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September 25, 2006

Mr. Robert Simeone, BEC

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

Devens, MA 01434

Re:  Second Five-Year Review Report (2001-2006) for the Former Ft.Devens-Sudbury
Training Annex

Dear Mr. Simeone:

This office is in receipt of the Army’s Second Five-Year Review Report for the former
Ft.Devens-Sudbury Training Annex, dated September 2006. Upon review of this report, EPA
concurs with the findings that all CERCLA remedies which have been implemented are
protective of human health and the environment. EPA also concurs with the Army’s plan to
further evaluate the historical groundwater database to determine if the new MCL for arsenic
triggers additional work or if site-wide background levels are consistent with groundwater data
from study areas P31 & P58. This evaluation is expected in May 2007.

This second five-year review was triggered by the first five year review, signed on September 25,
2001. Consistent with Section 121(c) of CERCLA and EPA’s Comprehensive Five-Year Review
Guidance (OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-FP}, the next statutorily required five-year review must
be finalized by September 29, 2011,

Sincerely,

Sﬁ Studlien, Directo;

Office of Site Remediation and Restoration

cC: Bryan Olson, EPA-New England
Mary Sanderson, EPA-New England
Christine Williams, EPA-New England
Katherine Garufi, EPA HQ
Robert Campbell, MassDEP



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE
ATLANTA FIELD OFFICE
1347 THORNE AVENUE SW, BLDG 243
FORT MCPHERSON, GEORGIA 303301062

22 September 2006
Reply to the order of
BRAC Environmental Office
DAIM-BO-A-DV
30 Quebec Street, Box 100
Devens, MA 01432

SUBIJECT: Final Second Five-Year Review (FYR) Report for Former Army Sudbury Training
Annex (STA) Sites, Sudbury, Massachusetts, September 2006

Ms. Christine Williams

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
I Congress Street

Suite 1100 (Mailcode HBT)

Baoston, Massachusetts 02114-2023

Dear Ms. Williams:

Please find attached three (3) copies of the final 2006 Five-Year Review Report.
Comments received from the USEPA and MADEP on the draft version have been addressed in
the previously forwarded electronic copy of the draft final version and as noted in the Response-
to-Comments (see Appendix of the report).

We appreciate EPA’s timely review and assistance in resolving technical issues and
finalizing the FYR report recommendations that ensure the STA sites will remain protective of
human health and the environment. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 978-796-2205, should
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

ROBERTA

SIMEONE
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Devens Reserve Forces Training Area

CF w/o Atch:

Ms. Libby Herland

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Eastern Massachusetts NWR Complex
73 Weir Hill Road

Sudbury, MA 01776
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Risk-based concentration
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Record of Decision
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Source control

Secondary maximum contaminant levels

Screening site investigation

Severn Trent Laboratory Services, Inc., a chemical lab with offices in Colchester
Vermont.

Semivolatile organics

Target analyte list

Trichloroethene

Toxicity characteristic leaching procedure

Total organic compounds

Total petroleum hydrocarbons

Technical Review Committee

Toxic Substances Control Act

United States Army Corps of Engineers

United States Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine
United States Army Environmental Center

United States Army Environmental Hygiene Agency
United States Air Force

USAF Cambridge Research Laboratory

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Underground storage tank

Vinyl asbestos tile

Volatile organic compounds

Roy F. Weston, Inc.
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Second Five-Year Review Report for Former Army Sudbury Training Annex Sites
Sudbury, Massachusetts

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the second five-year review for the Sudbury Training Annex site. The purpose of a five-year
review is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of human health and the environment.
The time period for this review covers July 2001 to September 2006. This report reviews existing
memoranda of agreement with current land owners at the Sudbury Annex and provides a statutory
review for the landfill at AOC A7. There are 73 AOCs at the former Annex, and there was an Annex-
wide arsenic study concluded in 1999. A complete list of the sites identified at the former Sudbury
Training Annex and their remedial histories is included in Table 1. Additionally, the arsenic study and
eight of the AOC histories are included in extended summaries in Appendix F. The triggering action for
the statutory review at AOC A7 is the initiation date of the construction of the landfill cap on July
31,1996. The previous five-year review had anticipated, based on existing no further action decision
documents and Records of Decision, that there would be no need for a review of most of the sites, and
thus a majority of the sites are covered only in Table 1.

The Sudbury Annex is currently controlled by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the US Air Force, the
Federal Emergency Management Agency and the US Army. The Annex was removed from the NPL in
January 2002. The Army continues to report annually on the condition of the whole annex, and
maintains contact with the land owners as specified in the most recent addendum to the long-term
monitoring and maintenance plan (LTMMP).

Conditions at the seventy-three AOCs currently are protective of human health and the environment.
Elevated levels of arsenic in soil are in place as an artifact of the use of herbicides containing arsenic
during the 1940s and possibly the 1950s at Perimeter Road and former railroad beds in the area. This
has led to elevated arsenic concentrations in surface soils that received properly applied herbicides.
USFWS maintains an institutional control that bars development along these corridors.

During the five-year period under review (mid-2001 to mid-2006), AOC A7 was subject to semi-annual
inspection by qualified geotechnical engineers, semi-annual sampling of groundwater at thirteen wells,
and a program of annual grass mowing. Maintenance activities also have included the decommissioning
of two wells at AOC A7, removal of discarded materials at the landfill, placement of mesh netting over
the four passive gas vents to prevent access by insects (bees), repairs to maintain the integrity of the
constructed wetland by Girl Scouts under the supervision of USFWS, removal of fallen tree limbs from
the fence, and maintenance of the integrity of the institutional controls by replacing damaged sections of
the AOC A7 fence.

The landfill has remained in good condition through 2006, and it continues to function as intended by
the records of decision. The AOC A7 site remains protective of human health and the environment.
Contaminant concentrations that were of concern in 2001 have declined, and many no longer exceed the
Massachusetts GW-1 standards. Accordingly, the level of monitoring has decreased (fewer sampling
events per annum, for fewer analytes in fewer wells).

Changes to both State and Federal requirements do not require any changes to the current monitoring
program at AOC A7. The sampling changes that have been made were based on limiting the amount of
information needed to monitor the site effectively.

US Army Corps of Engineers E-1 2006 Sudbury Five-Year Review
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The 2006 Five-Year Review recommends:

. Continued semi-annual measurements of water levels in all 12 wells at the AOC A7 site;

. Continued annual sampling of 7 of the existing 12 wells at the AOC A7 site;

. Installation of a thirteenth well at the AOC A7 site, to be located as a background well and
sampled annually;

. Continued review of the appropriateness of the wells to be sampled and the analytes to be
designated;

. Continued semi-annual inspections and annual assessments of the integrity of the institutional
controls;

. Continued semi-annual gas monitoring of the 4 passive gas vents at AOC A7;

. Further evaluation of arsenic in groundwater in the vicinity of AOC P58 is required to assess the
protectiveness of current conditions, since the standard for arsenic in drinking water has recently
changed.

The Five-Year report summary form is included as Table ES-1. Operable Unit 1 (OU1) has issues that
are listed in Table ES-2, with Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions listed in Table ES-3.
Protectiveness Statements are listed in Table ES-4 for both OU1 and for the other AOCs at the former
Annex.

