistent wilh the tcnns of the FFA. The 
environmental remedintion of the Sudbury T ing Annex National Priority List (NPL) Site is 
being under1akcn by the Anny in accordanc with the FF A negotiated with the EPA and in 
cooperation with MOEP. The Am1y and FW agree that, should° a conflict arise between the 
terms of !he FFA as ii presently exists or may amended. and the provisions or this MOA. the 
tClmS of the FF A will take precedence over rovisions of this MOA. The Army will inform 
the FWS of any such conflicts affecting the use of !he Transfer Parcel. The Anny reserves 
!he right to access the premises as it deems to fulfill its responsibilities under the FFA. 
the Anny's Installation Restoration Program d this MOA. 

2. F..xccpt as specifically provided for herein, 
Government's present or future potential Ii 
hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, pc 
emanating from the Transfer Pan:cl, attributa 
is lllll!Sferred to the FWS (hereinafter refer 
as specifically provided herein, the FWS doe 
Transfer, any obligation to undertake the Uni 
claim or action, whether in existence now or 
the use, storage, man:igcmcni, rd case. or 
substance, hazardous waste. pctni!eum prod 
any use. storage, management, rele3$e, or d" 
environmental remediation) on any por1ion o 

"FWS does not assume any of the United Slates 
ility or respoosibility for hazardous materials, 
!cum or any other contamin11tion existing on or 
e to the Army's activities, on the date the Parcel 
to as the Date of Transfer). In addition, except 
not a.ssumc, and shall not have aftc:r the Date of 
States Govc:mment's defense or payment of any 

rought in the future, caused by or arising out of 
isposal of any hazardous ltlllkrial, hazardous 
or derivative or any other contaminant (including 

sal of such that occurs during any subsequent 
the Transfer Parcel prior to the Date of Transfer, 

r 
I 
,, 



including ha7.anlous material, hazard.,u., sub 
contamination not presently known but s 
attributable to activities or conditions on the 

J. With r:cspcct to hazardou., material, hazaRI 
other contamination existing on or emanating 
except as otherwise specifically provided 
retain all of the United States Government's 
required by law and regulation. for funding an 
to, investigations, sampling, testing, cle~up, 
year reviews. site ins~ctions. removal actions 
actions necessary to ensure the protection of 
be so funded and implemented hereinafter co 
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ance, hazardous waste, petroleum or any other 
sequent!)' discover~d and detennined to be 
reel prior to the Date of Transfer. 

s substance, hazardous waste, petroleum or any 
om the Transfer Pan:cl on the Date ofTtansfer, 
the Anny warrants that it shall comply with and 

ponsibility and present and potential liability, as 
implementing actions including, hut not limited 
toration, maintenance, mortitoring, closure, fivc­
cmcdial actions, correttive actions and BnY other 
man health and the environment (all actions to 

cctively referred to a.• Response Actions). 

Should a release or threatened release of any h ardous material, ha7.aldous substance, hazardous 
waste, petrolcu.m derivative nr other con1111nin t, a1tribu1ablc to the Anny's activities, occur on 
the Transfer Parcel aficr the Date of Transfer, he Army warrants that it shall be responsible for 
conducting all Response Action.• necessary protect human health end the environment in 
accotdance with opplicable laws and regul ns. Except as otherwise specifically provided 
herein. the FWS has not assumed and shall as ime no liability or costs arising out of, or related 
to, such contamination. 

The Anny shall not be liable for any claims 
of any hazardous substance on the Transfer 
such substance was placed on the Transfer 
agcnt5, contractors, invitees, or its lessees or 
This paragraph shall not affect !he Anny's 

required by applieab.lc Jaws and regu!Blions. 

ising out of nr in any way predicated on release 
reel occurring after the Date of Transfer where 
1cel by the FWS. its successors or assigns, its 
lessees nr third panics after the Dute of Transfer. 
msibilitics to conduct Respon.'IC Actions that are 

4. Tbc Anny hereby reserves an easement right of access to and over any and all portions 
of the Transfer Parcel for itself and its office agents, employees and contractors, for purposes 
of conducting Response Actions after the ale of Transfer in order 10 fulfiU the Army's 
environmental responsibilities under this Agr cnt, the Fl' A (including Seciion IX • ACCESS 
of the FFA), end applicable law. It is the inte ion of the J\nny and Che FWS that such c:ascmcnt 
and right of access shall run with the land. n exercising this eascrncnt and right of access, 
except in case of imminent endangerment to uman health or the environment, the Anny shall 
give lhc FWS or the then record owner o the affected portion(s) of the Transfer Parcel 
reasonable prior written notice of the Respo Attion(s) to be L'<lnductod on the Transfer Parcel, 
and ,hall use reasonable means, 10 avoid and r minimi7.e intcrfcn:ncc: with the FWS's or such 
record owner's use of the Transfer Parcel. ubject to the pmvisions of this Paragraph, and 
except as otherwise provided for by law, the S, such record owner, and any other person shall 
have no claim or cause of action against the y, or nny officer, agent, employee or conQ'aelor 
of the Army, for intcrlercncc with the use of e Transrer Parcel based upon Response Actions 
taken under this Subsection. 



a. Nothing in thi.f Agreement shall limit 
respective rights of acce.,s to and over · 
applicable law for purposes including b 

(i) conducting oversight activi 
invc$ligations, sampling, testing, 
information submitted to EPA or 
order to monitor the effcctivcnc 
protectiveness of any remedy w 

amendments thereto, which RO 
EPA and issued by the Anny pu 
the modifications thereto before 
any decision document approved 
under applicable state law before 
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otherwise affect the Anny's, F.PA • s or MDEP's 
y anti all portions of the Transfer Parcel under 
not limited to: 

s, including but not limited to 
onitoring, verification of data or 

EP, ontl/or site inspections, in 
of Response Actions and/or the 
his required by (a) any ROD or 
was approved by the Anny and 

uant to CERCLA or the FFA and 
after the Date of Transfer, or (b) 

y MDEP and issued by the Anny 
rafter the Date of Transfer; 

(ii) Performing Jive-year review as required by CERCLA, and 

(iii) Taking additional Response ctions in accordance with applicable law and lhe 
FFA. 

b. Thi! FWS covenants on behalf of itse 
EPA shall have, to and ovcrthc Transfc 
IX- ACCESS of the FF A in oidcr to effi 
any Study Arca or Area ofContaminatio 
where the Transfer Parcel itself become 
Date of Transfer. 

and its successors and assigns that the Anny and 
Parcel. those rights of access set forth in Section 
llllltethe purposes of the FFA in coMcction with 
(as that term is defined under the FFA), including 
a Study Arca or Area of Contamination after the 

c. The Anny and EPA and their agents, loyccs, and contnlctors sbalJ have access to and 
over the Transfer Parcel as may be ncce to conduct any Response Action pursuant to 

CERCLA or the FFA found ro be nee Ill)', before or after the Dale of Transfer, on·thc 
Transfer Parcel or on other property com ising the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site. This 
reservation includes the right of access and use of, to the extent pcnnilted by law, any 
tlVllilable utilities 11t reasonable cost tot Anny or EPA. 

d. In exercising the rights hereunder, he Army and EPA snail give the FWS or its 
successors or assigns reasonable prior ·ttcn notice of Response Actions taken on the 
Transfer Parcel under the FFA and shall, o the c1dcnt reasonable, consistent with the FFA, 
and at no additional cost to the United cs, endeavor lo minimiu any disruption to the 
FWS, or its successors' or a.,;signs', use the Transfer Parcel. 
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e. The FWS agrees that notwithstanding y other provision of this Agreement, except as 
otherwise provided by law, the Anny a~. mes no liability, should implementation of the 
FFA interfere with the use of the Transfer arcel. Except as otherwise provided by law, the 
FWS and its successors and assigns shall I ve no claim on 11ccount of any such interference 
against the Army or EPA or any officer, enl, employee, or contractor thereof. 

f. Prior to the detcnnination by the Army d EPA that all remedial action is complete Wider 
CERCLA and the Ff A for the Sudbury· ining AMe>: NrL site, (i) FWS, its successors 
and assigns shall not undertake activities< the Transfer Parcel lhat would interfere with or 
impede the completion of the CERCLi\ c anup at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site, 
and shall give prior written notice to the my and EPA of any construction, alterations, or 
similar work on the Transfer Parcel that n y interfere with or impede said cleanup, and (ii) 
the FWS shall comply with any institutio controls established or put in place by the Army 
relating to the Trans fer Po.reel whi,h are quired by any ROD or amendments thereto, or 
other applicable land use controls related the Transfer Po.reel, which ROD was approved 
by the i\nny and EPA and issued by !he y pur.;uant !o CERCLA or the FFA before or 
after the Date of Transfer. Additionally, c FWS shall ~nsure that any leasehold it grants 
in the Transfer Parcel or an}· fee interest onveyancc of any portkm thereof provides for 
leg;a!ly binding compliance with che ins lit iional controls required by any such ROD. 

g. For any ponion orthe Transfer Parcel bject 10 a Response Action under CERCLA or 
the FFA. prior 10 1he conveyance of an i terest therein, the FWS o.nd its successors and 
assigns (i) shall include in all conveyance ocuments provisions for allowing the continued 
operation of any monitoring wells, t tment facilities, ar other response activities 
undertaken pursuant to CERCLA or the F on said portion oflhe Transfer Pun:cl, and (ii) 
shall notify the Anny and EPA by ccrtifi mail al least sixty (60) days prior to any such 
conveyance of an interest in said property which notice shall include a descriptlon of said 
provisions allowing for the continued ope ion of any moniioring wells, treatment facilities, 
or ollier response activities undertaken pu uant to CERCLA or the FFA. 

b. Prior to the detcnnination by the Army d EPA that all rcmedio.l action under CERCLA 
and the FFA is complete for the Sudbu Training AIUlel NPL site, the FWS and all 
subsequent grantees or transferees of an i crest in any ponion of the Transfer Parcel will 
provide copies of the instrument cviden ng such transaction to EPA and the Army by 
certified mo.ii, within founcen ( 14) days a er the effective date of suc;.h trall31lction. 

i. The FWS and all such subsequent gran s or tran.~fcrees shall in<:ludc the provisions of 
this Subsection C.4 in all subsequent lease . sfer, or conveyance documents related 10 the 
Transfer Parcel or any portion thereof tba arc entered into prior to a determination by the 
Anny and EPA 1ha1 all remedial action is c mplctc at the Sudbury Training Anne>< NPL site. 

5 
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c FWS acknowledges that ars.:nic-ha_se, herbicides were applied in the vkinity of the fcncc­
e along Patrol Road and on the fonncr mi nad beds on the northern and southern portions of 

e Sudbury Annex, and that the Army concluded, after completing a facility-wide 
investigation, that the n:sulting concentratio of arsenic in the soil do not pose an unacceptable 
risk to bwnan health or the environment b d on the future land use of the Transfer Purce! as 
a National Wildlife Refuge. The FWS co nants on behalf of itself and its successors and 
assigns that no portion of a ti fty {50) foot st ofland on either side of the center of the above­
described fence line or former railro.,d bed. hall be used for residential habitation unless the 
then-owner of the Transfer Parcel can dem te lo EPA that such U.'IC is consistent with the 
protection of human health and the environ ent. The positions of such fence line and former 
railroad beds will be established by survey. · FWS further covenants that it and its successors 
and assigns shall include in any deed or othe conveyance r.locument transferring any interest in 
any or all of the Transfer Pared a restrictive ovenant that identifies the use restriction set forth 
in this Subsection C.5 to all successors in i crest to any interest in any or all of the Transfer 
Parcel. It is the intention of the FWS and t Anny that this use restriction shall run with the 
land comprising the Transler Parcel. 

6. The FWS acknowledges that prior to the ransfer of the Transfer Parcel to FWS, the Army 
informed the FWS that it had completed an nlnance and Explosives Survey/Removal Action 
covering the entire Annex to detem,ine if ex osives or ordnance (OE) existed on the site. The 
Anny represents that no OF. was discovered but OE residue was found in Building T40S, and 
was remediated in the fall of 1999. The Ami 's Conclusions of the Final UXO Characterization · 
Report of 18 Fcbroary 1991! states that: MlJnl ss 100 pen:cnt of the sire is searched, it cannot be 
positively determined with complete accurac that no OE i~ present on the site. However, based 
upon the results of tile surface and sub-surf· e activities and the results of the Site Stats/Grid 
Stats Random Selection Program, Sudbury nnex. Massachusetts, does not show evidence of 
being contaminated with OF. or OF. related aterial and can be excessed without further UXO 
activities except the 18 earth covered mag · . The interiors of these magazines require an 
inspection prior 1o being released with the nex." The FWS acknowledees receipt of a copy 
of the Conclusions oftbe Army's Final UX Characterization Report ofl6 febn,ary 1998. 

a. The FWS acknowled11es that the A has informed it that as of the Date of Transfer, 
the subsurface soil below the depth of fi r (4) feet on the Transfer Pan:cl may contain OE 
or OE-rela1ed material a~ a result of past nny activities on the Transfer P81Ccl. The FWS 
covenants on behalfof itself and its succ rs and assigns that, except as provided bcrcin. 
no .Ktivity or use shall be undettaken on Transfer Pan:el that might disrupt or otherwise 
negatively impact the subsurface soil ow the depth of four (4) feet Such prohibited 
activities and uses shall include any dis r~cc of the subsurface soil below the depth of 
four (4) feet in any manner, including but t limited to construction activities such as filling, 
drilling, excavation or chnngc of lopogra 1y. The FWS covenants on behalf of itself and its 
successors and assigns that if it or its s essor or assign wants to undertake an activity or 
use on the Transfer Pared thut will disrup nr otherwise negatively impact lhe subsurface soil 
below the depth of four (4) feet, incl ding any construction activities involvilli the 
disturbance or disruption of the subsurfa soil below the depth of four (4) feet, FWS or its 



successor or assign shall pay for all cosLs 
or OE-related material discovered on th 
FWS further covenants on behalf of it 

successors and assigns shall indutle in 
any interest in any or all of the Transfer 
restriction llnd conditions set forth in !his 
the Anny !hat this use restriction shall 
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intcd with the clearance or r=oval of any OE 
Transfer Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet. 
If and its successors and assigns that it and its 
deed or other conveyUJlcc document transferring 
eel a re,rrictivc covenant that identifies the use 

ubscction C.6. It is the intention of the FWS and 
with the land comprising the Transfer Parcel. 

b. The Anny covenants to FWS and its ccessors and assigns that the Army shall provide 
OE safety assistance at no cost to FWS d its successor or assign, including the clearance 
or removal of any OE or OE-related mate al discovered on the Transfer Parcel in the cow-se 
of non-construction activities, including ut not limited to landscaping, routine repair and 
maintenance, security surveys, and o r activities not involving the disturbance or 
disruption of the subsurface soil on the T sfcr Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet. The 
Anny also covenants to FWS and ilS sue ssors and assigns that it shall be responsible for 
the investigation and clearance or rcmov of all chemical munitions i!Ild all OE refuse sites 
found on the Transfer Parcel. An OE re site is defined as a site where military munitions 
have been collected and disposed of by b rial and there arc ten ( l 0) or more munitions in a 
cubic yard. FWS covenanls on behalf of self and its successors and assigns that it and its 
sw:cessors and assigns shall include noti of these covenants by the Army in any deed or 
other conveyance document transferring y interest in any or all of the Transfer Paree.I. 

7. The Army has completed an Environm 
which characterized the environmental condi 
an Environmental Condition of Pro(l<!rty (E 
The ECOP summarizes what is known about 

and reflects the Atmy'• position that the T 
as a Categol)' 1.3.4.5.& 7 parcel. The Arm 
Ordnance (UXO) cleanup work on the Tr 
provide !he FWS with a copy of the EBS an 

8. The FWS covenams on bchalfofitself 
herein, post-closure use of rhat portion of th 
Arca of Contamination (AOC) A 7 (the Of 
integrity of the final covers, liners or llll)' ot 
function of the monitoring systcm(s} in place 
at !hot AOC after the Date of Transfer. Post 
shall include but not be limited to: 

a. Surface application of water that could a 
in preventing infillratinn and directing ru1 
migration of any contaminated groundwa1 
is within the bound~rics of AOC I\ 7; 

al Baseline Study (EBS) dated 27 January 1997 
n of the property. The Anny has al5o completed 
P} of the Transfer.Parcel dated 8 August 2000. 
e environmental condition of the Transfer Parcel 
r Parcel is suitable for transfer Ullder the CERF A 

has complete asbestos and residual Unexploded 
er Parcel itlentifi~ in the EBS. The Army will 
fuial ECOP. 

ts sua:essors and assigns that, except as provided 
Transfer Parcel that is within the boundaries of 
ravel Pit Landfill) shall not disturb either the 

components of the containment system(s) or the 
that AOC on the Date of Transfer or constructed 

osure acthities prohibited under this Section C.8 

eel the effectiveness or the containment systcm(s) 
ff away from landfilled materials, or impoct the 
underlying that portfon oflhe Transfer Parcel that 



b. Extraction. consumption, exposure or 
of the Transfer Parcel that is within th 
purpose of treating and monitoring gro 
plans approved by EPA and/or MAD 
determines that such extraction, consu 
adverse impacts on any Response Actio 
site; 
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ti!i.zation of groundwater underlying that portion 
boundaries of AOC A 7, e>1cept for lhc limited 
dwater contamination levels in accordance with 
P and issued by the Army. unless the Anny 
tion, exposure or utilization will not have any 

or Remedy at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL 

c. Any disturbance of the surface or sub rface of that ponion of the Transfer Parcel that is 
within the boundaries of AOC A7 in any anncr, including but not limited 10 construction, 
filling, drilling, excavation or change of opogrnphy within AOC A7, that might interfere 
with. negatively impact, or restrict access or any ongoing Response Action within AOC A 7 
at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site 

d. Any disturbance of the surface or sub. 
within the boundaries of AOC A 7 in any 
filling, drilling. excavation or change of 
with, negatively impact, or jeopardize ch· 
the Sudbury Training Annex NPI. site; a 

c. Any activity within AOC A 7 that wi 
transpon of any hazardous substance, ha 
any other _contaminant existing on or em 
is within the boundaries of AOC A 7 on 

rface of that ponion of the Transfer Parcel that is 
a.nner, including but not limited to construction, 
pography within AOC A7, that might interfere 
rotectiveness of any R~medy within AOC A 7 at 

rc.~ult in disturbance of the mobilization and/or 
dotL~ waste, petroleum product or derivative or 
ting from that portion of the Transfer Parcel that 

e Date of Transfer. 

f. Jf the FWS or any of its successors or signs proposes an activity that may disturb either 
the integrity of the final covers. liners or a y other components of the containment system(,) 
or the function of the monitoring system 
shall not undertake such activity unless i 
EPA. The Army and EPA shall have th 
cover, liners or other component of the 
waste, if FWS or such succc:ssor or ass 
increase the potential threat to human 
remediation. or disposal of hazardous or 
covers, liners or other component of the c 
successor or assign shall be the sole respo 
request for approval as described above s 
and the Administrator of EPA Region I. 

g. FWS also covenants that it and its succ 
conveyance dncument rr.m,ferring any in 
that is within the boundaries of AOC A 7 
identifies all the use restrictions and c, 
successors to any interest in any or all of 

) at AOC A 7, FWS or such successor or assign 
obtains written approval from the Almy and 

discretion lo approve a disturbance of the fmal 
mairunent systcm(s), intluding any removal of 
n dcmonstrntes that such disturbanc(: will not 

ca Ith or the environment. Any in vestigalion, 
er w-Jste arising out of a disturbance of the final 
tainmcnt system(s) at AOC A7 by FWS or such 

·ibility c.ifFWS or such successor or assign. Any 
II be made in writing and delivered to the Anny 

sors and a.'ISigns shall include in any deed or other 
rest in any nfthat portion of the Transfer Parcel 
restrictive covenant !hat runs with the land and 
ditions set forth in this Subsection C.8 10 all 
e Transfer Parcel. 
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9. ·1he Army has completed a Kecun.J uf En ironmcntal C(lnsideration (REC) dated 16 January 
1997 for this property transfer and the FWS knowledges receipt of a copy of that REC. 

10. To the extent not inconsistent with 
environmental remediation, as provided fo 
including all buildings., structures and o 
representation, wnmmty, or guaranty by the 
or that the same is in condition or fit lo be 

Anny's continuing obligations with respect to 
in Section C of this MOA, the Transfer Parcel, 
er improvements, arc: transferred without any 

y as 10 quality, chlll'llCtc:r, condition, size. kind, 
ed for the purpose: the FWS intends. 

11. The Transfer Parcel may include: buildir sand structures wilh asbestos containing materials 
(ACM), lead-based paint and small electrica fixtures with Polychlorinaled Biphcnyl (PCB). To 
the extent available, information regarding CM lead-ha.sed paint and PCBs on the propc:ny is 
contained in the EBS. Dc:10.ils of the info ation gathering process regarding these is.~ues are 
contained in the EBS. After the: Dote of Tr sfcr, the FWS will be responsible for any and all 
remediation of any remaining ACM, lead- ed paint amt PCB containing electrical fixtures 
located within structures on the Transfer P· el. 

12. Lands to be transferred 10 the FWS ha 
A number of the archco!ogica! sites found 
Register of Historic Places. As a federal n 
federal laws and regulations that govern th 
responsibility of the FWS to Cllmpletc any 
is to receive from the Army and 10 take: int< 
properties discovered there. 

D. ARMY SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES 

been partially surveyed for historic properties. 
these surveys may be: eligible for the National 

ncy, with the responsibility to comply with all 
atmcnt of cultural resources, it will be the 

c:ce.,;_~ary historic property inventories for lands it 
ccounl the effects ofits undertakings on historic 

Designate an installation program manager w will be the primary point of contact between the 
FWS and the Army. 

E. FWS SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES 

I. Dc:signalc: an individual who will be the · mary point of contact bclw«n !he Army and the 
FWS. 

2. Allow Army access to the T ransfcr Pan:el or completion of any remruial environmental work 
described in Section C. 

9 
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. NOTIFlCA TION REQUIREMENTS Any ticcs to be given plllSUant to this MOA shall be 

addres.,ed to: 

U.S. Army: Commander, Devens Reserve Fore Training Arca 

JI Quebec Street 
Devens, MA 0\432-4424 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service: 
Refuge Manager 
Assalx:t River National Wildlife Refuge 
Weir Hill Road 
Sudbury, MA Ol776 

G. MODIFICATIONS OR AMENDMENTS 

l. This MOA may be modified, amended or 'nated by the mutual a~emcnl of both parties, 
in writing, and signed by a duly authorized prescntative of the FWS and the Army. 

rmy is Mr. Paul w Johnson. Deputy Assistant 

e 

Th d I h · d · f h F S . Regional Director h's/herd . c u y aut onze representative o t c is FVS h•io" 5 , or I cs1gnee. 

2. This MOA will be reviewcJ by both pa ies prior tc> the beginning of each fiscal year. The 
MOA will remain in effect unless both rties determine modification or termination is 

necessary. 

3. Both panics to the MOA are require 10 provide notice to EPA and MDEP of any 

rnodificatiom; or amendments to the MOA 

IN WITNESS WHE~OF, each of the parties as executed this MOA effective: on the: date last 
signed, the ~ ii <lay of :ti.,,_ ~ 2000. 

DEPARTMENT OF TIIE i\RMY 

IO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

~4,PWUi, 
Dr. Mamie A. Parker 
Acting Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5 
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TRANSF AGREEMENT 
B TWEEN 

THE DEPAR NT OF TH£ ARMY 
AND 
T OF THE AIR FORCE 
FOR 

A PORTION OF m FORMER FORT DEVENS, 
MASS CHVSETTS 

The Sccmuy of Ille /\llny ("A "). acting lbiouct, Joseph W. WhilaUI'. Dep111y 
Assim,n1 Secmuy a{ Ilic Amt) (Install ons '"d Hoc,rinc). doel htttbJ' IIIWftr IO IM 
Ikplrl!lltn1 of lhc Air Fo1cc c· Alr Fon: ), jllri,diction, <UStody, and control of 
approiumately 4.141 .icrcs. more or leu nclllding all f1cib11es 111crcupon. of the fonner 
fort Devens. Mlis1¥:husc1t1. Sudbury ini"' l\.lu1u, ,non: spceilically dcsenbcd in 
Exllibi1 A 10 this Tnos!cr ~1 (h aaa!tu called the '"l'ropcRy-), and the 
ia1mru, riahl$, easements. and applllt cs. as dtseribed :and set fonll ~rtin. subjccr 
to lhc: following IUIII• md condirions, 

Ar1idt l • 4111herity; Thi5 ln11Cf« of 
Liw 101,SIO, lfflia,, 1905{b)(l)(C). as 
!he Amly or the Air fCtCe. This ir.mre 
1334, l:Xbibu li m !his TIDll.lfer Agre 

Anldc1-Eam-t, 
2.l Bodi the Anny and lhc Air 

NatioMI Priorilia US1 (NPL) lite under 
Cornpcnucion and Liobili1y /u:t ot 1910 
J IIIVII) 29, 2002. The Mll} Jw provi 
Trainiftl AIIMll Fcdcnl Facillllcs Apet 
J!nYiron111cntal ProtcctiOII AJcncy Rcgi 
cfhcli.,. OI\ U Novcml!c:r 1991, 111d die 
FJ'A. Th& Army a,rets 10 provide die 
oriainal ff A. The Air Force ap,es to 
die letl1II of lhc 'ff A. The cnvi 
Ptopa,:, h.lS """ .... ~ by~ 
c:oopmllon with lhc M.auachusccts Dep 

Propeny is !D&de in·occordancc wllh Public 
eaded. This tn11tftr ,, .-ima111 cost 10 cilhtt 

s a.Isa detailed on Dcpu,roen1 of 0.frnse Fann 
t, ofcve11 <b1c •ith ,1111 T.-ansfct Arcmcnl. 

rce acuowled,e !hat !he Ptopcn:y wu 1 

Compn:hcnsive l:aviro11ct1en!al Rcq,owc. 
:m,e•ded. 1nd sucb pn,peny WA< <lr:,lic<cd on 

111c Air F~c widi a copy or me Sudbur, 
nt (FFA) cn!Cted uno by the United Swa 

had Ille AnllY on 13 Mty l 991. and =« 
ir Poree ad:1tO"'Jcdp rcceip! Of I copy O( 1h11 
Force wi!h 1117 funirc amomdmenu 10 the 
no 1ecion oa !he Propffly 1nconsisie111 ll<ilh 

remcdiaunn of die: ~onraminatcd portions of the 
iucconbncr widl lhP. l"F A u,d m 

nl of 'Enwironrneatal l'totcCtion. Exccpi in 

I 

,.. . ,. . 
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regard 10 pt0pcny clisponl. lhe Army the Air Foret. ag,ce th•t should a conflict ui1c 
bc,wcen Ille lenno of Ille FFA H it pn, lly uists or may be uncnded and •h• provision, 
of thi• TrlllSfu A&rnmcn1. lhe terms o he fFA will take precedence over the pro•isions 
of this Transfer Aireemcn:. The Nilly II inform <h< Air fon:e or any such conflicts 
affecrinJ lhe Air l'orce·, 11te of !he Pro >· The Anny icsc<"•• 1hc right 10 a«c11 the 
Propcny. as it deems 11Ccemry. 10 fulfil ,u rcspons1bili1iu 11t1der tlle FF A and this 
Trander A~c~nt. 

2.2 The i'ir force does not usu c an~ of 1hc U.S Govcmmcni" s liabillly or 
rc1poruibilil)' for contim,~ion c~uscd y th• Army'$ use. llUl\~&em<nt, or rclellc of 
haurdou• sub,tancc•, kuardous ..,..... r P"mlcuin producu on an) pon,on of Fon 
Devon,. the Sudbu,y Anni:~. or the Pro 11y The Anny docs nor :issumc any of the U.S. 
Qo'Vcn,mcnt's habilny or ruponsibility r conmnlnarion c1u1<d by the Air Force·s use. 
mana:cmcnl. or release of h.uardous ,u mnces. hazar~uu, .... ic. or i,c11olcum producl& 
on any ponion or lhe Property. Th• and •he Air Force retain. respectively. any md 
&JJ liability and responsibiliry for an) ro asc or huudous suh1<>nccs. haiordous "'"tc. 
or peiroleum producrs on any ponion o he Ptopcrty resulriri: from ics ose or 
mana&cment of d!c Piopeny prior 10 Lh ff1e11vc dau: of this Transfer A~reemen1. 

2.) The Am>J has compleied ,·ironmcntal Budine Study (EBS). dstcd 27 
Jan.uzy 1997, w)!iclt ctwacrerize4 the •ironmcntal condition of chc P,operty. The 
l\rmy ha also complt'rcd Ill EnVUOII 1al Condition o( Property (ECOP), dated 1 Feb 
2001. The ECOP 1111111!1.uiZtl whac b Ollln about lhc en>irorunc1Kal ~ondilion of Ille 

Ptopatj and roO.CU rbe Annf• po1iti 1ha.< the Propef1}' is 1uirable ro, 1ran1fcr under 
1M Commllfti,Y 'F.nvironmcCll•I Re Pacili1ation Act as I C.uegory 4 pan:cl. The Air 
Force ao::knowledcc,l l't<'eipr of Ille EBS ~d chc ECOP. 

2.4 n.. Anny hu completed a ord of Envi11>nmcn1al Consicleniion lll£C). 
oated J61an""11,P7, fur 1h11 UlltUfrr nd ,he Air1'o~c •d,,c,..le~,etreceipr nflhe 
REC. 

2.S The Pn>peny hu been pant ly rn•cntoricd !or hi51oric prnpcnie5. X~o"'n 
arclltolosicaJ slru an ~mt on the pmy The Air Poree will be responsible fu, 
completion o( ar,y ou<sllndlnr his1oric (ICrtY invcn,orici for Ille Pmpetty and IO ru-, 
i,,to uco1111111t• cff«u of i1' undcnaki , or, hittoric pro~rtje$. 

2.6 To the cxrtat IIOI inconsis 1 'Wid! die Army's continuin~ obhptions with 
r=pect 10 cnviroamental rerncdi&lio.1.1 Propcn,. includina di buildings. s!ruCluru. 
2nd DIiier imJ)IO\'CllltJIIS, ilJC 1n115fcrrc ithouc ~ny rcpn:tctll"'ion, "'""""'Y• or 
panntte by the Army as IO qualily. ch actcr, cD11di1io1L $izc. kind. or that the•~ is in 
condiLi1111 or fit r.o be IISo:4 forlhc purpo sl inrmcltd by the Air F'O!Ce, 

2. 7 The Pn,pony fflZ'J incllldc ildinp .ind stNCturn w,u, u!>eslos cOIIQlning 
mararials (ACM). lud-baad. pou,1. on s. To the Cl!CIII available:, inform&rioa 
reaudift& ACM', laad-b-d peint, and ""~ pro!IC11Y is contained in <he EBS. 
Details of the infarmatJQQ cathcrinc p s, rccvdi11t 1hcse. i~uci aie conwncd in tltc 
£BS. After rlle efftcn-.c: dale of lhi• T ftr Agretmcnt, <he Air f'~ will be 
mponsiblc ror IDJ and alt rcm«li••i"n r ... , remainin;; ACM, [&ad l>o.,od paint. :ind 
PCB, on the Propeny. 