US Army Corps of Engineers E-2 2006 Sudbury Five-Year Review
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Table ES-1: Sudbury Training Annex 2006 Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION
Site name (from WasteLAN): Ft, Devens-Sudbury Training Annex
EPA ID (from WasteLAN)y: MAD98052067(
State: MA

NPL status: | Final xx Deleted | Other {(specify)

Remediation status (choose all that apply): | Under Construction | Operating xx Complete
Multiple OUs?* xx YES I NO rConstruction completion date: 09/19/2000

Has site been iut into reuse? xx YES (o

Lead agency: TEPA i State 1 Tribe x Other Federal Agency: US Army

Author name: US Army Corps of Engineers

Author title: I Author affiliation: Army contractor

Review period:** July 2001 o September 2006

Date of site inspections: 10/23/2001; 04/22/2002; 10/22/2002, 04/22/2003; 10/07/2003; 10/07/2003;
04/15/2004; 10/13/2004; 06/01/2005; 09/15/2005; 10/19/2005; 04/26/2006:
05/04/2006; {08/25/2006 with MassDEP and EPA)

Type of review: )
xx Post-SARA 1 Pre-SARA I NPL-Removal only
i Non-NPL Remedial Action Site 1 NPL State/Tribe-lead
i Regional Discretion

Review number: i1 (first) xx 2 (second} | 3 (third} | Other (specify)

Triggering action:

i (prev: Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU #01}1 Actual RA Start at OU#

T Construction Complction XX Previous Five-Year Review Report, which followed actual RA
. Omnsite Construction at OU#01

1 Other (specify)

Triggering action date (from WasteLAN): 09/ 25/ 2001

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 09 / 25/ 2006




Table ES-2: Operable Unit 1 Issues

Affects

Issues (all relate to AOC A7) Protectivencss (Y/N)

Current Future

USACE proposed changes to the frequency of sample collection, to the N N
number of wells sampled, and to the suite of analytes. EPA accepted
these changes, which were implemented in the fall of 2005. A revised
LTMMP is being prepared by the Army and is scheduled for completion
in October 2006.

Trees and bushes growing in close proximity to the fence; recent felling N N
of a large oak tree in the vicinity of JO-A07-M63

An empty and discarded drum along the eastern side of the AOC A7 N N
enclosure

There are five wells in degraded condition. These are OHM-A7-10, N N

OHM-A7-12, JO-A07-M61, JO-A07-M62, and JO-A07-M63. Damage
includes evidence of surface water and debris infiltration in some wells;
failing surface seals; and possible siltation, causing reductions in well
efficiencies.

The existing monitoring well network appears appropriate to monitor N N
long-term groundwater trends at and downgradient of the landfill with
the exception that an upgradient monitoring well is required by MassDEP
regulation. The lack of an upgradient monitoring well does not create a
critical data gap regarding contaminant migration at the landfill, but does
leave unanswered any potential changes created by modifications
upgradient to the site.

Report not completed of 2006 inspection of the replicated vernal pool N N




Table ES-3: Operable Unit 1 Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Follow-up Actions:
Affects Protectiveness

Recommendations/ Party Oversight Milestone
Follow-up Actions Responsible Agency Date (Y/N)
Current Future
Revise LTMMP Army EPA & State | December N N
2006
Remove trees near fenceline | Army EPA & State | April 2007 N N
Remove the empty and Army EPA & State | April 2007 N N
discarded drum along the
eastern side of the AQC A7
enclosure
Perform required maintenance | Army EPA & State | April 2007 N N
on wells OHM-A7-10, OHM-
A7-12,J0O-A07-M61, JO-
A07-M62, and JO-AQ7-M63
Install upgradient well Army EPA & State | April 2007 N
Complete and submit the Army EPA & State | November N N
2006 vernal pool inspection 2006
report




Table ES-4: Sudbury Training Annex Five-Year Review Protectiveness Statements

Protectiveness Statements

OU1 (AOC A1)

The remedy at QU 1 1s protective of human health and the
environment.

Other AQCs

The remedy at AOC P31/P58 currently protects human
health and the environment because previous studies have
determined that arsenic is not migrating offsite in the
groundwater. However, in order for the remedy to be
protective in the long-term, the following actions need to
be taken:

1. Evaluate previous data from P58 and P31 monitoring
wells and site-wide background data to determine if the
site is protective of human health and the environment,
given the revised Massachusetts GW-1 arsenic standard
and the information available in the arsenic background
study and site-specific studies.

2. Determine if restrictions were placed on State deed for
park adjacent to P-58 and place land use restrictions if
needed.




Second Five-Year Review Report for Former Army Sudbury Training Annex Sites
SUDBURY, MASSACHUSETTS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The US Army Corps of Engineers New England District (CENAE) has conducted this second five-year
review of the remedial actions implemented at the former Sudbury Training Annex site in Sudbury,
Massachusetts (Figure 1). The review is conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and liability Act (CERCLA 1980), the National Contingency
Plan (NCP), and relevant U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance (EPA 2001 a, EPA
2003, EPA 2004a, EPA 2004b, EPA 2005).

This second five year review covers the time period July 2001 to June 2006. The purpose of the
five-year review is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of human health and the
environment. In addition, five-year reviews identify deficiencies, if any, that are found during the
review, and make recommendations to address the deficiencies. This review is required by the CERCLA
and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) since the following
conditions are true:

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

» The Record of Decision (ROD) for the site was signed on or after October 17, 1986 (the
effective date of the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act [SARA]) and the removal
action was selected under CERCLA 121.

Five-Year Reviews also should be conducted as a matter of policy for the following types of actions:

* A pre-or post-SARA remedial action that, upon completion, will not leave hazardous substances,
pollutants or contaminants on site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, but requires five or more years to complete;

» A pre-SARA remedial action that leaves hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants on
site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure;

» Aremoval-only site on the National Priorities Listing (NPL) where a removal action leaves
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants on site above levels that allow for unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure and where no remedial action has or will take place.

This second five year review focuses on sites to be reviewed in accordance with EPA guidance (EPA
2001 a, 2003, 20044, 2004b, 2005). This review includes an outline of agreements made with new
owners in conjunction with property transfers to USFWS, USAF, and FEMA, and a statutory review of
the consolidated contents of the AOC A7 landfill.

Two records of decision were prepared for AOC A7. The ROD for the Source Control (SC) Operable
Unit for AOC A7 and A9 was generated in August 1995 (OHM 1995b), and the ROD for Management
of Migration (MOM) was generated in 1997 (OHM 1997). The intent of the SC ROD was to cap the
landfill in order to minimize infiltration of precipitation into the landfill contents and mitigate potential

US Army Corps of Engineers 1-1 2006 Sudbury Five-Year Review
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for direct contact exposures by human or animal receptors with the landfill waste. The SC ROD also
defined the need for long term monitoring and maintenance of the remedy. Contaminated materials from
several other AOCs were consolidated at AOC A7 during the creation of the capped landfill. The MOM
ROD supported the no action decision for control of groundwater migration subsequent to construction
of the landfill cap. Thus, the long term monitoring program and institutional controls with periodic
reviews are required under the SC ROD, but no remedy is required to control groundwater migration.

Statutory review of the landfill initiated with the construction of the landfill cap at Sudbury Annex Area
of Contamination (AOC A7) on July 31, 1996. The other AOCs are described, including their current
dispositions, in Table 1.

Appendix F contains extended summaries of the Annex-wide arsenic study and of 8 additional sites
where the history of site characterizations and/or removal actions has left the land unsuitable for
unrestricted use. These sites are AOCs Al 1, A12, PI, P4, P27, P28 and the combined AOCs P31/P58.
Review also is presented in Appendix F for elevated levels of arsenic applied as herbicide at the fence
line on the perimeter road, and the former railroad beds, as investigated during 1995 to 2001 and
documented in reports generated during 1996 to 2001. The current disposition of the 73 AOCs is
included in Table 1.
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2.0 SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX

The Sudbury Training Annex was placed on the EPA National Priorities List (NPL) as a Superfund Site
in 1990 and in May 1991 the Army signed an Interagency Agreement with the EPA stipulating that site
investigations and cleanup actions would follow CERCLA and its amendments under the regulatory
guidance of the NCP 40 CFR Part 300. In addition, a Technical Review Committee (TRC) was formed
at the time of the agreement. Figure 2 is a map of the Sudbury Training Annex with the site locations.

In 1995 the Sudbury Training Annex was placed on the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list
under BRAC95. The plans were for the Sudbury Training Annex to be transferred in three parts to (1)
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 2205.2 acres, (2) U.S.Air Force (USAF) 4.15
acres and (3) the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 71.5 acres.

Puffer Pond (approximately 24 acres), which is defined by Massachusetts' law to be a Great Pond (i.e., a
natural pond with an area of 20 acres or more), is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and is
wholly located within property that has been transferred to USFWS. The property transfer documents
include details of environmental responsibilities of the agencies involved. For ease of reference, the
agreements (MOA 2000; Transfer Agreement 2002; Modification to MOA 2003 and MOA 2003) are
included in Appendix D of this Five-Year Review. They are summarized in Section 2.3 below.

The Sudbury Training Annex comprises 73 AOCs including eight that were grouped into 5 Operable
Units (OUs):

« OUL AOCAT- Old Gravel Pit Landfill

« 0OU2 AOCAO9- Petroleum, oil, lubricants (POL) Burn Area

« OU3 AOCAA4- Waste Dump

e QU4 AOC P11 - Building T405 Dump Area
AOC P13 - Massachusetts Fire Fighting Academy (MFFA)

« QU5 AOCA12- Abandoned underground storage tank (UST) at Site A9;
AOC P36 - Former Raytheon Building TI04
AOC P37 - Building TIO6 UST

Sixty-five AOCs, not associated with any of the five CERCLA OUs, were closed out by No Further
Action Decision Documents (NFADDS) signed by the Base Closure Team (BCT), and were listed in the
2001 Five-Year Review (Weston 2001). A Source Control ROD for OUs 1 and 2 (A7 and A9) was
signed in 1995 by the Army and EPA, with MassDEP concurrence. A Management of Migration ROD
for OUs 1 and 3 (AOCs A7 and A4) was signed by the Army and EPA with MassDEP concurrence in
1997. The OU3 ROD was signed by the Army and EPA September 1997 with MassDEP concurrence.
OU4 and OUS RODs were signed by the Army and EPA in September 1996 with MassDEP
concurrence. A complete list of the 73 AOCs, with their current conditions, is included in Table 1. The
Five-Year Review conducted in 2001 included a map that showed the locations of all 73 AOCs in the
Sudbury Training Annex. This figure is reproduced in this report as Figure 2. See Figure 2a for the
location of AOC A7 and a delineation of areas controlled by FEMA, USAF, and USFWS, and locations
of AOCs P31 and P58.

Sudbury Training Annex was removed from the National Priority List (NPL) ("Superfund” list) on
November 30, 2001, through EPA publication in the Federal Register of a deletion notice of the Sudbury
Training Annex from the NPL (EPA 2001 (b)). The action became effective January 29, 2002.
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2.1 Physical Characteristics

The former Army Sudbury Training Annex lies in Middlesex County, Massachusetts, some 20 miles
west of Boston, and occupies approximately 2,300 acres within the towns of Hudson, Stow, Maynard
and Sudbury, Massachusetts (see Figure 1 for Site Locus Map). In areas where developed land is
adjacent to the Sudbury Training Annex, the development is residential. The combined population of
these four towns, based on the 2000 annual census, is approximately 50,000 (Commonwealth of
Massachusetts 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2004d).

2.2 Land and Resource Use

The Sudbury Training Annex became a military installation in the early 1940s as the Maynard
Ammunition Depot. During World War 11, the Sudbury Training Annex was used for holding munitions,
and after the war it became known as the Maynard Ordnance Test Station. In 1958, the command was
turned over to U.S. Army Natick Research and Development Command (Natick Labs). Between 1980
and 1983, custody of most of the Sudbury Training Annex was turned over to Fort Devens. The
installation has been used for troop training, product and equipment testing, munitions/explosives
testing, disposal, and disposal of wastes from Natick Labs. The Sudbury Training Annex contains 50
concrete ammunition bunkers and 27 abandoned buildings. The majority of the Annex is controlled by
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and is currently open to the public as a wildlife preserve, with
seasonal hunting.

2.3 Land Transfer Documents
The land transfer documents are presented in Appendix D and briefly summarized in this subsection.
2.3.1 US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

A memorandum of agreement (MOA) was signed by USFWS on 28 September 2000 that transferred
2,205.2 acres to USFWS. The MOA is composed of several sections as follows:

Section A - Provides that the land being transferred should be included in the National Wildlife
Refuge System, in keeping with the USFWS determination that the parcel is of value in
the national migratory bird management program.

Section B -  Provides that the transfer would occur at no cost.

Section C -  Is composed of twelve sub-sections, as briefly summarized below.
Sub-Section 1 provided for the exchange of information on the AOCs. The Federal
Facilities Agreement (FFA) of November 1991 to USFWS would prevail in cases where
its provisions were found to be in conflict with the MOA.
Sub-Sections 2 and 3 indicated that the Army retained responsibility for costs or fines

that might be incurred in the future, exclusive of hazardous materials placed at the parcel
subsequent to the MOA agreement.
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Sub-Section 4 indicated that the Army retained a right of access to the whole property to
maintain and monitor the various environmental cleanups, with similar access provided
to EPA and MassDEP to address requirements under the FFA. USFWS would be
informed of any work planned at the parcel. Prior to completion of all CERCLA cleanup
actions USFWS would inform the Army and EPA of any development plans. The rights
of access would be maintained in any transfer to subsequent owners.

Sub-Section 5 provided for localized land use restrictions due to application of
arsenic-based herbicides. No portion of a 50-foot strip of land on either side of the center
of the fence line along Patrol Road or the former railroad beds would be used for
residential habitation unless the owner could demonstrate that the use was protective of
human health and the environment.

Sub-Section 6 indicated that disturbing the soil below a 4-ft depth should be prohibited to
avoid contact with ordnance and explosives (OE). The Army would retain responsibility
for necessary OE mitigation to the 4-ft depth. Removal of deeper OE would be
undertaken at USFWS (or subsequent owner) expense.

Sub-Section 7 indicated that the Army believed the Annex was suitable for transfer under
CERFA (Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act) Category 1 parcels
(uncontaminated) parcels, and Category 3, 4, 5, and 7 (contaminated) parcels. The Army
had completed asbestos and unexploded ordnance cleanup work and would provide
documentation to USFWS.

Sub-Section 8 provided that the landfill structure and drainage system would not be
disturbed, and that groundwater use at the site would be limited to monitoring efforts.
Any activity that might mobilize or enhance the transport of the waste at the landfill
structure was to be prohibited prior to written sanctions by the Army and the EPA.

Sub-Section 9 acknowledged USFWS receipt of the Army's January 16,1997 Record of
Environmental Consideration.