Al1icle 3 -Poasaaion u.d AccHntall lty: full administ<Ui"t Jurisdictlon 111<1 euawl 

,_, __ _ 
2 
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for 111c P!optff} will 1hlft from rhc Ann to rh• Air Force as of the d.air cf rhis Trarufer 
Ag<Hmcnt (,cs effective dale) 

Anicle ,& • Othu Tcnnsand Conditio otTranrfer: 
4,1 No provi:1-ions or Lhi~ igJ'tC nt shall be irue-rprct.ed o, appl,cd liO u 10 

oblig•tc the Army or the Air Force inc ess or ><lnrice of 1ppropriari11ns or 01hel'l'1se so 
as 10 rcsull in a viobrion oft~ Allli-0 cicncy Act, 31 U.S.C. § 134 L 

~.l The Air Force will be perm cd roust all e.i.ring rua<l .. ays for ,np-ess and 
c~u 10 the propcny 111 :accordllllt• wu rhe in1rtsslegrcss easement 11:scrvcd for th• Air 
force in •h• tr~sfer of <he property by • Anny 10 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sesvice 
(USFWS). The umc ingms and •cres uemcnrs u,; pro•ided in the legol description 
of the Property II Exhibit A LO this Tr, fu Avcement. 

4,3 The Air FoK:e shall concinu lu rcim1J11ot the Arin)' !or ucilitics \lnril U\c­
crrcc1Jvc ewe of !hi, Tran,fu Agrecmt . After the tnnsfcr. lhc Air Force shall make its 
own llrtlllltmenCJ for !he pa1ffi"llr of u ilics 10 /he u~!it)' pro•1ders. 

4.4 The Anny -..m not be respo <ibl• to pro•id< any ""'ices for opor,uon. 
mainte11ance, 111d c~ of the [OOdwayc ithin and o,midt !he Propclt)' or lc:adi ns co the 
Property. Thil ind~de• ,no,. rem<>val. '""i"t. m1intenancc. and rcp;11r of Ilic 
road,.1y1. Sinct u,c Army -..m no lo own the Property. lhc Air Force will mal:c 
manccmeots with lhc USFWS tor ace 10 the Propeny as necessary. The Air Force 
will be Rsponsible for Ille secunty, w , uld prol<:\.'lion of rhc l'ropcny. 

4.S Tbi1 Transl« Apteme111 be modified or amended by the murual 
a8'9111t:111 ofborh panics in writin1111 ipied by• duly 2ulhorizcd reprcsonuu•e of cite 
Arm:r aru:l cbc Air fo<ce. Th• dilly &ad! zed 1cprenn1ali•c of the Anny for this pwpo .. 
is lhc Dtputy AslllWll Scacta,y or Ille y (ln~1.Uations and Housing) or his/her 
dcSiJlloc. n.c d"IY authorized rcprcse · ve af lhe Air Force for ,hi• IIUtJIOSC is the 
Deputy Ani1w,1 St=III)' ofthe Air F e (lnst>llations} or hii/hcr desi~tt,. 

Ar&lck S - Notice, 

lo-

Afty-icv 10 be given p11m1 ta this Transfer Acrccmcnt shall be addressed 

Par 1111: NIiiy; 
ColllllWldcr. OtYCIIJ lc1erve 
31 Qllebcc scree, 
Delftftl. MA 01432-4424 

For the Air :Force: 
/\ir Fotte lcll Estare Ap:ncy 
A.TIN; AFRE.NDR, Mr. Jon rson 
112 LuJcc Ave, R"""' 104 
Bollial Air Force Bue. D.C. 

or allCh Olher addrtH u tlo.c pu, • may. lrcn, tlme to time, direcL 

---- 3 
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NOW TREREFORF.. in ,onridcra1ion r lhc fore1oing, the Army and the Air Force 
enter into this Transfer Agrecmcnl lh,s day of lune. 2002. 

fOR THE DEPART 

By::~~~~~~~--11---­ Due: 3 ·'•"' ~ 
Jo$Cph 
Dep,iq, A<oisunl Secrct.ary of 1he Anny 
(lns1all11ions uul Hou,mg) 
OASA(l&E) 

rolt THE DEf'ARTh 

Depu1J lwiSIIIII S<C~hQ of the Air F • 
(In&tallaaions} 

-~ibit<: 

Of THE AIR t"ORCE 

' 

·--- ···-----
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA ) 

COUNTY OF ARLINGTON 

........ ""0... , .......... 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Pu ~c in and for 1ho Commonweallh of Virginia, 

County of Arlington, whose Comm1ssi as such e><Pires on the 3 • .. ._ day of 

..,kl:,,...1rv:(aa ... ,.J"°'-<-.=._~, 2002. do hcm,b certify 1h111 this day personany appeared before 

ma in the Ccmmonweallh or Virginia. ounfy or Arlington. Joseph W. WMa1<er, whose 

name is signed 10 !he IOl'egoing docu nt and acknowledged this accument is his tree 

act ann deed, dated this ;) al. (l_ - "2-
d y of -..f.r"""'""'' .:.---· 200/ 

,. .... ~ 
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MODIFICATION TOM ORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE D ARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

AND 
THE FEDERAL EMER NCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

FOR THE TRANS ER OF REAL PROPERTY 
AT THE SUDBURY TRAI ING ANNEX, MASSACHUSETTS 

WHEREAS, the Department of the Arm (hereinafter 'Army"), and the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (here after 'FEMA'), entered into a Memorandum of 
Agreement (hereinafter "MOA') dated rch 31, 2003 for the transfer of real property at 
the Sudbury Training Annex, Massachu ens from Army 10 FEMA; and 

WHERE!AS, Army and FEMA desire lo 
provisiOns relating to the property's en 
responslbllltlas of the parties. 

NOW, THEREFORE, Anny and FEMA 
follows: 

2. The following text Is substituted for 
paragraph 7 and subparagraph 7 .a of 
COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITES: 

end the MOA with respect to certain 
onmental conditions and compliance 

ree that the MOA is hereby amended as 

texts of the Introductory statement of 
ction D. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION AND 

7. FEMA acknowledges that ars nic-based herbicides were applied In the 
vicinity of the ranee-line along Patrol A d and on the former railroad beds on the 
northem and southem portions of the S dbury Annex, and that the Army has 
concluded, after completing a facility-WI Investigation, that the resultlng 
concentrations of arsenic in the soil do t pose an unaocaptabla risk to human health 
or the environment baaed on Iha tuture nd use of the FEMA Parcel for operations 
(offices, a communication center, stora space and communication antennas) and 
training (in establishing mobile commu lions centers in Iha field). 

a. In order to protect human he h and Iha environment and further the common 
environmental objectives and land use ns of the United States and Massachusetts, a 
use restllctlon Is needed to assure the f ure use of the property 11 consistent with Iha 
potanUal soil arsenic environmental co ition of Iha Parcel. This restriction benefits Iha 
United States and the public welfare ge orally and is consistent with stale and federal 
environmental statutes. 

I. FEMA covenants on behalf of all and its successors and aaalgns that no 
portion of the FEMA Parcel shall be us for either resldantlal habltaUon or for any 
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extended use by chlldren under sill (6) ars of age (Including child care or recreation 
facilities), the FEMA Parcel having baa remediated only for general business office 
operation, and training purposes. (Exte dad use is defined as more than the ellPQsure 
time of 38 days per year used in the ris assessment for children ages 1-6}. FEMA, for 
Itself, its successors or assigns covena s lhat It will not undertake nor allow any activity 
on or use of the property that would Viol ta the restriction con1alned herein. This 
restriction and covenant Is intended to binding on FEMA, Its successors and assigns; 
shall run with the land; and are forever forceable. Nothing contalned herein shall 
preclude FEMA, its successors and ass na, from undertaking, In accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations and wit ut any cost to Iha Army, such additional 
remediation of arsenic In soil necessary o allow for residential or extended use of the 
Parcel. Upon completion of such reme ation required to allow for residential or 
expanded use of the Parcel and if the n-owner of !he FEMA Parcel can demonstrate 
to EPA that such use Is conaistent with II protection of human health and the 
environment. the United States agrees, lthout cost, to release or, if appropriate, modify 
this restriction by an amendment heret r recordation of an amendment to the deed ii 
transferred from Federal ownership. 

ii. The restriction and conditions lated above benefit Iha public in general and 
the '8rrilory surrounding the FEMA Pa I, including lands retained by the United 
StatH, and, therefore, are enforceable the United Stales governmenl and EPA. 
FEMA covenant& for itself, Its successo , and assigns that it shall Include and 
othB1Wise make legally binding, the abo e use restrictions In all subsequent lease, 
tranafer or conveyance documents rela: g to the Parcel subject hereto. Any successor. 
assignee, grantee, transferee, lender, e ployer, agent, lessee or aublassae of FEMA. 
or any other third party, shall be liable I any costs that result from its violation of this 
restriction. It la the Intention of Army a FEMA that this use restricllon shall run with 
the land comprlaing the Parcel. 

The MOA is amended only as sat forth 
remain In full fo,ca and affect. 

e. All other provisions of the agreement 

2 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the p ies has executed this agreement effective on 
the date of tut signature below. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Deputy Aulalant Secretary ol the Anny 
(Installations and Houeing) OASA (l&E) 

Date: '3 ~ 'l..oo.) 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEME 

HAEL D. BROWN 
Under Secretary 

Emergency Praparednaas & Response 
Departmant of Homeland Securtty. 
on behalf of the Federal Emergency Ma gement Agency 

JUL 2 9 2003 
Date:----------

3 
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CMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA ) 

COUNTY OF ARLINGTON ) 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Publ In and for the Commonwealth of Virginia, 

County of Arlington, whose Commisslo such &Kl)ires on the "}/{b day of 

/J ~:\ , 2006, do hereby rtlfy that this day personally appeared before 

me in the Commonwealth of Virginia, C nty of Arlington, Joseph W. Whitaker, whose 

name is signed to the foregoing docu t and acknowledged this document la his free 

act and deed, dated this .#-,, tr , 2003. 



COUNTY OF FAIRFAX 
COMMONWEAL TH OF VIRGINIA 

08/07/03 09:04 DI :06/06 N0:047 

Sworn and subscribed to before me by 'chacl D. Brown, who is to me well known. this 
.,_., .,.. day of :J-~(7 , 200 . 

Notary Public 

My Commission ExplrN 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 Anny 

TO: The Federal Emergency Management Agency 

For the Department of the Army ("Army"), I, Joseph W. Whitaker, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations and Housing), do hereby transfer 
to the Federal Emergency Management Agency ("FEMA"), 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 Memorandum of Agreement 
("MOA") between the parties, dated 3 ~ p l - ,2003, attached hereto at 
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 agreement. 

Article 1 • Authority: This transfer of the Property is made In accordance with 
the authority delegated to the Secretary of the Army ~nder the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Public Law 101-510, 10 U.S.C. 2687, as 
amended. 

Article 2 - Consideration: In accordance with 1 o use § 2687, 16 use § 667b, 
and 40 use §§ 471-531, this transfer of the Property is made without monetary 
reimbursement from the FEMA. 

Article 3 - Possesslen and Accountablllty: Full administrative jurisdiction and 
control for the Prope~ will shift from the Army to the FEMA as of the date of the 
acceptance of lhlsl.etter of Transfer by the FEMA. 

Article 4 - Other Te1'1118 and CondlUons of Transfer: The MOA between the 
parties, which Is hereby incorporated by reference, sets out the general terms 
and oonditlons of this transfer, which shall be binding on the parties. 



....,. . 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, I 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 acceptance, as recorded below. 

Dated this~day of Y?:2rt1:< I, 

DEPARTMENT OF TifE ARMY 

.;lo r,3', 
, 2002, 

Accepted: 

By:.~..,,,~""H--t---'-1,.J-._'-J_.tJ:1._'_........__~----~ 
Joseph W. Whitaker 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Anny 
(Installations and Housing) 

. OASA(l&E) 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency hereby accepts this transfer in 
accordance with the tenns provided for herein: 

Exhibits: 

A - Property Description 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

Its: Acting Under Secretary, Emergency 
Preparedness & Response 
Department of Homeland Security, 
on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management . 
Agency 

B - Memorandum of Agreement 
C- DD Fonn 1354 

2 



COMMONWEAL TH OF VIRGINIA ) 

COUNTY OF ARLINGTON ) 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia, 

County of Arlington, whose Commission as such expires on the 3 P 'ff. day of 

AJ ~ , 2006, do hereby certify that this d-ay pers~nally appeared before 

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 11 ~ day of ~ , 2003. 

--------- ------------ -------



TiiE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Subs~oo and sworn to before me by Michael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this 
3 I day of l'i\3.•f ~ . 2003. 

ANDREA WllUAMS 
Nolary Public, District of Columbia 

My Commission Expires May 14, 2006 



._.., . LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND EASEMENT 
FOR FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 71.525 ACRF5 

SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX 

MIDDLESEX COUNTY, COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSEITS 

The hereinafter described tracts of land are located in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, Middlesex County, Towns o{ 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 (NAO 1983 Mainland Zone). 

FEMA PARCEL I 

BEGINNING at Comer 10373 on the northwesterly boundary of Old Marlborough 
Road from which Comer 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer Tract (1) bears N 
41 ° 36' 04" E, 46.18 feet; 

thence from Comer 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 Comer 6918; 

2) thence N 49° 49' 36" W, 102.66 feet to Comer 10320; 

3) thence N 68° 10' 29" W, 118.68 feet to Comer 10319; 

4) thence N 73° 00' 09" W, 58.97 feet to Comer 10374, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 103741998"; 

5) thence N 08° 46' 06" W, 698.95 feet continuing through said lands to Comer 10389; 

6) thence N 08° 46' 06" W, 618.34 feet to Comer 10390, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 103901998"; 

7) thence N 66° 02' 58" E, 393.72 feet to Comer 10391, a standard USF&:WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 103911998"; and 

8) thence N 57° 49' 26" W, 134.63 feet to Comer 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]. Gorgon as described in Book 23903 of Deeds at Page 483, 
lands now or formerly of David W. Moss, III 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 Comer 53, a standard USF&:WS aluminum monument, set and marked "COR 53, 
1996" at its point of intetsection 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 Comer 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 Comer 55 from which a standard Army Corp. of 
Engineers aluminum monument found asa witness and marked "55", bears N 52° 46' 
11" 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 5. Brannelly as descnlied in Book 19138 of 
Deeds at Page 349, lands now or formerly of James E. and Anita M Oemens as 
desaibed in Book 19171 of Deeds at Page 329 and lands now or formerly of Scott A. and 
Susan F. Bradley as desaibed 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 Comer 56, from which a 
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and 
marked M56•, bears N fJ7° 00' 41 .. W; 5.00 feet; 

2) thence from Corner 56, N 82° 08' 09" E, 38.21 feet to Comer 57 from which a standard 
Army Corp. of Engineer& aluminum monument found as a witness and marked "Sr, 
bears N 05° 58' 21 • W, 5.00 feet; 



~-

3) thence from Comer 57, N 85° 55' 10" E, 54.20 feet to Comer 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 Comer 59 from which a 
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and 
marked "59", 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 J. 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 Guisty 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 Comer 59 and running along the above last mentioned common division 
line the following eight (8) courses: 

1) S 06° '19' 04" W, 80.12 feet to Comer 60, from which a standard Army Corp. of 
Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked "60", bears S 82° 58' 
1r E, 5.oo feet 

2) thence from Comer 60, S 07° 34' 22" W, 173.61 feet to Comer 61, from which a 
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and 
marked "6t•, bears S 82" 18' 26" E, 5.00 feet; 

3) thence from Comer 61, S fll• 48' 47• W, 82.69 feet to Comer 62, a drill hole in an 
existing stone wall found as a witness; 

4) thence S 07" 40' 47" W, 95.22 feet to Comer 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~ marked "64", bears S 82° 25' 
15" E, 5.00 feet; 

6) thence from Corner 64, S 06° 58' 04• W, 125.86 feet to Comer 65, a drill hole in an 
existing stone wall found as a witness; 

7) thence S 08° 14' 58" W, 53.43 feet to Comer 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 Comer 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 400 46' 34" W, 589.17 feet to Comer 68, a standard Anny 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 II 

COMMENONG at Comer 69, a standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and 
marked "COR 691996" 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 Comer 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 Comer 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'Zl° 15' 03" W, 51.18feettoCorner 10324; 

2) thence 554• 06' 04" W, 120.13feet to Comer 10307; 

3) thence S 55° 24' 01" W, 186.06 feet to Comer 10306; 

4) thence S 58°10' 33" W, 186.50 feet to Comer 10305; 

5). thence S 59° 32' 41" W, 273.06 feet to Corner 10304; 

6) thence S 58° 52' 35" W, 228.40 feet to Comer 10303; and 

7) thence S 55° 08' 51" W, 105.69 feet to Comer 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 Comer 10339; 

2) thence N 28° (17' 27" E, 126.79 feet to Comer 10348, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 10348 1998"; 

3) thence N 17° 00' 52" E, 190.36 feet to Comer 10349, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 103491998"; 

4) thence N 52° 09' 09" E, 38.60 feet to Coiner 10350; 

5) thence N 61° 32' 00" E, 203.82 feet to Comer 10351, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 103511998"; 

6) thence N 58°17' 22" E, 252.00 feet to Comer 10352; 

7) thence N 44° 05' 33" E, 37.71 feet to Comer 10353; 

8) thence N 25°12' 40" E, 38.15 feet to Comer 10354; and 

9) thence N 08° 16' 30" E. 16.28 feet to Comer 10338, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked ·coR 103381998" on the southerly boundary of a fifty (50) 
foot wide access easement; · 

thence continuing tluough 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) S 73° 00' 09" E, 58.45 feet to Comer 10318; 

2) thence S 68° 10' 29" E, 108.49 feet to Comer 10321; 

3) thence S 49" 49' 4r E, 94.54 feet to Corner 10322; 

4) thence S 44°14' 00" E, 38.56 feet to Comer 10355; and 

5) thence S 'Zl° 13' 32" E. 21.97 feet to Comer 10323 the point or place of beginning and 
containing 5.650 acres of land more or less. 