Sub-Section 10 The existing buildings on the Annex were transferred to USFWS without
regard to their current condition, except as previously outlined in the MOA where
environmental cleanups might still be in progress.

Sub-Section 11 assigned responsibility to USFWS for any remaining cleanups of
asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint, or PCBs in small electrical
fixtures in the buildings on the property.

Sub-Section 12 assigned responsibilities to USFWS to comply with federal laws and
regulations regarding pertinent designations on the National Register of Historic Places.

Sections D and E - the Army and USFWS agreed to assign individuals as representatives for matters
pertaining to the former Annex; USFWS agreed to allow the Army access to the property
for any continuing remedial environmental work.

Sections F and G - provided out contact information; signatures were in Section H.
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2.3.2 US Air Force (USAF)

The Transfer Agreement with the USAF was signed June 5, 2002. It covers the transfer of 4.148 acres at
which the Air Force had operated a radar/weather station. The Army provided a copy of the FFA to the
Air Force, and agreed to inform the Air Force of any changes to the FFA. The Army retained a right to
access the property in order to work on environmental cleanups arising from FFA requirements. The Air
Force assumed none of the environmental liability from the Army's former use of the Annex; the Army
assumed none of the environmental liability from the Air Force's former use of the property being
transferred.

The Air Force acknowledged receipt of the Army's complete Environmental Baseline Study (BBS) for
the Property dated January 27,1997 and of the Environmental Condition of Property (ECOP) dated
February 1, 2001. The ECOP reflected the Army's position that the property was suitable for transfer as
a CERFA Category 4 parcel. The Army provided the Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) for
the transfer to the Air Force. The Air Force assumed responsibility to complete Army's partial inventory
of historic properties.

The land was transferred without regard to the condition of the existing buildings, whose upkeep
became the responsibility of the Air Force. The Air Force would be allowed access to all roads inside
the former Annex through the Army's easement agreement with the USFWS. The Army relinquished
responsibilities for maintaining roads to the Air Force.

2.3.3 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

The MOA with FEMA was signed March 31,2003 and amended July 29,2003. The March 31 MOA
covered the transfer of 71.525 acres of land in five non-contiguous parcels, including Parcel I, a parcel
at which FEMA had occupied the land under permit since the "use permit date™ of May 27 1980. The
developed FEMA parcel included two large buildings (one above ground and one below ground),
several communications antennas, and other structures and improvements.

Based on the BRAC Cleanup Plan Report (October 1996), a Record of Environmental Condition
(January 16,1997), the Environmental Baseline Survey (BBS) of January 1997, and an Environmental
Condition of Property (ECOP) (August 2002), the Army determined that the land was suitable for
continued use by FEMA as a management and training center. The Army and FEMA agreed to the terms
of the Sudbury Training Annex Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA). The Army would notify EPA and
MassDEP of any changes to the MOA. FEMA assumed responsibility for any environmental issues
arising from their use of Parcel | after the use permit date. From March 31, 2003, FEMA assumed
responsibility for all asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint, and/or PCBs in the FEMA
buildings.

The Army, EPA, and MassDEP would have access rights to FEMA property for environmental
investigations and response actions, performing five-year reviews under CERCLA, and additional
response actions under the FFA. FEMA would accept provisions of any institutional controls that might
be put in place by the Army at the FEMA parcels, and FEMA would ensure Army access to any sites for
remedial cleanup purposes, even if the property changed hands.

FEMA acknowledged the history of the use of arsenic-based herbicides near the fence-line along Patrol
Road and on the former railroad beds. The Army stated that historical use of pesticides at the Parcels
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had been in accordance with the pesticides' intended purposes, and had not left any pesticide residue that
would be an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. FEMA agreed to comply with all
applicable laws relating to hazardous substances/pesticides and hazardous wastes. There were no known
hazardous materials left at the site: FEMA (and successors) assumed responsibility for their buildings,
including assessment of lead paint.

FEMA acknowledged the Army's assessment (Final UXO Characterization Report of 18 February 1998
that there was no evidence of the Annex's continued contamination by OE materials and so could be
transferred from Army control without further unexploded ordnance (UXO) activities. 18 magazines not
near the FEMA parcel needed inspection prior to transfer. FEMA (or successor owners) agreed not to
disturb the soil below a depth of 4 feet to avoid UXO. FEMA could petition the Army to approve plans
that required any such disturbances, and to provide OE safety assistance and UXO removal services at
depths of less than 4 feet on the FEMA property.

FEMA assumed responsibility to protect the known archeological sites on the property and to establish
their eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

The Army retained responsibility for any environmental pollution at Parcel I prior to the use permit date
in 1980 and at the other parcels prior to March 21, 2003. The Army's responsibility extended to
investigations, remediation, monitoring and maintenance of sites in the FEMA parcels as needed to
ensure the protection of human health and the environment. FEMA assumed responsibility for any
environmental pollution after the noted dates. FEMA agreed to accept the buildings on the property in
their current condition, accepting only that the Army believed them to be suitable for transfer.
Restrictions imposed on FEMA would be written into land transfer documents to any later owners.

In the amendment to the MOA July 29, 2003, sections of the MOA describing arsenic contamination
and the agencies' responses to it were changed to clarify the intention that no portion of the FEMA
parcel would be used for either residential habitation or for use by children under 6 years of age, since
the FEMA parcel was remediated only for general business office operations and training purposes.
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3.0 AOCA7-0OLD GRAVEL PIT LANDFILL -
STATUTORY FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

This section discusses the history and remedy at AOC A7, formerly known as the Old Gravel Pit
Landfill.

3.1 Site Physical Characteristics

AOC AT is located near the northern boundary of the installation between Patrol Road and the Assabet
River within the town of Stow; see Figure 3 - AOC A7 Site Map. The Stow Away golf course lies on the
other side of the Assabet River across from AOC A7.

Green Meadow elementary school is located approximately 1.2 miles northeast of the boundary of AOC
A7, Maynard High School is approximately 1.45 miles to the northeast, and Saint Bridget's School is
located 1.3 miles to the northeast.

The Old Gravel Pit Landfill resides in a 10 acre fenced area. The fence is constructed of 10-ft tall chain
link topped with barbed wire. A thin strip of forest separates AOC A7 from Patrol Road. Forest also
surrounds the remaining sides of the site. Entrance to the site is made from Patrol Road through a locked
gate on an unpaved access road.

The landfill is located on the northern toe of a hill that slopes downward to the Assabet River. A
drainage swale surrounds the landfill cap. The swale collects precipitation runoff from the landfill cap
and redirects it toward the toe of the slope. The landfill cap is vegetated with grasses and is mowed
annually (see photo).

A wetland of approximately 50 x 60 feet is located at the base of the landfill, contained within a north
facing berm reinforced with large boulders. This area approximates the size of the former Wetland B
that was eliminated during the remediation of the landfill. The topography slopes from the berm down to
the Assabet River. Wetland B formerly provided a vernal pool habitat that is sustained by the
replacement wetland. Additional information is provided in the most recent wetland inspection report
conducted in September 2004 (Appendix A).

3.2  Site Chronology

A summary of the chronology of AOC A7 is presented in Table 2.