FEMA PARCEL ID 

COMMENCING at Comer 69, a standard USF&:WS aluminum monument, set and 
marked "COR, 691996" 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 commeru:ement through the lands of the United States of America, Fort 
Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, S 22° 27' OZ' W, 98.76 feet to Comer 10336, a 



standard USF&:WS aluminum monument, set and marked llCOR 103361998" and being 
the true point of beginning of the hereinafter described FEMA Parcel Ul; 

thence from Comer 10336 through the lands now or 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' 3ZU E, 15.28 feet to Corner 10329; 

2) thence S 00° 43' sr W, 99.78 feet to Comer 10328; 

3) thence S 07° 05' ~5" W, 123.32 feet to Comer 10327; 

4) thence S 11" 39' 35" W, 143.86 feet to Corner 10326; and 

5) thence S 08° 39' 14ll W, 20.28 feet to Comer 10347, at its point of intersection with an 
existing stonewall, a standard USF&:WS aluminum monument set and marked "COR 
103471998#; 

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' Tl" W, 263.36feet toComer6988; 

2) thence S 64° 09' 03H W, 325.98 feet to Comer 6'1'/9; 

3) thence S 64° 37' 31 H W, 289.54 feet to Comer 10345, a standard USF&:WS aluminum 
monument set and marked ·coR 103451998•; 

4) thenceS72" 02' 01• W,83.92£eetto Comer 10344, a standard USF&:WS aluminum 
monument set and marked ·coR 103441998-; 

5) thence N 59° 08' 45" W, 112.79 feet to Corner 10343, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument set and marked ·coR 103431998"; 

6) thence N 46° 49' 50" W, 49.73 feet to Comer 10342, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument set an marked "COR 103421998-;and 

7) thence N 46• 49' 50" W, 2.00 feet to Comer 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' ss• E, 53.12 feet to Comer 10314; 



2) thence N 49° 02' 48" E, 95.13 feet to Comer 10313; 

3) thence N 55° 08' 51" E, 144.76 feet to Corner 10312; 

4) thence N 58° 52' 35" E, 226.48 feet to Corner 10311; 

5) thence N 59° 32' 41" E, ')jj.37 feet to Corner 10310; 

6) thence N 58° 10' 33" E, 188.31 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 IV 

COMMENONG 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' 03M W, 85.72 feet to Corner 6918; 

2) thence N 49" 49' 36" W, 102.66 feet to Corner 111320; 

3) thence N 68° 10' 29" W, 118.68 feet to Corner 10319; and 

4) thence N 73° 00' 09" W, 58.97 feet to Comer 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 feettoCorner10317; 

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' 11" W, 67.67 feet to Comer 10385, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument set and marked "COR 103851998"; 

thence continuing 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 Comer 10383, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument set and marked NCOR 103831998"; and 

2) thence S 80° 12' 41" E, 754.58 feet to Comer 10388, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument set and marked NCOR 103881998" 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 Comer 10374 the point or place of beginning and containing 7.136 acres of 
land, more or less. 

FEMA PARCEL V 

BEGINNING at Comer 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 France'! C. Denesivk and Elizabeth Schnair 
as described in Book 14873 of Deeds of Page 409 on the north, said Comer 40, being a 
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and 
marked "40"; 

thence 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 
NCOR 103751998"; 

thence from Comer 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 Comer 10376, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 103761998"; 

2) thence S 40° 33' 29" W, 164.05 feet to Comer 10378, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
monument, set and marked "COR 103781998"; 



·thence S 45° 52' 09" W, 485.69 feet to Comer 10377, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
10nument, set and marked "COR 103771998"; 

) thence S 89° 51' 57" W, 392.26 feet to Comer 10362, a standard USF&WS aluminum 
nonwnent set and marked "COR 103621998" and; 

·;J thence S 89° 51' 57" W, 9.89 feet to Comer 10292, said point being fifteen (15) feet 
!Mterly measured at right angles from the center line of a right-of-way from the "North 
:iate" 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 
Training 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 Comer 10293; 

2) thence, N 10" 23' 47" W, 135.83 feet to Corner 10294; 

,_,. 3) thence N '12" 06' 13" W, 189.14 feet to Comer 10295; 

4) thence N 12° 23' 16" W, 130.78 feet to Comer 102%; and 

5) thence N 08°18' zr W, 237.65 feet to Comer 10297 at its point of intersection with 
the above first mentioned 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 
on the northwest; 

thence along the above first mentioned division line, the following two (2) courses: 

1) N 45° 04' 31" E, 162.94 feet to Comer 39, a standard Army .Corp. of Engineer& 
aluminum monument found as a witness and marked N39"; 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 Comer 40, and the true place of beginning 
containing 22.606 acres more or less. 

TRACT2M-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: 



BEGINNING at Comer 10397 from which Comer 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex 
Transfer Tract (1) bears N 46° 46' 29" W, 5.49 feet; 

thence from Comer 10397 along the center line of said fifty (50) foot wide access and 
utility easement the following twenty-six (26) courses: 

1) S 35° 46' 32" W, 68.16 feet to Comer 6899; 

i) thence S 54° 06' 04" W, 124.44 feet to Comer .6896; 

3) thence S 55° 24' 01" W, 186.95 feet to Comer 6891; 

4) thenceS58°10' 33" W, 187.40 toComer6887; 

5) thence S 59" 32' 41" W, 27321 feet to Comer 6873; 

6) thence S 58° 52' 35" W, 227.44 feet to Comer 6868; 

7) thence S 55° OB' 51" W, 146.91 feet to Comer 6864; 

8) thence S 49" 02' 48" W, 97.81 feet to Comer 6862; 

9) thence S 42° 51' 58" W, 54.47 feet to Comer 10398; 

10) thence S 46° 43' 48" W, 96.61 feet to Comer 7026; 

11) thence S 45° 50' 29" W, 124.34 feet to Comer 7028; 

12) thence S 54° 03' 32" W, 168.16 feet to Comer 7029; 

13) thence S 55• 06' i7" w, 167.75 feet to Comer 7024; 

14) thenceST/0 40' 11" w, 120.78feettoComer7021; 

15) thence S 65° 44' 20" W, 16.06 feet to Comer 7019; 

16) thenceN 49" 33' 06" W, 147.64 feet to Comer 7015; 

17) thence N 47° 57' 00" W, 66.22 feet to Comer 7014; 

18) thence N 53° 56' 00" W, 140.12 feet to Comer 7012; 

19) thence N 48° 38' 43" W 57.04 feet to Comer 6806; 

20) thence S 88°14' 52" W 33.10 feet to Comer 7009; 

21) thence S 77° 26' 54" W, 24.10 feet to Comer 7008; 



22) thence S 66° 52' 42" W, 25.34 feet to Comer 7007; 

23) thence S 60°10' 28" W, 26.86 feet to Comer 7005; 

24) thence N 60° 00' 26" W, 32.40 feet to Comer 7004; 

25) thence N 63° 40' SO" W, 47.04 to Comer 10298; and 

26) thence N 43° 06' 14" W, 25.25 feet to Comer 10299 at the terminus of said easement. 

Being a fifty (SO) fopt wide strip of land, approximately 2686 feet in length to be used for 
access to FEMA Parcel ll and FEMA Parcel m 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 I, 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 (SO) 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 Comer 10392 on the northwesterly boundary of Marlborough Road 
from which Comer 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer (1) bears N 41° 36' 04 u 

E, 21.17 feet 

thence from Comer 10392 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury 
Training Annex the following forty-nine (49) cowses: 

1) N 49° 59' 03" W, 85.06 feet to Corner 10393; 

2) thence N 49° 49' 41" W, 98.66 feet to Comer 10394 

3) thence N 68°10' 1.9" W, 113.58 feet to Comer 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 Comer 6963; 

6) thence N 77° 31' 55" W, 160.98 feet to Comer 6966; 

7) thence N 78° 02' 33" W, 214.01 feet to Corner 6970; 

8) thence N 76° 49' 23" W, 103.49 feet to Comer 6973; . 



9) thence N 73° 04' 10" W, 274.71 feet to Comer 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 Corner 7976; 

13) thence N 46° 23' 47" W, 606.58 feet to a point of curvature at Comer 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 Comer 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 Comer 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.% feet, an 
arc length of 194.87 feet to a point of tangency at Comer 10016; 

18) thence N.13° 00' 23" E, 298.36 feet to Comer 10016; 

19) thence N 19° 25' 22" E, 221.94 feet to a point of curvature 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°19' 5~ W, and a chord distance of 421.06 feet, an 
arc length of 431.35 feet to a point of tangency at Comer 10019; 

21) thence N 24° 05' 21" W, 300.01 feet to Comer 10020; 

22) thence N 07" 38' 51" W, 318.35 feet to Comer 10021; 

23) thence N 18° 26' 45" W, 367.39 feet to Comer 10022;. 

24) thence N 60° 52' 53" W, 129.67 feet to Corner 10023; · 

25) thence N 67" il' 16- W, 149.27 feet to Comer 10024; 

26) thence N 83° 36' 48"W, 360.29 feet to Comer 10025; 

27) thence N 71° 05' 35" W, 397.19 feet to Comer 10026; 

28) thence N 70° 53' 36" W, 205.64 feet to Comer 10027; 



29) thence N 61° 38' 25" W, 234.91 feet to Comer 10028; 

30) thence N 74°16' 03" W, 117.70 feet to Comer 10029; 

31) thence S 85°17' 36" W, 34.75 feet to Comer 10031; 

32) thence 5 58° 39' 32" W, 584.74 feet to Comer 10032; 

33) thence S 43°18' 42" W, 97.15 feet to Comer 10033; 

34) thence S 57° 03' 53" W, 116.98 feet to Comer 10034; 

35) thence S 65° 56' 26" W, 444.80 feet to Comer 10036; 

36) thence N 82° 37 51" W, 216.98 feet to Comer 10037 

37) thence N 88° 24' 11" W, 256.71 feet to Corner 6732, said point being on the center 
line of the Afr Force White Pond Road easement; 

38) thence continuing tlu'ough the lands of Sudbury Training Annex along the center 
line of the thirty (30) foot wide portion of said easement S 200 49' 48• W, 387.49 feet to 
Comer 10039; 

39) thence S. 21° 35' 22" W, 46924 feet to Comer 10040; 

40) thence S 23° 59' 01" W, 156.95 feet to Comer 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 Comer 10043; 

43) thence S 41° 53' 31" W, 382.99 feet to Comer 10044; 

44) thence S 39° 28' 35• W, 322.65 feet to a point of curvature at Comer 10045; 

45) thence in a generally southerly direction along a curve to the left, having a radius of 
155.49 feet, a chord bearing S 15° 42' 48" W, and a chord distance of 97.89 feet, an arc 
length of 99.59 feet to Comer 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' 3r W, 884.24 
feet to Comer 10049; · 

47) thence S 38° 00' 52" W, 119.61 feet to Comer 10050; 

48) thence S 200 51' 31" W, 161.88 feet to Comer 10051; and 



49) thence S 36° 05' 30" E, 211.34 to Comer 10396 on the northwesterly boundary of the 
3.476± acre Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M, being the tenninus 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 /1Rl 

Being a thirty (30) foot wide right-of-way from Northgate through the lands now or 
formerly of Fort Devons, Sudbury Training Annex, .to. 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 Comer 6728 from which Corner 38 of the Sudbury Training Annex 
Transfer Tract (1) bears N 45° 04' 31" E, 51.68 feet; 

thence from Comer 6728 and through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, 
Sudbury Training Annex, the following five (5) courses: 

1) thence S 08° 18' Tl" E, 227.04 feet to Comer 6371; 

2) thence S 12° 23' 16" E, 132.58 feet to Corner 6366; 

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 6730; and· 

5) thence S 06° 52' 06° W, 218.54 feet to Comer 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
l,1E,1E-l,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 
BmWEEN 

TI:IE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
AND 

Tiffi FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
FOR THE 1RANSFER OF 

REAL PROPERTY 
AT Tiffi SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX, MASSACHUSfilTS 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (hereinafter ''FEMA") and the Department of the 
Army (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, Massachusetts (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. lNTRODUCTION 

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 r· since 27 May 1980 (hereinafter the 
''Use Permit Date"), and the Army will transfci- to FEMA a total of 71.525 acres of land 
(hereinafter the "FEMA Parcel") that includes 5 non-contiguous small parcels, including Parcel L 
FEMA intends lo 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, and other structures 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 DecembCI" 1998, copies of which are on file with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, New England District, Concord, Massachusetts, and attached as Exhibit A to 
the letter of transfer. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 

B. 1RANSFER OF REAL PROPERTY 

1. The Army agrees to transfci- by DD form 1354, andFE?dA agrees to accept the transfer of, 
certain real property (hereinafter referred to as the ''Propetty") 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 small parcels, among them Parcel L FEMA intends to continue to usc the land 
for its operations and training missions. The FEMA Parcel includes two large buildings ( one 
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- 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 CONDffiONS 

l. The Army has had no operational presence on the property or facilities owned, built, or 
operated by FEMA on Parcel l 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 Army'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. PEMA acknowledges receipt of a copy of that REC. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDIDON AND COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBIUI'IF.S 

1. The Army and PEMA 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 Agn:cmcnt (FFA) entered into by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency.Region 1, (EPA) and the Army on 13 May 1991, and made 
effective on JS November 1991; andFEMA acknowledges receipt of this document. 1be Army 
agrees to provide FEMA with any future amendments to the FFA. FEMA agrees to take no 
action inconsistent with the tenns 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 tenns 
of the FFA as it (l('CSClltly exists or as amended and the provisions of this MOA, the tenns of the 
FFA will take precedence over the provisions of this MOA. The Army wiU inform FEMA of any 
such conflicts affecting the FEMA use of its parcel. Both parties to this MOA are required to 
provide notice to BP A and MADEP of any modifications, amendments or termination of the 
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MOA. FEMA and it successors and assigns shall take no action inconsistent with the tenns 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 Date, 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 release 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 Anny's responsibilities to conduct Response Actions that arc 
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 
Parccl 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 FF A (including Section IX - ACCESS of the FF A), 
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 Anny 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) to 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 Anny, or any officer, agent, employee or contractor of the Anny, for interference with 
the use of the FEMA Parcel arising from Army implementation 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 or 
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: 
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(I). conducting oversight activities, including but not limited to investigations, 
sampling, testing, monitoring, verification 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") or 
amendments thereto-or (ii) any decision document approved by MADEP and issued by the Anny 
under applicable state law before or after the Date of Transfer. 