3.3 History of Contamination

AOC A7 was used as a dump for general refuse, demolition debris and chemical lab waste disposal. The
lab waste area was limited to a pit of about 5,000 square feet (ft?). General refuse was reportedly buried
at shallow depths from 1941 until the 1980s, with occasional burning to reduce volume. AOC A7 was
also used by the public, for unauthorized surface dumping during the 1970s, until access was restricted.
Another dump area, AOC P8, is located within AOC A7 (WESTON 1997).
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Table 2. Chronology of Site Events at AOC A7
Event Date

USAEC Site Assessment - designated AOCs Al through All 1980

USAEHA Hydrogeological and Subsurface Investigation of AOCs Al through | 1983
All

NUS conducted PA/SI PA (1985), SI (1987)

Dames & Moore completed RI for AOCs A1-All and potential contamination | 1986
sources in the vicinity of the Capehart Family Housing Area (CFHA), Puffer
Pond, and associated streams.

Listed on NPL 21 February 1990
Expanded RI - Dames & Moore 1990

Federal Facilities Agreement signed November 1991

ROD - Source Control OU for AOC A7 and AOC A9 August 1995

Landfill cap completion July 1996

ROD - Management of Migration OUs for AOC A7 and AOC A9 September 1997
Monitoring Well Installation 1992-96

Long term groundwater monitoring October 1997 to present
Long Term Monitoring & Maintenance Plan April 1998

MOA for transfer of property from US Army to US Fish and Wildlife Service | 28 September 2000

First Five-Year Statutory Review September 2001
Withdrawn from NPL 30 November 2001; effective
[Federal Register: November 30, 2001 (Volume 66, Number 231)] 29 January 2002

[ Rules and Regulations]
[Pages 597 16-59719]

Transfer Agreement between US Army and US Air Force for a portion of the 3 June 2002

former Fort Devens (Sudbury Training Annex) (USAF signature dated 5
June 2002)
Decommissioning of Wells OHM-A7-13 and OHM-A7-07 June 2002

Letter of Transfer for a portion (five FEMA parcels) of the former Fort Devens | 31 March 2003
to the Federal Emergency Management Agency

Modification to Memorandum of Agreement between US Army and FEMA FEMA signature dated 29
for the transfer of real property at Sudbury Training Annex July 2003

Second Five Year Review 2006

AOC AT was used as a general refuse and laboratory dump. Disposal of drums and other chemical

containers was carried out between the late 1950s and 1971. It was indicated by Natick Labs employees

that quart to gallon-sized metal and glass containers of chemicals from the Natick Labs were disposed of

in this area on a weekly basis (OHM, January 1994).
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Occasionally, a house cleaning would take place at the laboratory and excess chemicals and waste
temporarily stored in a bunker would also be disposed, possibly in this area.

Prior to 1991, this site had also been used as a recreational area by local residents. Dirt bike tracks,
shotgun shells, bullet riddled waste, and hunters have been noted in this area. In October 1991, as a site
control measure, AOC A7 was enclosed by a 10-ft tall chain link fence with barbed wire.

Surface soil samples were collected from the site and were analyzed for Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs), Base/Neutral/Acid extractable compounds (BNAs), PCBs, pesticides, herbicides, explosives
and metals. BNAs were detected at two locations, one of which contained 12 BNAs. The pesticides
dieldrin, I, I-dichloro-2,2-bis(4-chlorphenyl) ethene (4,4'-DDE), and dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
(4,4'-DDT) were detected at several sample locations. The PCB Aroclor 1260, herbicides, and lead were
also detected. In addition, subsurface soil samples collected from 19 test pits, 27 borings, and two hand
auger locations detected pesticides and BNAs.

In groundwater samples, pesticides, metals, semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and VOCs were
detected. The following is a list of groundwater contaminants of concern (COCs):

» Pesticides— gamma-BHC (lindane); 4,4'-DDE; 4,4-DDD

* Metals— arsenic; antimony; chromium; lead; mercury; nickel.

* SVOCs— naphthalene (currently tracked as a VOC)

* VOCs— cis-l, 3-dichloropropene; 1,2-dichloroethane; naphthalene; 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane
(1,1,2,2-PCA); tetrachloroethene (PCE); trichloroethene (TCE)

For most wells and many analytes, the sampling results have been non-detect during the five years 2001
through 2005. The sampling event scheduled for 2006 will not take place until after completion of the
2006 Five-Year Review.

3.4 Remedy Selection

The remedy selection for the source control OU for AOC A7 was the installation of an impermeable
landfill cover system that met Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C
requirements. In addition, laboratory waste was to be excavated and transported off site for treatment
and disposal at an approved facility. The laboratory waste was removed because it was considered to be
the primary source of groundwater contamination.

The metals-contaminated soil from AOC A9 was excavated and consolidated at AOC A7 beneath the
cover system. Excavated materials from other areas on the Sudbury Training Annex were used at AOC
AT as fill material to meet the subgrade design specifications for the AOC A7 landfill cap.

A multi-layer cap was placed over the landfill area. To minimize the size of the final cap, contaminated
soil and other solid waste at AOC A7 were consolidated using heavy equipment. The cap components
are described in greater detail in Section 3.5 Remedial Actions.

After construction of the RCRA Subtitle C double barrier landfill cap, groundwater monitoring and
operations and maintenance (O&M) of the containment system were to be conducted and the monitoring
program would be submitted for regulatory review and approval. O&M of the landfill cap included
inspection and, if needed, repair and/or maintenance of portions of the cap, fencing, and monitoring
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wells. The landfill remedy also required institutional controls and land use restrictions to prevent future
reuse of the land at AOC A7 for anything other than a landfill.

A remedy was selected by the Army to create a wetland at AOC A7 in the fall of 1996 to replace
"Wetland B", a seasonal wetland that is now incorporated as part of the landfill. Wetland B was
classified as a natural resource area under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations
(MWPAR), as an "lIsolated Land Subject to Flooding". Based on size (40 by 60 feet or 2,400 sqg. ft.),
Wetland B was not subject to regulation under the MWPAR. Nonetheless, the decision to replace
Wetland B was made in accordance with the USACE policy of "No Net Loss of Wetlands™ and the
requirements of Army Regulation 200-3 (Natural Resources - Land, Forest and Wildlife Management).

3.5 Remedial Actions

WESTON conducted the remedial action between July and November 1996. Approximately 1,000 cubic
yards (yd®) of contaminated soils and hazardous waste materials were excavated from the lab waste area.
Non-RCRA soils that did not contain lab wastes were placed in the landfill; RCRA soils were shipped to
Envirotech Management Services in Belleville, Michigan and to City Environmental in Detroit,
Michigan. Following analytical testing, the PCB-laden materials with excessive quantities of PCBs were
properly disposed. Lab waste and materials from AOCs Al, A2, A9, P2, P16, P23, P28, P39, and P41
were used as subgrade material at the landfill, above clean soil that was placed to ensure the waste
material was placed above the water table. Greater detail can be found in the 2001 Five-Year Report.

A RCRA cap was installed over the waste materials. The RCRA cap consists of the following
geosynthetic layers from immediately above the waste moving to the ground surface: 12 inches of
subgrade fill; a geocomposite gas collection layer, a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), a 40-mil linear low
density polyethylene (LLDPE) geomembrane, and a geocomposite drainage layer. Above the composite
drainage layer lie 15 inches of drainage sand, 15 inches of filter sand, and 6 inches of vegetative support
soil (topsoil). The cap was completed in the Fall of 1996. Figure 4, General Plan, shows the AOC A7
landfill cap general plan.

The replacement wetland for former Wetland B was designed and constructed to function as a vernal
pool. Construction of the replicated wetland occurred at the time the landfill cap was constructed.