(2). perlonning 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 Anny 
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 Sudbwy Annex, and that the Army has concluded. after completing a facility­
wide investigation, that the resulting concenb'ations 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 center, 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 Anny'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 docs 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. 
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b. FEMA agrees that its continued possession, potential use and continued management 
of the Property, including any demolition of structures, will be in compliance with all applicable 
laws relating to hazardous substances/pesticides and hazardous wastes. 

c. To the best of the Amly'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 identified 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 remedi.ation found to be necessary for these buildings and any other 
structures will remain the responsibility of FEMA. FBMA 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 
fromtheNPL 

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 concerning known lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards contained in the 
Environmental Baseline Survey, have been provided to FEMA. FEMA hereby 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 preswncd 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-based 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 least two different days within any week, including day~are centers, 
p,:cschools 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, comrnen:ial, 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 
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deed or other conveyance docwnent 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.8 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 to the transfer of the FEMA Parcel to FEMA, the Army 
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 Characterization 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) feet 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) feel Such prohibited 
activities and uses shall include any disturbance of the subsurface 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 wants to undertake an activity or use on the 
FEMA Parcel Iha! will disrupt or otherwise negatively impact the subsurface soil below the depth 
of four (4) feet, including any construction activities involving the disturbance or disruption of 
the subsurface soil below the depth of four ( 4) feet, FEMA or its succesBor or assign, following 
written 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. 
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b. The Anny covenants to FEMA and its successors ~d assigns that the Anny 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 shall notify the Anny irrunediately if any OE material is discovered. The 
Anny 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 refuse site is defined as a site where military munitions have been 
collected and disposed of by burial on which there an, ten (lO)°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 eligible 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 rcsourres, FEMA will be 
responsiblo-for the completion of any necessary historic property inventories for lands it is to 
receive from the Army and for taldng into account the effects of its underta!dngs on historic 
properties discovered there. 

E. UABIUTY 

1. Each party to this Agreement shall be responsible for any liability arising from its own 
conduCL Neithec 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 hazanlous substances, hazardous waste, or petroleum 
products, or any othec contamination thereof existing on or emanating from Parccl I prior to the 
Use Penni! Date and for the remainder of the FEMA Parcel up witil the date of transfer to 
FEMA. FEMA assumes liability and rcs~bility for contamination caused by use, 
management or release 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 cm:umstances 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, corn,ctive actions and any other actions necessary to ensure 
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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 Pennit Date for Parcel 
I or prior to the date of transfer for the remainder of the FEMA Parcel. 

4. FEMA agrees to hold the Anny 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 Pennit 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 or assigns, its agents, contractors, invitees, or its lessees or subleases. Unless it is 
attributable to Anny 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, 
including members of the general public, arising from or incident to the pwchase, transportation, 
removal, 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 warned or failed to properly warn the individual(s) injured. 

F. 1RANSFER OF nns PARCEL WITHOUT w ARRANTY OR REPRESENTATION 

I. FEMA shall accept transfer of the FEMA Parcel, including all 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 !he same is in condition or fit to be used for the purpose FEMA intends, except for 
the Anny'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 Rlquired covenants and restrictions 
described in this MOA (such as residential use restriction, digging/ground disturbance limitations} as 
well as any required because ofFEMA ownership and opcratioo 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 territory 
surrounding the property, run with the land, and are enforceable by the U. S. GovernmenL 

F. NOTIF1CATION REQUIREMENTS 

Any notices to be provided pursuant to this MOA shall be .addressed to: 
-U.S. Anny: Commander, Devens Reserve Forces Training Area, 31 Quebec Sm:ct, Devens, MA 
01432-4424, telephone (978) 796-3053. 

8 



- Federal Emergency Management Agency: MT; Vernon L. Wingert, Chief, Support SeTVices 
Liaison Branch FEMA, 500 CSL, SW, Room 325, Washington, DC 20472, telephone: (202) 
646-2872. 

G. MISCEU.ANEOUS AGREEMENTS 

I. If any provision of this MOA becomes invalid or unenforceable, the remaining provisions 
shall remain in fon:e and unaffected to the extent pennitted 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 fo!lDS of non-binding alternative dispute resolution mutually acceptable 
to the parties. · 

H. OBUGATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

No provision of this agreement shall be interpreted or applied so 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, each of the parties has executed this MOA effective on the date last 
signed, the ,?/ sr- day of /'?1JUt, 1. 2003. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Jor W. WHITAKER 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations and Housing) OASA(I&E) 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

MICHAEL D. BROWN 
Acting Under Secretary 
F.mergency Preparedness & Response 
Department of Homeland Security, 
on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA ) 

COUNlY OF ARLINGTON ) 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia, 

County of Arlington, whose Commission as such expires on the 3 o'fA_, day of 

AJ~ , 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 signed to the foregoing document and acknowledged this document Is his free 

act and deed, dated this 2 / d.. day of ~ , 2003. 



. ...., 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMB!A 

Sub~ and sworn to before me by Michael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this 
:3 day of :Jll ,t,e.lt , 2003. 

ANDREA WIWAMS 
Notary Plmllc. Olstnct al Cah.mbla 

My Commission Expire, May 1'4, 2008 
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U.S. ARMY RESPONSES TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FIFTH FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT FOR FORMER 

SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX FOR AOC 7  

SUDBURY FORMER TRAINING ANNEX, SUDBURY, MA 

The following U.S. Army responses pertain to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

comments, dated 10 June 2021 on the Draft Fifth Five-Year Review Report for Former Sudbury 

Training Annex for AOC A7 which was submitted on 3 May 2021. 

EPA Specific Comment 1: Title Page – Add “(2016-2021)” after “Report.” Add a month and 

date to mark the date of publication.   

Army Response: The title was revised to include “(2016-2021)” and the month and date 

were added to the cover and title page.  

EPA Specific Comment 2: Page E-i, Para 1, 1st sentence – After “…(AOC) A7,” add “and 

covers the time period between September 27, 2016 to September 2021.” 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 3: Page E-i, Para 1, 2nd Sentence – After “Five-Year Review Guidance 

(June 2001),” add “and EPA Region 1 FY2021 Supplemental Template.” 

Army Response: The text was revised as following:  

“This review, which was completed in accordance with the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (USEPA, 

2001) and with applicable portions of EPA Region 1 FY2021 Supplemental Template 

(USEPA Region I, 2021) was performed from January to September 2021.” 

EPA Specific Comment 4: Page E-i, Para 1, 3rd Sentence – After “Annex,” add “covering the 

time period from September 27, 2016 to September 2021.” 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 5: Page E-I, Para 3, 1st Sentence – There appears to be a space between 

“A” and “7” in “AOC A7”.  Either add or remove space to keep consistent throughout report – 

Global comment. 

Army Response: The space between “A” and “7” in “AOC A7” was deleted. 

EPA Specific Comment 6: Page E-i, Para 3, 1st Sentence – After “decision documents,” add the 

following phrase: “after sites were assessed in preliminary assessments and/or site 

investigations”. 

Army Response: The text was revised as follows: 

“This review addresses only the AOC A7 source area since the rest of former 

Sudbury Annex had no further action decision documents after sites were assessed in 

preliminary assessments and/or site investigations and no further actions per records 

of decision (ROD) after removal actions. Also, the AOC A9 source area was cleaned 

up to levels that are protective of human health and the environment as a result of the 

remedial action. At the time of the ROD, USFWS requested the majority of the land, 

including AOC A9, become part of a wildlife refuge. ” 
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EPA Specific Comment 7: Page E-i, Para 4, General – Suggest moving to the next page and 

place the end of executive summary. 

Army Response: The 4th paragraph was moved to before the FYR Report Summary 

Form. 

EPA Specific Comment 8: Page E-i, Para 4, 2nd Sentence – Add month and year to the date of 

groundwater sampling and analysis for VOCs and PFAS. 

Army Response: The text was revised as follows: 

“Investigation of the overburden groundwater at AOC A9 indicated historic VOC 

concentrations (sampled in June 2018) have further attenuated to concentrations 

below applicable federal and state standards.  Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances 

(PFAS) were not detected in the USFWS well (sampled in August 2016) but were 

detected in the overburden groundwater (sampled in June 2018).”   

EPA Specific Comment 9: Page E-i, Para 4 – After 2nd sentence, add the following sentence: 

“There was a fire training area as AOC A9 which was used from (insert start year) to (insert end 

year).” 

Army Response: The following text was added: 

“Various activities were conducted by numerous entities at AOC A9 POL Burn Area. 

At the former fire training area portion of AOC A9, the Massachusetts Fire Fighting 

Academy conducted fire training exercises.” 

EPA Specific Comment 10: Page E-i, Para 4, 5th Sentence – Delete “site” and replace with 

“AOC A9 and AOC P13.” At the end of the sentence, add “which includes an evaluation of the 

shallow and deep groundwater.” 

Army Response: The sentence was revised as follows:  

“A decision document has not yet been prepared for PFAS as a Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERALCA) site inspection 

is being conducted at AOC A9 and AOC P13, which includes sampling a combination 

of groundwater, soil, surface water and sediment.” 

EPA Specific Comment 11: Page E-i, Para 4 – After the 5th sentence, add “Currently, the 

USFWS water supply well at AOC A9 is not in use.” 

Army Response: The text was added per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 12: Page E-i, Para 4, last sentence – The summary of the PFAS 

investigation work should reference Section 12, not Section 11. 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 13: Page E-ii, Para 4, 3rd Sentence – Add “cap” after “landfill”. 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 14: Page E-ii, Para 4, 7th Sentence –Delete recommendation on landfill. 

The 30 year period is generally used for cost estimating. So long as contaminants remain on site 
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above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, monitoring, and operation 

and maintenance is required to support future five-year reviews.  

Army Response: In accordance with CERCLA, the assessment of the performance of the 

remedy for purposes of the five-year reviews will continue and  monitoring and 

maintenance of the landfill will continue per the LTMP for AOC A7.  

Per 40 CFR 254.117, 310 CMR 30.633, 310 CMR 30.591 & 592, and 310 CMR 19.142, 

the post-closure period is a minimum of a 30-year period. The continuation of the post-

closure period will be assessed in accordance with the 2016 EPA Memorandum: 

Guidelines for Evaluating the Post-Closure Car Period for Hazardous Waste Disposal 

Facilities under Subtitle C of RCRA. The transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial 

Care will be evaluated using the 2006 Interstate Technology & Regulatory Council’s 

Evaluating, Optimizing, or Ending Post-Closure Care at Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 

Based on site-Specific Data Evaluations.   

Text revisions are detailed in response to EPA Specific Comment 25. 

EPA Specific Comment 15: Page E-ii – At end of the summary, add the following: 

“For this fifth five-year review, an Issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter fence. The 

report’s Recommendation is repair of the fence. 

The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the 

landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use 

of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced.  

In order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be 

repaired.”   

Army Response: The perimeter fence is not a component of the remedy as described in 

the Description of the Selected Remedy in the Decision Summary portion of the ROD 

(OHM, 1995). The perimeter fence was installed before the landfill cap was installed and 

is described as a “security fence” in the ROD (OHM, 1995).   

The detailed description of the AOC A7 source control Alternative 3 in the feasibility 

study does not mention a fence (OHM, 1995). A fence is not mentioned in the Access and 

Institutional Controls portion of the alternative description. Maintenance of a fence is not 

described in the Post-Closure Monitoring and Maintenance portion of the alternative 

description.  

As the fence is not a component of the alternative, a fence is not considered in evaluation 

of the alternative, and therefore a fence does not contribute to the Long-Term 

Effectiveness and Permanence of the alternative. The Long-Term Effectiveness and 

Permanence portion of the assessment of the alternative indicates the landfill cap will 

prevent direct contact with landfill contents and the “capping, combined with institutional 

controls such as deed restrictions and periodic inspection of the cap, aids in managing 

any potential direct exposure to the contaminants in soil.” In the ROD, the Summary of 

Comparative Analysis of Alternatives section indicates the removal of waste and 

consolidation of waste under the cap provides an effective method of long-term 

contaminant of contaminates soil and debris. And effectiveness of containment is 
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dependent on maintenance of the landfill cap; there is no mention of a fence. Therefore, a 

recommendation to repair the fence is not needed for the remedy to be effective in the 

long-term and no text change is proposed. 

The Army proposes to remove the fence because it is not a component of the remedy and 

it prevents the movement of wildlife. The Army proposes to substitute the fence with 

signs. 

EPA Specific Comment 16: Page E-iii, “Review Period” – Edit to “September 27, 2016 to 

September 26, 2021”. 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 17: Page E-iii, Issues/Recommendation – Add the following text: 

“Damage to the perimeter fence at AOC A7 (OU1) is recommended for repair.” 

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 18: Page E-iv, Protectiveness Statements – Add the following text: 

“The remedy at AOC A7 (OU1) currently protects human health and the environment because 

the landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent 

use of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are 

enforced. In order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to 

be repaired to ensure long-term protectiveness.”  

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 19: Page 1-1, Section 1.0, Para 2, 1st Sentence – Edit sentence to “This 

fifth five-year review report covers the period from September 27, 2016 to September 2021.” 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 20: Page 2-1, Table 2, Line 9 – After AOC A7, add “(OU1)”. After 

AOC A9, add “(OU2)” 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 21: Page 2-1, Table 2 - Chronology of “Monitoring Well Installation”- 

1996” appears to be in wrong place – it is placed after “ROD Management” 1997. Font and 

sizing also appear inconsistent throughout table.   

Army Response: “Monitoring Well Installation” was moved above “ROD – 

Management of Migration. The font size was corrected throughout the table. 

EPA Specific Comment 22: Page 3-1, Section 3.0, Para 1, 1st Sentence – Add a reference to the 

First Five-Year Review so that the reader can be able to identify the 73 study areas since they are 

not covered in this report. 

Army Response: A reference to Weston, 2001 was added to the text per the comment 

and the following reference was added to Appendix A. 

“Roy F. Weston, Inc. (Weston), 2001. First Five-Year Review Report for Sudbury 

Training Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts. September.” 
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EPA Specific Comment 23: Page 3-1, Section 3.2, Para 2, 3rd Sentence – Add “running” to list 

of uses.  

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

The first two sentences of the third paragraph were revised as follows: “ 

“AOC A7 is within a portion of the refuge that the USFWS has designated as an 

area that is  closed to the public.”  

EPA Specific Comment 24: Page 4-2, Section 4.3.1, Bullets – Add “perimeter fence” 

Army Response: The perimeter fence is not a component of the remedy; it is not 

mentioned in the Description of the Selected Remedy in the ROD (OHM, 1995). See 

response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 25: Page 4-4, - The discussion of the LUCs—what they are and how 

they were implemented—is unclear. Please add language to clarify that these LUCs were 

specifically identified and implemented through the MOA (Appendix F) between Army and 

USFWS. Further, please explain that these specific LUCs were selected to achieve the RAOs set 

forth in the ROD for AOC A7 and that they continue to be necessary to ensure compliance with 

the ROD and achievement of the RAOs. 

Army Response: The section was revised as follows:” 

“The 1995 SC ROD required implementation of LUCs to limit future use of AOC 

A7. The AOC A7 LUCs are detailed in Subsection C.8 of the MOA for the transfer 

of property between the Army and USFWS. The LUCs indicate USFWS and its 

successors and assigns shall not disturb the landfill liner or any components of 

the containment system or function of the monitoring system. The LUCs prohibit: 

• Surface application of water that could affect the effectiveness of the 

containment system. 

• Extraction, consumption, exposure, or utilization of groundwater 

underlying AOC A7. 

• Any disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of land within 

the boundaries of AOC A7 in any manner (construction, filling, drilling, 

excavation, or change in topography) that might interfere with the response 

action within AOC A7. 

• Any disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of land within 

the boundaries of AOC A7 in any manner (construction, filling, drilling, 

excavation, or change in topography) that might interfere with the 

protectiveness of the remedy. 

• Any activity within AOC A7 that will result in disturbance of the 

mobilization and/or transport of any hazardous substance. 

• If the USFWS or any of its successors proposes any activity that may 

disturb and components of the remedy, they shall not undertake such 

activity unless they first obtain written approval from the Army and EPA.  
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• USFWS also agrees that it and it successors or assigns shall include in any 

deed the restrictive covenant detailed in Subsection C.8. 

The LUCs were designed to preserve the effectiveness of the landfill cap which in 

turn achieves the following RAOs: 

• 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 LUCs also prevent exposure to groundwater at AOC A7. 

The LUCs are monitored in accordance with the Land-Use Control 

Implementation and Monitoring Plan (KGS, 2020c). Existing land use and site 

conditions are assessed during an annual physical on-site inspection and during 

annual interviews with site representatives. The results are included in annual 

reports. The results of the inspections for the last five years are included in the 

2016 through 2020 Annual Reports (KGS, 2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-

Arcadis JV, 2021). 

Preservation of the effectiveness of the landfill cap is necessary to achieve the 

RAOs. Activities identified in the Land-Use Control Implementation and 

Monitoring Plan are effective in assessing potential disturbance of the landfill 

cap.”  

The first three paragraphs on page E-ii were revised as follows:  

“During the FYR period, 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. LUCs in place at the former Sudbury 

Training Annex ensure protectiveness of the remedy from adjacent landowners and 

involved entities. The LUCs required by the 1995 SC ROD are detailed in Clause C8 

of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the U.S. Army (Army) and the 

current property owners, the USFWS dated 28 September 2000 (Appendix F). The 

LUCs protect the AOC A7 landfill 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.  

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. The remedy at AOC A7 protects human 

health and the environment because the landfill is capped. Contaminant 

concentrations detected in groundwater have decreased over time at AOC A7. The 

landfill cap at AOC A7 remains in good condition and continues to function as 

intended by the 1995 SC ROD. No protectiveness issues were identified in this FYR. 
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No recommendations were identified related to issues during this FYR. It is 

recommended that the long-term monitoring and maintenance plan (LTMMP) be 

revised to eliminate analysis of pesticides, cyanide, and chemical oxygen demand as 

concentrations have decreased and remained low or nondetect. It is also 

recommended that the sampling frequency be decreased to once every five years one 

year prior to the next FYR as concentrations have decreased to low concentrations or 

are nondetect. The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the 

Army assess the continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and 

transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial Care during the next review period 

(ITRC, 2006) in accordance with the referenced guidance.” 

The following reference will be added to Appendix A:  

USEPA, 2016c. Memorandum: Guidelines for Evaluating the Post-Closure Care 

Period for Hazardous Waste Disposal Facilities under Subtitle C of RCRA.  

The first two paragraphs of 7.0 Technical Assessment, Implementation of Institutional 

Controls and Other Measures were revised as follows:  

“The LUCs required by the 1995 SC ROD are detailed in Clause C8 of the MOA 

between the Army and the USFWS. The MOA was reviewed and indicates that 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. 

There are provisions in the MOA allowing for the Army to conduct remedial actions 

at the former Sudbury Training Annex. A map of the Assabet River National Wildlife 

Refuge, owned by USFWS, was reviewed as part of this FYR and AOC A7 is within 

the boundaries of the refuge.  

LUCs are in place and functioning properly. Review of the annual LUC inspection 

checklists and interviews contained in the 2016 through 2020 Annual Reports (KGS, 

2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021) was conducted. The annual 

interviews of USFWS personnel indicate USFWS is aware of the LUCs and that no 

actions have occurred at the site that violate the LUCs. The annual LUC inspections 

and interviews and the FYR site inspection indicate 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.”  

EPA Specific Comment 26: Page 5-7, Issue 1, 1st Sentence – Add month with year that USFWS 

installed their well. 

Army Response: The text was revised as follows:  

“In June 2016, the USFWS installed a bedrock water supply well at AOC A9 to 

support a new facility at the Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge.” 

EPA Specific Comment 27: Page 5-8, Issues 4 and 5 – 10-6 RBC for 1,4-Dioxane is 0.46 ppb. 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 
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EPA Specific Comment 28: Page 6-3, Section 6.4.2, Emerging Contaminants, Para 3, 3rd 

Sentence – 10-6 RBC for 1,4-Dioxane is 0.46 ppb.  

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 29: Page 7-1, Section 7.0, QUESTION A, Question A Summary – 

Following EPA’s Five Year Review guidance, change “Yes” to “No” due to the perimeter fence 

damage.  [See language at EPA “Comprehensive Five Year Review Guidance” (EPA 540-R-01-

007), page 4-3, Section 4.1.1: “… you should confirm that access controls (e.g., fencing, security 

guards) necessary at this stage of the remediation are in place and successfully prevent 

exposure.”] 

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 30: Page 7-1, Section 7.0, QUESTION A, Question A Summary, Para 

1, Last Sentence – At the end of the sentence, add “, however due to damage to the perimeter 

fence, the remedy is not considered to be functioning as intended.” 

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 31: Page 7-1, Section 7.0, QUESTION A, Implementation of 

Institutional Controls and Other Measures, Para 2, 1st Sentence – Edit to “LUCs are in place, 

however, due to damage in the perimeter fence which was discovered during the January 2021 

site inspection, the LUCs, as a whole, are not functioning properly.” 

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 32: Page 7-2, QUESTION B, Question B Summary, Last Sentence - 

The summary of the PFAS investigation work should reference Section 12, not Section 11. 

Army Response: The reference was corrected. 

EPA Specific Comment 33: Page 7-2, Changes in Standards and TBCs – This section is 

missing the following text from EPA Region 1’s template for PFAS.  

On October 2, 2020, the State promulgated Massachusetts Maximum Contaminant Levels 

(MMCLs) for drinking water for the sum of six PFAS compounds into the State’s Drinking 

Water Regulations (310 CMR 22.00).  The MMCL is 20 ng/L (ppt) for the sum of six PFAS 

compounds:  

perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS) 

perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) 

perfluorohexane sulfonic acid (PFHxS) 

perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA) 

perfluoroheptanoic acid (PFHpA) 

perfluorodecanoic acid (PFDA) 

[Include a summary of what is known about the PFAS contamination and make the case 

why the presence of PFAS does not impact protectiveness. The case needs to be made under 

Question B that the presence of these co-contaminants will not affect the remedies that are in 

place. For example: As shown in the Data Review Section above, the data to date shows 
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exceedances of these newly promulgated standards under the waste management area but not in 

the area outside of the landfill.]  

At this time EPA has made no determination of whether these new standards will be adopted for 

this Site. For purposes of this five-year review, EPA has evaluated the PFAS data collected 

against EPA’s PFOA/PFOS health advisory for drinking water of 70 ng/L(ppt) and the State’s 

MMCLs for PFAS.  EPA’s health advisory of 70 ng/L (ppt) equates to a Superfund non-cancer 

risk of less than an HQ of 1, which is below EPA’s acceptable non-cancer risk range.  Thus, the 

existing remedy remains protective and the remedy does not need to be modified to the new 

MMCLs for PFAS at this time.  Monitoring for PFAS should continue to ensure the remedy 

remains protective. 

Army Response:  Based on the evaluation of AOC A7 in the Final Site Inspection 

Report for Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS). Former Sudbury Training 

Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts (KGS, 2020b), a site investigation for PFAS at AOC A7 

was not conducted and further investigation or evaluation of PFAS at AOC A7 is not 

planned. As further investigation or evaluation of PFAS at AOC A7 will not be 

conducted, a technical assessment of the remedy at AOC A7 to remain protective of 

potential exposure to PFAS impacted media is not applicable. PFAS investigations at 

Sudbury Annex are discussed in Section 12. 

EPA Specific Comment 34: Page 7-2, Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant 

Characteristics - This section is missing the following text from EPA Region 1’s template for 

PFAS. 

2016 PFOA/PFOS non-cancer toxicity values 

In May 2016, EPA issued final lifetime drinking water health advisories for perfluorooctanoic 

acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS), which identified a chronic oral reference 

dose (RfD) of 2E-05 mg/kg-day for PFOA and PFOS (USEPA, 2016a and USEPA, 2016b).  

These RfD values should be used when evaluating potential risks from ingestion of contaminated 

groundwater at Superfund sites where PFOA and PFOS might be present based on site history. 

Potential estimated health risks from PFOA and PFOS, if identified, would likely increase total 

site risks due to groundwater exposure. Further evaluation of potential risks from exposure to 

PFOA and PFOS in other media at the Site might be needed based on site conditions and may 

also affect total site risks.  

[Insert brief paragraph about site-specific PFOA/PFOS information, if applicable.] 

2014 PFBS non-cancer toxicity value 

Perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS) has a chronic oral RfD of 2E-02 mg/kg-day based on an 

EPA Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Value (PPRTV) (USEPA, 2014a). This RfD value 

should be used when evaluating potential risks from ingestion of contaminated groundwater at 

Superfund sites where PFBS might be present based on-site history. Potential estimated health 

risks from PFBS, if identified, would likely increase total site risks due to groundwater exposure. 

Further evaluation of potential risks from exposure to PFBS in other media at the Site might be 

needed based on site conditions and may also affect total site risks.  

[Insert brief paragraph about site-specific PFBS information, if applicable.] 
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Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 33. 

EPA Specific Comment 35: Page 8-1, Section 8.0 – Revise text to the following: “For this fifth 

five-year review, an issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter fence.” 

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 36: Page 9-1 – Edit to the following: “Based on the issue identified in 

the previous section, the Recommendation and its targeted completion date is the following: 

Repair perimeter fence, (Add date for completion of repair) 

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 37: Page 9-1, Section 9.0, Para 2 –The proposed LTMMP 

modifications should be specifically identified as an action that doesn’t not impact the 

protectiveness of the remedy.  EPA typically identifies such actions in an “Other Findings” 

section below the Recommendations section. Add the following text after 1st paragraph: 

Other Findings 

AOC A7 

An analysis of monitoring data at AOC A7 over the five-year review period showed reduction on 

contaminant concentrations to low concentrations or nondetect. Therefore, the Army 

recommends an update to LTMMP elimination of analysis for pesticides, cyanide, chemical 

oxygen demand, and decrease in sampling frequency to once every five years, (Add submission 

date for update)  

AOC A9 and P13 

Based on a site investigation, PFAS has been confirmed to be present at AOC A9 and P13. 

Follow-up PFAS investigations at both sites are described in Section 12.2. At AOC A9, the 

USGWS water supply well installed in 2016 poses a potential human health risk exposure point. 

Until the investigations are complete, a risk determination is made, and a cleanup remedy (if 

needed) is selected, the Army is ensuring protection of human health by: preventing the use of 

the USFWS water supply well; collecting groundwater samples and other hydraulic data to 

determine whether or not the overburden aquifer is connected to the bedrock aquifer; and, if 

needed, installing wellhead treatment if needed (reference Army letter dated May 14, 2021). 

Army Response: The second paragraph was revised as follows:  

“Other Findings 

An analysis of monitoring data at AOC A7 over the five-year review period showed 

reduction of contaminant concentrations to low concentrations or nondetect. Therefore, 

the Army recommends an update to LTMMP that includes elimination of analysis for 

pesticides, cyanide and COD, and a decrease in sampling frequency to once every five 

years for VOCs. 

The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the Army assess the 

continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and transition from Post-

Closure Care to Custodial Care during the next review period (ITRC, 2006) in 

accordance with the referenced guidance.”  
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PFAS investigations at Sudbury Annex, including AOC A9 and P13, are addressed in 

Section 12. No text revisions are proposed for Section 9. A decision on the need for  LUCs at 

AOC A9 will be determined after the AOC A9 PFAS Supplemental Site Inspection is 

complete, which is outside of the FYR process. 

The Army is continuing to confirm that  the USFWS water supply well poses no risk to 

human health through additional evaluation of the hydraulic connection between the 

overburden and the bedrock to assess potential risk of contaminated water entering the well, 

and is working on installation of wellhead treatment for the water supply well. 

EPA Specific Comment 38: Page 9-1, Section 9.0, Para 3 – Delete this section of the 

recommendation. The 30-year period is generally used for cost estimating. So long as 

contaminants remain on site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, 

monitoring, and operation and maintenance is required to support future five-year reviews.  

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 14.  

EPA Specific Comment 39: Page 10-1, Section 10.0 –The Protectiveness Statement should be 

revised to: 

“The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the 

landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use 

of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced.  

In order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be 

repaired, to ensure long-term protectiveness.”   

Army Response: See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 40: Page 11-1, Section 11.0 – Assuming finalization of this FYR by the 

end of September, edit to: “The next FYR report is projected to be completed by September 

2026.” 

Army Response: The text was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 41: Page 12-1, Section 12.0, Para 1, 3rd Sentence - The statement - 

“Although PFAS is not currently a CERCLA-regulated contaminant, the USACE is following the 

CERCLA process for the investigation.” – is incorrect. First, the FFA covers hazardous 

substances as well as pollutants and contaminants. Also, the definitions of CERCLA apply, and 

PFAS falls within the definition of pollutant or contaminant in CERCLA 101(33). Thus, please 

revise the sentence to state that ‘PFAS is not currently a CERLCA-regulated hazardous 

substance.’ 

Army Response: The sentence was deleted. 

EPA Specific Comment 42: Page 12-1, Section 12.2, Para 3, Bullet 1 – Add a sub-bullet for 

each site, AOC A9 and P13, and include maximum detected PFAS in groundwater and soil for 

each. 

Army Response: The following text was added as a sub-bullet to the first bullet: 

“Maximum concentration in soil at AOC A9 was PFOS = 360 (estimated) 

micrograms per kilogram, PFOA 7.1 micrograms per kilogram. 

o Maximum concentration in groundwater at AOC A9 PFOS = 11,000 ng/L, 
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PFOA = 1,500 ng/L. 

o Maximum concentration in groundwater at AOC P13 PFOS = 130 ng/L, PFOA 

= 100 ng/L.” 

EPA Specific Comment 43: Table 8 - Suggest adding definition for “NS” under “Maximum 

Concentration” column under Notes. Also, the “NS” is missing in some other Tables under the 

“Field Parameter” Sections.  Suggest keeping it consistent. 

Army Response: Tables 6 through 11 were revised, where needed, to include NS (No 

Standard) for the field parameters and NS was added to the notes. 

EPA Specific Comment 44: Table 9 - Suggest adding definition for “R” qualifier under Notes. 

Army Response: The table was revised per the comment. 

EPA Specific Comment 45: Figure 1 & 2 – P13 is shown on Figure 7. As PFAS Add P13 to 

figure. 

Army Response: P13 is shown on Figure 7. As the PFAS investigations are not part of 

the AOC A7 FYR, P13 was not included into the introductory figures of the FYR.  
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U.S. ARMY RESPONSES TO MASSACHUSETTS DEPARMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FIFTH FIVE-

YEAR REVIEW REPORT FOR FORMER SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX FOR AOC 7  
SUDBURY FORMER TRAINING ANNEX, SUDBURY, MA 

The following U.S. Army responses pertain to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (MassDEP) comments, dated 28 May 2021 on the Draft Fifth Five-Year Review Report 
for Former Sudbury Training Annex for AOC A7 which was submitted on 3 May 2021.  

PAGE-SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

MassDEP Specific Comment 1: Executive Summary - References to Section 11 and Appendix 
G here and elsewhere in the report should be corrected (Annex-wide PFAS is discussed in 
Section 12 and the Army-FWS MOU is presented in Appendix F). 

Army Response: The references to Section 11 and Appendix G were revised throughout 
the document where appropriate. 