3.6  Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

Groundwater samples were collected from 13 wells on a semi-annual basis from October 1997 through
May 2001 (Weston 2001). Well locations can be found on Figure 3. The April sampling events were
intended to monitor the high groundwater conditions of spring while the October events provided data
regarding the low groundwater conditions of early fall. Semi-annual sampling continued through the fall
of 2005 at which time it was decided (with regulatory approval) to continue sampling annually in the
fall. Groundwater was sampled for general water quality measurements and for VOCs, Pesticides/PCBs
and Metals. Nondetect results were obtained for PCBs in 1997, and further sampling for PCBs was then
discontinued. Additionally, the number of wells routinely sampled has been reduced, and the analytical
suite has been pared back.

One well intended for use in monitoring the site was installed at too shallow a depth to detect
groundwater. That well was decommissioned in June 2002 when the US Army Center for Health
Promotion and Preventive Medicine (USACHPPM) decommissioned all but three known wells at the
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former training annex that were outside the AOC A7 fence. The three remaining wells are located
between the AOC A7 fence and the Assabet River. Details of the decommissioning of 25 wells in June
2002 can be found in the 2002 annual report for the site (USACE 2003). One well that was removed
from service at this time was the only background well (OHM-A7-13) at the site. It is due to be replaced
in 2006. The new well is slated to be inside the AOC A7 fence.

During the well decommissioning, grass was unearthed on a slope south of the landfill where a truck had
become stuck in the soil along a route from the entrance to AOC A7 and the dry well OHM-A7-07. This
patch of grass was reseeded with the fall landscaping (mowing) work. Each year, usually in late
summer, maintenance is performed on the landfill and perimeter fence. The landfill surface and
surrounding areas are mowed to about 8 inches in height. Additionally, branches are cleared from the
perimeter fence, and if necessary, repairs are made to the fence itself.

One surface water sample was taken in the spring of 2002 from the drain at the south side of the landfill
during a high water table event. This non-routine sample was taken at the request of EPA and analyzed
for pesticides. These results are shown in Table 8, and all sample results were below the laboratory's
reporting limit.

Landfill gas also has been monitored on a semi-annual basis using four passive gas vents (GV-1, GV-2,
GV-3 and GV-4, located as shown in Figure 4). The data is summarized in Tables 9 through 12 and is
discussed further in Section 4.3.1.

Long-term monitoring requirements for the replicated wetland were not a component of the RODs for
AOC A7. Regular, semi-annual inspections are not mandated or warranted and long-term wetland
monitoring was not included in the April 1988 Long Term Monitoring & Maintenance Plan for the
Landfill at AOC A7. However, USACE has inspected the wetland and plans to inspect the wetland again
in 2006.

3.7 Progress since the Last Five-Year Review

This is the second five year review for AOC A7. This report covers the semi-annual monitoring period
starting in May 2001 through September 2005. Beginning in 2006, samples will be collected annually.

3.8  Community Involvement

Beginning in 2002, e-mail and telephone interviews have been conducted annually. Agencies that
control portions of the former Annex surrounding AOC A7 (USFWS, USAF, FEMA) were contacted.
The interviews have been conducted in accordance with the LTMMP requirements, and are discussed
further below.

In 2002, the Town of Maynard was contacted in preparation for, and then soon after the
decommissioning of unused wells throughout the Annex. Both EPA and Mass DEP review annual
reports for AOC A7, and have been informed of the five year review process. The most recent responses
are summarized below, and records of correspondence are included in Appendix C.

The USFWS reported in December 2005 that the refuge had been officially opened to the public during
the fall of 2005, and that limited tree-felling had occurred along Patrol Road and Craven Lane,
consistent with their refuge maintenance requirements. They reported their work in maintaining the site

US Army Corps of Engineers 3-5 2006 Sudbury Five-Year Review
September 2006



by working to minimize the spread of purple loosestrife, referencing work they had done in 2004 with a
troop of Girl Scouts. USFWS signs and kiosks had been erected in the refuge at entrance points and trail
signs throughout the refuge had been erected, with minimal soil disturbance. There was a plan being
drafted for a visitor center with associated utility lines, but as of January 2006 the exact location and
details had not been finalized.

On April 26, 2006, NAE asked USFWS (by e-mail) if there was a final choice for the proposed visitors'
center. They replied May 23, 2006 that they had chosen a site near the entrance to the former Annex
complex, on Craven Lane (about 7,000 feet southeast of the AOC A7 site, as shown in Figure 1). The
e-mail correspondence is included in Appendix C.

In an e-mail dated October 2005, the USAF reported that a roof was repaired at their facility during
2002, and reported no further changes. When contacted specifically for the 2006 Five-Year Review, the
Air Force reported that they had no further comments to make. Details are included in Appendix C.

FEMA reported in October 2005 that there had been no changes in the sites for which they have
responsibility. In May 2006 they were contacted specifically for the 2006 Five-Year Review. A response
had not been received as of July 22, 2006. The correspondence is included in Appendix C.

The Town of Maynard Department of Public Works reported that their plans for a new well and pipeline
to augment the town water supply with groundwater were on hold. The DPW did report unauthorized
all-terrain vehicle traffic, but that there was no visible damage. The town reported that FEMA had on
occasion increased its security posture, discouraging trespassing in general.

In addition, the sampling teams have on three occasions noted evidence of dumping outside the fence
between the landfill and the Assabet River. In April 2002, the materials discarded were items of
yard-waste, left on well JO-AQ07-M62. In April 2004, a motorcycle battery was found in the same
general area. The battery was removed from the site and handed in to recycling personnel at Hanscom
Air Force Base. Following each discovery, USACE has contacted Mr. Robert Albright, who controls
access to the track road north of the landfill enclosure. Mr. Albright subsequently reminded residents
using the adjacent road of the no-dumping policy in the forested area at the southern floodplain bank of
the Assabet. In April 2006, during the inspection of wells and water-level-gauging exercise, the field
team noted a beaten path from the unpaved road north of the site to well JO-A7-M63. One large tree had
been felled and removed in the vicinity of the JO-A7-M63 well; an empty container, presumably
formerly containing lubricant for a chainsaw, had been left at the location. The road had undergone
significant grading, and there was in April 2006 a new berm channeling water along the unpaved road,
towards the north-east corner of the site, at the approximate location of wells OHM-A7-10 and
OHM-AT7-11 (see photo 6).

3.9 Document Review

This five-year review for AOC A7 considered each of the annual reports generated from 2002 through
2006 (USACE 2002,2003,2004,2005, 2006). Also considered were the previous five-year review
(Weston 2001), the long term monitoring and maintenance plan (USACE 1998), the RODs (OHM
1995(b) and 1997), and applicable groundwater standards (EPA 2001 (a), 200I(b), 2003, 2004(a), 2005;
CFR 2001, MassDEP 2003).
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3.10 Data Review

Data collected during the five year monitoring period consists of landfill gas concentrations,
groundwater analytical results, bioremediation parameters, and groundwater elevations.

3.10.1 Landfill Gas

Four landfill gas vents have been monitored on a semi-annual basis since the landfill was completed in
1996. Methane has not been detected in any of the four landfill gas vents. Minimal levels of carbon
dioxide and VOCs have been detected during some of the semi-annual monitoring events. Oxygen levels
have basically been the same at all four vents, and largely reflect ambient conditions. The most recent
inspection (May 2006) did not detect any methane or VOCs at any of the four vents. See Tables 9
through 12 for historical gas level readings at the four vents. The vent locations are shown in Figure 4.

3.10.2  Groundwater Analytical Results

Tables 3 to 5 contain analytical data from 2001 to 2005 (USACE 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006). Tables
6 and 7 and Charts 1 through 15 indicate wells where chemicals have been detected in excess of the
most stringent MCP GW-1 or GW-3 standards. Table 6 displays historical results by chemical, and
Table 7, shows results for the following contaminants of concern: lindane, 4,4'-DDD,
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and thallium.

Thirteen groundwater wells at the site have been monitored on a semi-annual basis for the last 5 years.
In 2002, when wells were being decommissioned throughout the former Annex, one of the thirteen wells
was removed from service since it was located outside the site fence. A fourteenth well at the site that
was dry during all attempted sampling events was decommissioned at the same time (USACE 2003). As
a result a total of twelve wells have been included in the semi-annual groundwater monitoring since
2002. The monitoring well network currently consists of two wells screened within the landfill, seven
wells immediately surrounding the downgradient portion of the landfill, and three wells located further
downgradient of the landfill adjacent to the Assabet River (Figure 3). This existing monitoring well
network appears appropriate to monitor long-term groundwater trends at and downgradient of the
landfill with the exception that an upgradient monitoring well is required by MADEP regulation. The
lack of an upgradient monitoring well does not create a critical data gap regarding contaminant
migration at the landfill, but does leave the possibility that offsite upgradient activities could introduce
groundwater contamination that otherwise would not be detected.

A total of nine groundwater sampling rounds has been completed since May 2001, these being in the fall
of 2001, and then in the spring and fall of each year 2002 to 2005. Beginning in fall 2005, the
recommendations made in the 2004 annual report (USACE 2005) were implemented. These changes
consist of sampling groundwater on an annual basis during the fall when low water level periods are
expected, reducing the target analyte list to exclude anions, ammonia, and total dissolved solids, and
reducing the number of wells monitored to eight. The excluded monitoring wells are OHM-A7-10,
OHM-AT7-45, OHM-AT7-52, and JO-AQ07-M61. EPA has suggested that OHM-A7-12 be removed from
the sampling program and this recommendation was included in the 2005 Annual Report (USACE,
2006).

Groundwater data has been compared to the most conservative of MCP GW-1 or GW-3 standards. The
GW-3 concentrations for cyanide, mercury, silver, zinc, endosulfan | and methoxychlor are less than the
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corresponding GW-1 values; therefore these analytes are compared to GW-3 numbers in the data tables.
All other analytes in the tables are compared to GW-1 values. The 2001 Five-Year Review noted
analytes that were not diminishing in concentration. These were:

* Trichloroethene in wells OHM-A7-51, OHM-A7-52, JO-AO7-M61, JO-AO7-M63

o 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane in OHM-A7-51, OHM-A7-52, JO-AO7-M61, JO-AO7-M63
e 1,2-dichloroethane in JO-AOQ7-M63

» Occasional exceedances of lindane, DDD, DDT and thallium had been observed.

Tables 6 and 7 and Charts 1 through 15 indicate that in all cases these chemical concentrations have
abated since 2001.

3.10.2.1 Volatile Organic Compounds

1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane exceedances were noted in only two wells OHM-A7-51 and JO-A07-M63,
with a maximum detection of only 4.1 pg/L in September 2005 (See Table 7 (Page 3) and Charts 6 to 9).
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane is not believed to be a degradation product of tetrachloroethene, but is a
common laboratory solvent and may have been disposed of at AOC A7. Source materials (lab wastes)
for this contaminant were removed from the site before completion of the landfill cap but residual
contamination may still be present.

The last time 1,2-dichloroethane exceeded MCP groundwater standards was October 2000 in wells
JO-A07-M61 and JO-AQ07-M63. (See Table 6 (pages 8 and 10)). 1,2-dichloroethane is a common
chlorinated solvent and degradation product of tetrachloroethane. Source materials (lab waste) for this
contaminant were removed from the site before completion of the landfill cap but residual
contamination may still be present.

Tetrachloroethene concentrations have exceeded the GW-1 standard in wells OHM-A7-08,
OHM-AT7-51, OHM-A7-52, and JO-AQ07-M63, but in all cases the concentrations had been decreasing
over time. There was, however, a rise in concentrations at three of these wells in the fall of 2005. (See
Table 7 (page 4) and Charts 10 to 13). This may be due to a diminished dilution rate as a result of low
water levels. Sampling was discontinued at OHM-A7-52 due to a lack of exceedances of GW-1 levels
going back several years. For OHM-A7-08, OHM-A7-51 and JO-AQ07-M63, the concentrations are
about one-third of the 2001 concentrations, and the wells continue to be monitored.

Trichloroethene concentrations remain above the GW-1 standard of 5 pg/L at only one well,
JO-A07-M63. (See Table 7 (page 5) and Charts 14 and 15). Given the declining concentrations of the
potential parent compound tetrachloroethene at this well, and the low concentrations of TCE in
upgradient well OHM-A7-51, the concentrations are likely to decline in JO-AQ07-M63 over the next few
sampling rounds. The concentration was below the GW-1 standard in the spring of 2005, but above it in
the fall. It is thought that the higher concentration in the fall may be partially due to the low water levels
that season. Continued monitoring is recommended.

3.10.2.2 Metals
Occasional exceedances have been noted of the following metals: nickel, chromium, cadmium,

antimony, and thallium. The reader is referred to Tables 6 (pages 1 through 10) and Table 7 (page 6).
Nickel and chromium were noted in excess of the GW-1 standard in JO-AQ07-M62 in October 2000.
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There was a rapid decline in concentrations, and no subsequent GW-1 exceedances, of these metals at
this well over the next two sampling events, and the concentrations have fallen to below detection levels
by May 2005. There was one exceedance of the cadmium GW-1 standard at JO-A07-M63 in May 2005,
followed by a non-detect result in September 2005. Antimony has been detected in OHM-A7-08 from
October 2001 to October 2004, but not above the reporting limit. Prior to 2005 the reporting limit for
antimony was 10 pg/L, above the GW-1 standard of 6 pg/L. Subsequent samples collected in 2005 were
nondetect, using detection limits of 0.3 pg/L and 2.5 pg/L (which are each less than half the GW-1
standard).

There is a new EPA drinking water standard of 10 pg/L for arsenic. While post-construction
concentrations at the site had not exceeded the GW-1 standard of 50 pg/L, concentrations at
OHM-AT-08 are frequently above the updated EPA drinking water standard. The highest concentration
was 24 ug/L in October 2002. Subsequent arsenic concentrations were between 10 and 20 pg/L, and
then decreased to less than 1 pg/L in May 2005. Initially the Fall 2005 arsenic results were reported by
the laboratory as less than 25.0 pug/L. USACE requested that the laboratory analyze the samples to
achieve a lower reporting limit. The second analysis yielded arsenic results of less than 2.5 pg/L for all
wells except well JO-A07-M63 which had a result of 3.9 pg/L, still below the 10 pg/L drinking water
standard that was promulgated on February 22, 2002. Although exceedances of groundwater standards
have occurred at the well screened within the landfill, no exceedances have been observed in any of the
wells near the Assabet River. Since the well with arsenic exceedances is not near the river's edge but at
the middle of the capped landfill, and there are no known users of groundwater at the landfill, the
arsenic exceedances of the EPA drinking water standard do not constitute a human health risk.