MassDEP Specific Comment 2: Executive Summary, Final paragraph, and Section 9.0, Second 
paragraph. MassDEP disagrees with the recommendation to eliminate pesticides analyses from 
the monitoring program and the recommendation to reduce the sampling frequency to 5 years.  
Continued monitoring of pesticides and continued monitoring at the current frequency is 
warranted because: (1) pesticides are contaminants of concern that persist in site groundwater 
(e.g., Lindane was reported slightly below the PAL in a Fall 2020 sample), and (2) the 
recommended frequency of sampling will not be sufficient to support the termination of post-
closure period application the Army plans to submit in 2026.  

Army Response: Pesticide concentrations in groundwater have decreased over time and 
have been nondetect or below the PALs since 2015. These data indicate the landfill cap is 
performing as intended; specifically, the RAOs of minimizing off-site migration of 
contaminants and limiting infiltration of precipitation to minimize leachate generation 
and groundwater degradation have been attained by installation of the cap. The cap 
performance has been verified through monitoring since the cap installation in 1996. 
There are no groundwater cleanup criteria for AOC A7, and attainment of specific 
contaminant concentrations is not a goal of the remedy.  

Sampling frequency is not specified in the Post-Closure Requirements (40 CFR 254.117, 
310 CMR 30.633, 310 CMR 30.591 & 592, and 310 CMR 19.142)  nor is there a 
recommended sampling frequency to support termination of Post-Closure Requirements. 
The continuation of the post-closure period will be assessed in accordance with the 2016 
EPA Memorandum: Guidelines for Evaluating the Post-Closure Care Period for 
Hazardous Waste Disposal Facilities under Subtitle C of RCRA. The transition from 
Post-Closure Care to Custodial Care will be evaluated using the 2006 Interstate 
Technology & Regulatory Council’s Evaluating, Optimizing, or Ending Post-Closure 
Care at Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Based on site-Specific Data Evaluations. 
Specific text revisions are provided in response to EPA Text revisions are detailed in 
response to EPA Specific Comments 25 and 37. 
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MassDEP Specific Comment 3: Section 1.0, First Paragrah. The sentence indicating that no 
action was required for groundwater at AOC A7 appears to be inconsistent with the on-going, 
ROD-specified groundwater monitoring program. 

Army Response: The groundwater monitoring program was developed based on the 
requirements in the AOC A7 Source Control ROD to develop an environmental 
monitoring program at AOC A7, as indicated in Section 4.2 Remedy Selection. The 
program was designed to monitor the effectiveness of the cap, which was the selected 
remedy to achieve the RAOs, specifically to evaluate minimization of off-site migration 
of contaminants and evaluate the limiting of infiltration of precipitation to minimize 
leachate generation and groundwater degradation.  

MassDEP Specific Comment 4: Table 5, Issues 1 and 6, and Section 5.2, Issues 1 and 6. The 
descriptions of the outcomes for these issues are incomplete and misleading.  During the review 
period, PFAS was discovered with concentrations exceeding the state drinking water standard in 
samples collected from AOC A9, and a decision on the imposition of LUCs to prevent extraction 
of groundwater at AOC A9 has been deferred until the after the results from the on-going PFAS 
Supplemental Site Inspection are available (refer to SSI work plan).  In addition, MassDEP is not 
aware of any legal obstacle to imposing LUCs on groundwater use on AOC A9.  On the 
contrary, the existing irrigation well permit is likely invalid due to an incomplete application 
(reportedly, the application did not disclose that the well was installed at a federal cleanup site), 
the Army-FWS MOU (Appendix F) prohibits drilling beneath 4 feet at the site, and the 
installation of a well for extraction of potable water is inconsistent with the ROD, which was 
based on the assumption that a potable water well would not be installed at the site.  A relatively 
straight-forward report revision could simply note that AOC A9 is not under review in this report 
and explain briefly that Issues 1 and 6 will be resolved outside of the current five-year review 
process during the on-going PFAS response actions. 

Army Response: There is no requirement in Town of Stow well regulations to indicate 
in the well permit application that the proposed well is located in a federal cleanup site 
and therefore the permit would not be considered invalid based on the omission of that 
information. 

The language in the Army-USFWS Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with respect 
disturbance of subsurface soil below four feet is not a CERCLA land use control 
established in support of the CERCLA remedy at the former Sudbury Annex. The MOA 
indicates that USFWS acknowledges there is potential for explosives or ordnance (OE) 
and OE-related material across the entire Annex and that if USFWS or its successor 
choose to disturb any soil below four feet, they can and will be responsible for costs 
associated with clearance or removal of OE and OE-related material below four feet. 

A decision on the need for LUCs at AOC A9 will be determined after the AOC A9 PFAS 
Supplemental Site Inspection is complete, which is outside of the FYR process. The 
Army is continuing to confirm that the USFWS water supply well poses no risk to human 
health through additional evaluation of the hydraulic connection between the overburden 
and the bedrock to assess potential risk of contaminated water entering the well, and is 
working on installation of wellhead treatment for the water supply well. 
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The following text was added to the Action Taken and Outcome fields for Issues 1 and 6 
in Table 5 and at the end of Issue 1 in Section 5.2. 

“A decision on the need for LUCs at AOC A9 will be determined after the AOC A9 
PFAS Supplemental Site Inspection is complete, which is outside of the FYR 
process.” 

MassDEP Specific Comment 5: Table 5, Issues 4 and 5. The results (outcome) from the PFAS, 
1,4-dioxane, and perchlorate sampling conducted at AOC A7 should summarized. 

Army Response: The following text was added to the Action Taken and Outcome fields 
for issues 4 and 5 in Table 5:  

“The results are discussed in Section 5.2.” 

MassDEP Specific Comment 6: Section 5.2, Issue 4; Section 6.4.2, Next to Last Paragraph; and 
Table 12 . Consistent with the comparison of 1-4-dioxane results to the state ORSG, the PFAS 
results from groundwater samples collected at AOC A7 should be compared to the state PFAS 
MCL, and to support the conclusion that PFAS in groundwater at AOC A7 need not be identified 
as a continuing issue, the report should explain why the discovery of PFAS in groundwater 
during the review period does not require action. 

Army Response: The following text was added: 

“The concentrations at OHM-A7-08 were greater than the Massachusetts 
Maximum Contaminant Level of the individual or summed concentration of six 
PFAS compounds (PFOA, PFOS, perfluorodecanoic acid [PFDA], 
perfluoronanoic acid [PFNA], perfluoroheptanoic acid [PFHpA], and 
perfluorohexanesulfonic acid [PFHxS]) of 20 ng/L. The groundwater at AOC A7 
is not used for drinking water now or in the foreseeable future and is classified as 
GW-3 where the concentrations are based on the potential environmental effects 
resulting from contaminated groundwater discharging to surface water. The 
concentrations at AOC A7 do not exceed the Massachusetts GW-3 (PFOA = 
40,000 µg/L, PFOS = 500 µg/L, PFDA = 40,000 µg/L, PFNA = 40,000 µg/L, 
PFHpA = 40,000 µg/L, PFHxS = 500 µg/L).” 

MassDEP Specific Comment 7: Table 11. The Fall 2020 cyanide analyses were rejected and 
should be qualified accordingly (refer to 2020 Annual Report). 

Army Response: Table 11 was revised to indicate the cyanide results from the Fall 2020 
sampling event were rejected. 

MassDEP Specific Comment 8: Appendix B. For the record, the FWS and COE interview 
forms should include interview dates. 

Army Response: The USFWS and USACE interviews were revised to indicate the dates 
the questionnaires were received. 
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U.S. ARMY SECOND SET OF RESPONSES TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FIFTH FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 

REPORT FOR FORMER SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX FOR AOC A7  
SUDBURY FORMER TRAINING ANNEX, SUDBURY, MA 

The following U.S. Army responses pertain to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
comments, dated August 30, 2021 on the U.S. Army responses to EPA comments dated 10 June 
2021 on the Draft Fifth Five-Year Review Report for Former Sudbury Training Annex for 
AOC A7. 

EPA Specific Comment 14 (June 10, 2021): Page E-ii, Para 4, 7th Sentence – Delete 
recommendation on landfill. The 30 year period is generally used for cost estimating. So long as 
contaminants remain on site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, 
monitoring, and operation and maintenance is required to support future five-year reviews.  

Army Response Comment 14 (July 26, 2021): In accordance with CERCLA, the 
assessment of the performance of the remedy for purposes of the five-year reviews will 
continue and monitoring and maintenance of the landfill will continue per the LTMP for 
AOC A7.  

Per 40 CFR 254.117, 310 CMR 30.633, 310 CMR 30.591 & 592, and 310 CMR 19.142, 
the post-closure period is a minimum of a 30-year period. The continuation of the post-
closure period will be assessed in accordance with the 2016 EPA Memorandum: 
Guidelines for Evaluating the Post-Closure Care Period for Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Facilities under Subtitle C of RCRA. The transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial 
Care will be evaluated using the 2006 Interstate Technology & Regulatory Council’s 
Evaluating, Optimizing, or Ending Post-Closure Care at Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
Based on site-Specific Data Evaluations.   

Text revisions are detailed in response to EPA Specific Comment 25. 

EPA Specific Comment 14 (August 30, 2021): See EPA comment below on Specific 
Comment 25. 

Army Response Comment 14 (September 8, 2021): See response to EPA comment 
below on Specific Comment 25. 

EPA Specific Comment 15 (June 10, 2021): Page E-ii – At end of the summary, add the 
following: 

“For this fifth five-year review, an Issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter fence. The 
report’s Recommendation is repair of the fence. 

The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the 
landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use 
of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced.  
In order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be 
repaired.”   

Army Response Comment 15 (July 26, 2021): The perimeter fence is not a component 
of the remedy as described in the Description of the Selected Remedy in the Decision 
Summary portion of the ROD (OHM, 1995). The perimeter fence was installed before the 
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landfill cap was installed and is described as a “security fence” in the ROD 
(OHM, 1995).   

The detailed description of the AOC A7 source control Alternative 3 in the feasibility 
study does not mention a fence (OHM, 1995). A fence is not mentioned in the Access and 
Institutional Controls portion of the alternative description. Maintenance of a fence is not 
described in the Post-Closure Monitoring and Maintenance portion of the alternative 
description.  

As the fence is not a component of the alternative, a fence is not considered in evaluation 
of the alternative, and therefore a fence does not contribute to the Long-Term 
Effectiveness and Permanence of the alternative. The Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence portion of the assessment of the alternative indicates the landfill cap will 
prevent direct contact with landfill contents and the “capping, combined with institutional 
controls such as deed restrictions and periodic inspection of the cap, aids in managing 
any potential direct exposure to the contaminants in soil.” In the ROD, the Summary of 
Comparative Analysis of Alternatives section indicates the removal of waste and 
consolidation of waste under the cap provides an effective method of long-term 
contaminant of contaminates soil and debris. And effectiveness of containment is 
dependent on maintenance of the landfill cap; there is no mention of a fence. Therefore, a 
recommendation to repair the fence is not needed for the remedy to be effective in the 
long-term and no text change is proposed. 

The Army proposes to remove the fence because it is not a component of the remedy and 
it prevents the movement of wildlife. The Army proposes to substitute the fence with 
signs. 

EPA Specific Comment 15 (August 30, 2021): EPA disagrees with the Army’s 
response on two points – fencing as a component of the remedy and removal of the fence 
- and further requests the Army provide a completion date for repairs to the fence.  

EPA maintains that the fence is part of the remedy based on text from the AOC A7 
Record of Decision from 1995. In the description of remedial alternatives 2 and 3 
(alternative 3 was the selected remedy and is essentially remedial alternative 2 plus 
additional components) for AOC A7 in the 1995 ROD, the following language is 
included:  

‐ In the discussion of alternative 2, the ROD states, “Long-term O&M will include 
maintenance of the cap, site fencing, drainage, and landfill gas control systems.” 
(1995 ROD, https://semspub.epa.gov/work/01/51668.pdf, p. 12/113) (emphasis 
added).  

‐ And, in the discussion of remedial alternative 3, the ROD states “Access to the 
area would be further restricted by the existing fence along the perimeter of 
AOC A7.” (p. 13/113).   

‐ The Responsiveness Summary also includes, “The preferred alternative involved 
excavating the laboratory waste and transporting the waste off site to an approved 
facility, excavation of contaminated soil and solid waste followed by 
consolidation in the central landfill area of AOC A7, capping the landfill area 
with a RCRA Subtitle C multi-layer cap, fencing and institutional controls, 
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environmental monitoring, operation and maintenance, sue monitoring and 
inspections, and 5-year reviews. This preferred alternative was selected in 
coordination with the USEPA and MADEP.” (1995 ROD, Appendix B, 
p. 54/113) (emphasis added). 

EPA maintains that the fence was contemplated at the time of the ROD and is a necessary 
component of the selected remedy. EPA, therefore, does not support the Army’s proposal 
to remove the fence, and requests that the Army repair the current damage within 60 days 
of finalization of the report and continue to maintain the fence. From a practical 
standpoint, the fence protects the landfill cap and associated monitoring points from 
trespassers and reduces the opportunity for vandalism and unauthorized dumping. 

Because the fence is part of the remedy and remains damaged, EPA continues to 
conclude that the remedy is only short-term protective until the fence is repaired. EPA 
requests that the Army’s Five-Year Review report be edited to reflect that the remedy is 
protective in the short-term. See EPA specific comments #15, 18. Additionally, as it 
originally requested in its comments on the draft report, EPA requests that Army add the 
following statement: “Damage to the perimeter fence at AOC A7 (OU1) is recommended 
for repair” to the issues and recommendations section (and table) with a completion due 
date for the repairs to the fence damage. Finally, please incorporate EPA’s other related 
comments addressing the fence issue, as set forth in EPA specific comments #24, 29, 30, 
31, 35, 36, and 39.  

Alternatively, if Army chooses instead to repair the fence in the short-term and can 
complete this task by September 24, 2021, the text can be changed to reflect that the 
remedy is “Protective” with no follow up Issues or Recommendations. 

Army Response Comment 15 (September 8, 2021): The text of the Executive 
Summary was revised as follows:  

“For this fifth five-year review, an Issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter fence. 
It is recommended that the perimeter fence be repaired. 

The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because 
the landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect 
and prevent use of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews 
confirm that LUCs are enforced. In order for the remedy to be protective in the long 
term, the perimeter fence needs to be repaired.” 

The Issues and Recommendations and Protectiveness Statement Section in the table in 
the Executive Summary was also revised accordingly as shown below. 
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Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five‐Year Review: 

 

OU(s):   Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance 
 

Issue: The perimeter fence needs to be repaired 

Recommendation: Repair the perimeter fence. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party Responsible  Oversight Party  Milestone Date 

No  Yes  Federal Facility 
 

EPA  11/30/2021 

 

 
 

Protectiveness Statement(s) 

Former Sudbury 
Annex 
OU1 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Short‐term Protective 
 

Addendum Due Date  
(if applicable): N/A 

The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the landfill is 
capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use of the site. 
Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced. In order for the 
remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be repaired, to ensure long‐
term protectiveness. 

 

EPA Specific Comment 18 (June 10, 2021): Page E-iv, Protectiveness Statements – Add the 
following text: 

“The remedy at AOC A7 (OU1) currently protects human health and the environment because 
the landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent 
use of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are 
enforced. In order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to 
be repaired to ensure long-term protectiveness.”  

Army Response Comment 18 (July 26, 2021): See response to EPA Specific 
Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 18 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 

Army Response Comment 18 (September 8, 2021): The Executive Summary was 
revised per the comment. 
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EPA Specific Comment 24 (June 10, 2021): Page 4-2, Section 4.3.1, Bullets – Add “perimeter 
fence” 

Army Response Comment 24 (July 26, 2021): The perimeter fence is not a component 
of the remedy; it is not mentioned in the Description of the Selected Remedy in the ROD 
(OHM, 1995). See response to EPA Specific Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 24 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 

Army Response Comment 24 (September 8, 2021): The text was revised to add 
“Perimeter fence”. 

EPA Specific Comment 25 (June 10, 2021): Page 4-4, – The discussion of the LUCs—what 
they are and how they were implemented—is unclear. Please add language to clarify that these 
LUCs were specifically identified and implemented through the MOA (Appendix F) between 
Army and USFWS. Further, please explain that these specific LUCs were selected to achieve the 
RAOs set forth in the ROD for AOC A7 and that they continue to be necessary to ensure 
compliance with the ROD and achievement of the RAOs. 

Army Response Comment 25 (July 26, 2021): The section was revised as follows:” 

“The 1995 SC ROD required implementation of LUCs to limit future use of AOC A7. 
The AOC A7 LUCs are detailed in Subsection C.8 of the MOA for the transfer of 
property between the Army and USFWS. The LUCs indicate USFWS and its 
successors and assigns shall not disturb the landfill liner or any components of the 
containment system or function of the monitoring system. The LUCs prohibit: 

 Surface application of water that could affect the effectiveness of the containment 
system. 

 Extraction, consumption, exposure, or utilization of groundwater underlying 
AOC A7. 

 Any disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of land within the 
boundaries of AOC A7 in any manner (construction, filling, drilling, excavation, 
or change in topography) that might interfere with the response action within 
AOC A7. 

 Any disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of land within the 
boundaries of AOC A7 in any manner (construction, filling, drilling, excavation, 
or change in topography) that might interfere with the protectiveness of the 
remedy. 

 Any activity within AOC A7 that will result in disturbance of the mobilization 
and/or transport of any hazardous substance. 

 If the USFWS or any of its successors proposes any activity that may disturb and 
components of the remedy, they shall not undertake such activity unless they first 
obtain written approval from the Army and EPA.  

 USFWS also agrees that it and it successors or assigns shall include in any deed 
the restrictive covenant detailed in Subsection C.8. 
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The LUCs were designed to preserve the effectiveness of the landfill cap which in 
turn achieves the following RAOs: 

 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 LUCs also prevent exposure to groundwater at AOC A7. 

The LUCs are monitored in accordance with the Land-Use Control Implementation 
and Monitoring Plan (KGS, 2020c). Existing land use and site conditions are 
assessed during an annual physical on-site inspection and during annual interviews 
with site representatives. The results are included in annual reports. The results of 
the inspections for the last five years are included in the 2016 through 2020 Annual 
Reports (KGS, 2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021). 

Preservation of the effectiveness of the landfill cap is necessary to achieve the RAOs. 
Activities identified in the Land-Use Control Implementation and Monitoring Plan 
are effective in assessing potential disturbance of the landfill cap.”  

The first three paragraphs on page E-ii were revised as follows:  

“During the FYR period, 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. LUCs in place at the former Sudbury 
Training Annex ensure protectiveness of the remedy from adjacent landowners and 
involved entities. The LUCs required by the 1995 SC ROD are detailed in Clause C8 
of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the U.S. Army (Army) and the 
current property owners, the USFWS dated 28 September 2000 (Appendix F). The 
LUCs protect the AOC A7 landfill 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.  

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. The remedy at AOC A7 protects human 
health and the environment because the landfill is capped. Contaminant 
concentrations detected in groundwater have decreased over time at AOC A7. The 
landfill cap at AOC A7 remains in good condition and continues to function as 
intended by the 1995 SC ROD. No protectiveness issues were identified in this FYR. 
No recommendations were identified related to issues during this FYR. It is 
recommended that the long-term monitoring and maintenance plan (LTMMP) be 
revised to eliminate analysis of pesticides, cyanide, and chemical oxygen demand as 
concentrations have decreased and remained low or nondetect. It is also 
recommended that the sampling frequency be decreased to once every five years one 
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year prior to the next FYR as concentrations have decreased to low concentrations or 
are nondetect. The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the 
Army assess the continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and 
transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial Care during the next review period 
(ITRC, 2006) in accordance with the referenced guidance.” 

The following reference was added to Appendix A:  

USEPA, 2016c. Memorandum: Guidelines for Evaluating the Post-Closure Care 
Period for Hazardous Waste Disposal Facilities under Subtitle C of RCRA.  

The first two paragraphs of 7.0 Technical Assessment, Implementation of Institutional 
Controls and Other Measures were revised as follows:  

“The LUCs required by the 1995 SC ROD are detailed in Clause C8 of the MOA 
between the Army and the USFWS. The MOA was reviewed and indicates that 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. 
There are provisions in the MOA allowing for the Army to conduct remedial actions 
at the former Sudbury Training Annex. A map of the Assabet River National Wildlife 
Refuge, owned by USFWS, was reviewed as part of this FYR and AOC A7 is within 
the boundaries of the refuge.  

LUCs are in place and functioning properly. Review of the annual LUC inspection 
checklists and interviews contained in the 2016 through 2020 Annual Reports (KGS, 
2017b, 2018b, 2019b, 2020b, Seres-Arcadis JV, 2021) was conducted. The annual 
interviews of USFWS personnel indicate USFWS is aware of the LUCs and that no 
actions have occurred at the site that violate the LUCs. The annual LUC inspections 
and interviews and the FYR site inspection indicate 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.”  

EPA Specific Comment 25 (August 30, 2021): The text in the third paragraph of the 
proposed for first three paragraphs on Page E-ii should include language that makes 
clear: 1) the FYR monitoring requirements continue so long as there is CERCLA waste 
remaining on-site; and 2) the discussion of the upcoming post-closure care evaluation 
does not have a preemptive conclusion of any kind. For example, the language as it is 
written suggests that the post-closure care will be allowed to automatically end at the 30-
year mark and shift to “custodial care,” but until the evaluation occurs, that is not 
conclusive.  

The RTC revised language states: “The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is 
recommended the Army assess the continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 
2016c) and transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial Care during the next review 
period (ITRC, 2006) in accordance with the referenced guidance.” (Army Response #25).  
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EPA requests editing the language, at least, to state something like the following (in red): 
“The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the Army assess the 
continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and if after completing this 
assessment it is deemed appropriate, transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial 
Care during the next review period (ITRC, 2006) in accordance with the referenced 
guidance.” 

Army Response Comment 25 (September 8, 2021): The last sentence of the paragraph 
was revised as follows:  

“The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the Army assess the 
continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and if after completing this 
assessment it is deemed appropriate, transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial 
Care during the next review period (ITRC, 2006) in accordance with the referenced 
guidance. Monitoring is required so long as there is CERCLA waste remaining on-
site.” 

The last sentence of Section 9.0 was revised as follows:  

“The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the Army assess the 
continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and if after completing this 
assessment it is deemed appropriate, transition from Post-Closure Care to Custodial 
Care during the next review period (ITRC, 2006) in accordance with the referenced 
guidance.” 

EPA Specific Comment 29 (June 10, 2021): Page 7-1, Section 7.0, QUESTION A, Question A 
Summary – Following EPA’s Five Year Review guidance, change “Yes” to “No” due to the 
perimeter fence damage.  [See language at EPA “Comprehensive Five Year Review Guidance” 
(EPA 540-R-01-007), page 4-3, Section 4.1.1: “… you should confirm that access controls 
(e.g., fencing, security guards) necessary at this stage of the remediation are in place and 
successfully prevent exposure.”] 

Army Response Comment 29 (July 26, 2021): See response to EPA Specific 
Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 29 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 

Army Response Comment 29 (September 8, 2021): The response to Question A was 
revised to “No”.  

EPA Specific Comment 30 (June 10, 2021): Page 7-1, Section 7.0, QUESTION A, Question A 
Summary, Para 1, Last Sentence – At the end of the sentence, add “, however due to damage to 
the perimeter fence, the remedy is not considered to be functioning as intended.” 

Army Response Comment 30 (July 26, 2021): See response to EPA Specific 
Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 30 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 
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Army Response Comment 30 (September 8, 2021): The following was added to 
Section 7.0 at the end of the last sentence in the first paragraph of Question A, page 7-1: 

“however, due to damage to the perimeter fence, the remedy is not considered to be 
functioning as intended.” 

EPA Specific Comment 31 (June 10, 2021): Page 7-1, Section 7.0, QUESTION A, 
Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures, Para 2, 1st Sentence – Edit to 
“LUCs are in place, however, due to damage in the perimeter fence which was discovered during 
the January 2021 site inspection, the LUCs, as a whole, are not functioning properly.” 

Army Response Comment 31 (July 26, 2021): See response to EPA Specific 
Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 31 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 

Army Response Comment 31 (September 8, 2021): The first sentence in the second 
paragraph of Section 7.0 Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures, 
on page 7-1 was changed to read as follows:  

“LUCs are in place, however, due to damage in the perimeter fence which was 
discovered during the January 2021 site inspection, the LUCs, as a whole, are not 
functioning properly.” 

EPA Specific Comment 35 (June 10, 2021): Page 8-1, Section 8.0 – Revise text to the 
following: “For this fifth five-year review, an issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter 
fence.” 

Army Response Comment 35 (July 26, 2021): See response to EPA Specific 
Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 35 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 

Army Response Comment 35 (September 8, 2021): The text of Section 8.0, page 8-1 
was revised as follows: 

“For this fifth five-year review, an issue at AOC A7 is damage to the perimeter 
fence.” 

EPA Specific Comment 36 (June 10, 2021): Page 9-1 – Edit to the following: “Based on the 
issue identified in the previous section, the Recommendation and its targeted completion date is 
the following: 

Repair perimeter fence, (Add date for completion of repair) 

Army Response Comment 36 (July 26, 2021): See response to EPA Specific 
Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 36 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 

Army Response Comment 36 (September 8, 2021): The first sentence of Section 9.0, 
page 9-1 was revised as follows:  
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“Based on the Issue identified in the previous section, the Recommendation and its 
targeted completion date is the following: repair perimeter fence, November 30, 
2021. 

EPA Specific Comment 37 (June 10, 2021): Page 9-1, Section 9.0, Para 2 – The proposed 
LTMMP modifications should be specifically identified as an action that doesn’t not impact the 
protectiveness of the remedy.  EPA typically identifies such actions in an “Other Findings” 
section below the Recommendations section. Add the following text after 1st paragraph: 

Other Findings 

AOC A7 

An analysis of monitoring data at AOC A7 over the five-year review period showed reduction on 
contaminant concentrations to low concentrations or nondetect. Therefore, the Army 
recommends an update to LTMMP elimination of analysis for pesticides, cyanide, chemical 
oxygen demand, and decrease in sampling frequency to once every five years, (Add submission 
date for update)  

AOC A9 and P13 

Based on a site investigation, PFAS has been confirmed to be present at AOC A9 and P13. 
Follow-up PFAS investigations at both sites are described in Section 12.2. At AOC A9, the 
USGWS water supply well installed in 2016 poses a potential human health risk exposure point. 
Until the investigations are complete, a risk determination is made, and a cleanup remedy (if 
needed) is selected, the Army is ensuring protection of human health by: preventing the use of 
the USFWS water supply well; collecting groundwater samples and other hydraulic data to 
determine whether or not the overburden aquifer is connected to the bedrock aquifer; and, if 
needed, installing wellhead treatment if needed (reference Army letter dated May 14, 2021). 

Army Response Comment 37 (July 26, 2021): The second paragraph was revised as 
follows:  

“Other Findings 

An analysis of monitoring data at AOC A7 over the five-year review period showed 
reduction of contaminant concentrations to low concentrations or nondetect. 
Therefore, the Army recommends an update to LTMMP that includes elimination of 
analysis for pesticides, cyanide and COD, and a decrease in sampling frequency to 
once every five years for VOCs. 

The landfill will be 30 years old in 2026 and it is recommended the Army assess the 
continuation of the post-closure period (USEPA, 2016c) and transition from Post-
Closure Care to Custodial Care during the next review period (ITRC, 2006) in 
accordance with the referenced guidance.”  

PFAS investigations at Sudbury Annex, including AOC A9 and P13, are addressed in 
Section 12. No text revisions are proposed for Section 9. A decision on the need for 
LUCs at AOC A9 will be determined after the AOC A9 PFAS Supplemental Site 
Inspection is complete, which is outside of the FYR process. 
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The Army is continuing to confirm that the USFWS water supply well poses no risk to 
human health through additional evaluation of the hydraulic connection between the 
overburden and the bedrock to assess potential risk of contaminated water entering the 
well, and is working on installation of wellhead treatment for the water supply well. 

EPA Specific Comment 37 (August 30, 2021): EPA accepts the proposed text, however 
the scope of the Army’s actions to protect human health as described in the last paragraph 
of the response to this specific comment is not sufficient. EPA requests that the Army 
expand its scope of ensuring the USFWS water supply well does not pose a risk by 
conducting periodic inspections of the water supply well and coordinate with the 
USFWS, so that no connections are made to the water supply well. If any connection is 
made prior to installation of the wellhead treatment and completion of the SSI, the Army 
should periodically sample and analyze the water supply well for PFAS to ensure 
protectiveness. 

Army Response Comment 37 (September 8, 2021): The Army agrees to conduct 
annual inspections of the water supply well and coordinate with the USFWS, so that no 
connections are made to the water supply well. If any connection is made prior to 
installation of the wellhead treatment and completion of the Sudbury PFAS Supplemental 
Site Investigation, the Army will sample and analyze the water supply well for PFAS to 
ensure protectiveness on an annual basis. 

As such, the Army has added the following text at the end of Section 9.0 
Recommendation and Follow up Actions, page 9-1, Other Findings Sub-Section: 

“In conjunction with USFWS, the Long-Term Monitoring Plan will be updated to 
indicate inspection of the USFWS Well and sampling of the USFWS well to ensure 
protectiveness on an annual basis.”  

EPA Specific Comment 39 (June 10, 2021): Page 10-1, Section 10.0 – The Protectiveness 
Statement should be revised to: 

“The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment because the 
landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are in effect and prevent use 
of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced.  
In order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be 
repaired, to ensure long-term protectiveness.”   

Army Response Comment 39 (July 26, 2021): See response to EPA Specific 
Comment 15. 

EPA Specific Comment 39 (August 30, 2021): See comment 15. 

Army Response Comment 39 (September 8, 2021): Section 10 was revised per the 
comment. The text of Section 10.0, page 10-1 was revised as follows:  

“The remedy at AOC A7 currently protects human health and the environment 
because the landfill is capped, and the cap is functioning as designed. The LUCs are 
in effect and prevent use of the site. Annual and FYR site inspections and site 
interviews confirm that LUCs are enforced.  In order for the remedy to be protective 
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in the long term, the perimeter fence needs to be repaired, to ensure long-term 
protectiveness.” 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Region 1 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 

BOSTON, MA  02109 

 

 

September 15, 2021      

 

Robert Simeone 

Department of the Army 

Base Realignment and Closure Division 

U.S. Army Garrison Fort Devens 

30 Quebec Street, Unit 100 

Devens, MA 01434-4479 

 

Re: Draft Fifth Five-Year Review Report for Former Sudbury Training Annex for AOC A7, 

Sudbury, Massachusetts 

 

Dear Mr. Simeone: 

 

EPA Region 1 has completed its review of the Army’s responses dated September 8, 2021 to 

EPA’s letter dated August 30, 2021 which was a response to the Responses to Comments (RTC) 

letter dated July 26, 2021 on the Draft Fifth Five-Year Review Report for Former Sudbury 

Training Annex for AOC A7, Sudbury, Massachusetts. 

 

EPA accepts the Army’s responses and has no further comments. Our office acknowledges that 

the final five-year review report identifies the issue ‘the perimeter fence needs to be repaired,’ 

and a completion date of November 30, 2021 for the recommendation of ‘repair the perimeter 

fence.’ 

 

Please contact me at (617) 918-1392 should you have any questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Robert Lim, Remedial Project Manager 

Superfund Federal Facilities & Information Management Section 

 

cc: Anni Loughlin/EPA 

 Cayleigh Eckhardt/EPA 

 Monica McEaddy/EPA FFRRO 

Dave Chaffin/MassDEP 

Penelope Reddy/USACE 

James Ropp/KGS 

Tom Eagle/USFWS 
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