3.10.2.3 Pesticides

Since 2001, pesticides that have been detected in excess of their GW-1 standards are lindane, DDD, and
DDE. The 2001 Five Year Review had noted detections of lindane, DDD and DDT, but no clear
concentration trends were apparent at that time. Since 2001, concentrations of DDT have been below the
GW-1 standards in all wells on all sampling occasions.

Lindane and DDD concentrations also are approaching non-exceedance values. Lindane concentrations
(Table 7 (Page 1)) are falling steadily in OHM-A7-08, from a maximum of 7 pug/L in May 2001 to a
value of 1.84 pg/L in September 2005, slightly below the GW-1 standard. This concentration value was
last exceeded at OHM-A7-51 in April 2003 and at JO-A07-M63 in October 2002 (Table 7 (Page 1) and
Charts 1 through 4), while at OHM-A7-51, the lindane concentration of 0.17 pg/L in October 2004 was
followed by a result of less than 0.1 pg/L in 2005 (Table 6 (page 6)). The one observation of an
exceedance in the lindane GW-1 standard at JO-A07-M62 in the fall of 2000 has been followed by a
five-year series of nondetect results for this compound, providing persuasive evidence that the well is
not contaminated with lindane. DDD concentrations have exceeded the GW-1 standard at OHM-A7-08
(Table 6 (Sheet 1)). At OHM-AT7-08, the 4,4'-DDD concentration was 0.25 pg/L in May 2001 and 0.12
Mg/L in September 2005.

DDE (GW-1is 0.1 pg/L) was detected in OHM-A7-08 at 0.17 pg/L in October 2004, but concentrations
were reported as less than 0.05 pg/L for the two sampling results in 2005 (Table 7 Page 1). The QA
laboratory result for DDE has been used in instances when the primary laboratory's reporting limit was
above the GW-1 standard of 0.1 pg/L and the QA laboratory result met the 0.1 pg/L standard (see Table
4).
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3.10.3 Potential for Bioremediation

In the 2002 annual report, a set of scores was developed for wells at the site, based on spring and fall
sampling results in 2001 and 2002, indicating the potential for bioremediation of chlorinated
hydrocarbons. The scores were developed consistent with EPA Protocol EPA/600/R-98/128 (EPA
1998). The potential for bioremediation was found to be at best limited and EPA agreed that the scoring
should not be repeated. Table 13 summarizes the results of the screening. Given the low bioremediation
potential, the analyte list was pared back in 2005 to concentrate on contaminants of concern, with less
emphasis on bioremediation assessment.

3.104 Groundwater Elevations

Groundwater elevation data for each well for April 1997 through April 2006 are presented in Table 14.
Water level elevation data are presented graphically in Chart 16 for wells OHM-A7-08 within the
landfill, OHM-A7-51 located at the toe of the landfill, and OHM-A7-M63 closest to the Assabet River.
Well locations are shown in Figure 3.

The water levels measured for Well OHM-A7-11, a deep well with a fully saturated screen in bedrock,
are consistently higher than the water levels of the adjacent well OHM-A7-10, a shallow overburden
well adjacent to OHM-A7-11. Refer to Table 14 for details. These wells are located at the toe of the cap,
and the overall hillside, with the Assabet River to the north. This groundwater elevation trend has been
seen consistently throughout the LTM effort. The consistent upward vertical gradient from the deeper
interval to the shallow interval, especially due to the location of these wells at the toe of the hillside,
indicates deeper bedrock groundwater discharging upward into the shallow interval and into the Assabet
River.

A total of two surface water staff gauges are proposed to be included in the semiannual water level
measurement rounds. One currently existing gauge is located within the unnamed tributary less than 100
feet east of the toe of the landfill perimeter. The second gauge is to be established on or near the shore of
the Assabet River at a location to be determined based on field conditions due north of the landfill. The
measurement of the surface water elevations at the same time as groundwater elevations at the
monitoring wells closest to these gauge locations will allow a more clear understanding of seasonal
variations in groundwater gradients and the relationship between groundwater and surface water, for
example whether the groundwater discharges to the surface water or vice versa. Without the surface
water elevation measurements, groundwater elevation contours cannot with confidence be connected to
the surface water bodies. The locations of the two gauges are shown in Figure 5, which is a groundwater
contour map originally developed for the September 2005 groundwater monitoring event.

3.10.5  Site Inspections and Confirmation of Institutional Controls

Since the 14 May 2001 inspection, personnel from USACE inspected the site on 23 October 2001, 22
April and 22 October 2002,22 April and 7 October 2003,15 April and 13 October 2004, 1 June and 15
September 2005, October 19 2005 (additional inspection and water levels due to record precipitation
event), 26 April 2006 (well inspection and preparation for well installation and survey work) and 4 May
2006 (geotechnical landfill inspection) (USACE 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006). The Army, EPA, and
MassDEP performed a site inspection on August 25, 2006. Figure 4 is presented to show the major
features of the geotechnical inspections.
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The environmental monitoring and O&M component of the remedy includes repair and maintenance of
the cap, the security fence, and monitoring wells. The security fence is free of damage, breaches, and is
secure. Repairs were made to the access road to eliminate potholes and rutting during October 1999.
Monitoring well casings were free of damage until October 2005 inspections noted damaged surface
seals at the three wells between the landfill and the Assabet River.

The most recent USACE Site Inspection of the site was performed on April 26 and May 4, 2006 to
observe current site conditions in addition to well maintenance activities (see the Site Inspection
Checklist and Landfill Cap Monitoring and Maintenance Report in Appendix E). No maintenance
activities were performed during these inspections. There are five wells in degraded condition. Damage
includes evidence of failing surface seals, surface water and debris infiltration in wells OHM-A7-12,
JO-A07-M61, JO-A07-M62, and JO-A07-M63; and possible siltation in well OHM-A7-10, causing
reductions in well efficiencies. USACE is preparing a scope for well repairs that are to be performed in
2006, as outlined in Table ES-3. Observations were made regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation
types, erosion, settlement, and general condition of the various features. The landfill cap is in excellent
condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement. In general, the cap vegetation appears healthy,
dense, and provides complete coverage of most areas of the cap, with grass and clover predominating.
The cap and adjacent area vegetation were mowed in September 2005. No encroachment of wetland
species on the cap was seen. It is recommended that future mowing of the cap continue to include
mowing of the field area adjacent to the cap to prevent encroachment of woody and wetland species on
the cap. Pictures were taken of the Sudbury Training Annex Landfill at AOC A7 during the April 26
2006 Site Inspection, see Photos 1 through 4. Photograph 5 was taken during a wetland inspection in
2004.

An inspection of the replicated wetland conducted on September 14,2004 found a seasonally-influenced
wetland that exceeds relevant performance standards and secve& the intent of replacing its predecessor.
As was the case for its predecessor, the replicated wetland is seasonal and typically goes dry during the
summer months. USACE has conducted additional observations in 2006 to determine if the wetland is
functioning as a vernal pool, and a report will be furnished by the end of 2006.

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

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

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

The same MOA acknowledges that arsenic-based herbicides were applied to the fence line along Patrol
Road.

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

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

3.10.6 Technical Assessment

The technical assessment is based on the information presented in the preceding sections, and is
intended to address the three questions presented in the headings of the following subsections.

3.10.7  Isthe remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

The remedy continues to function as intended by the Decision Documents. Waste materials are
contained in an unlined capped landfill. The cap is well drained, limiting infiltration of rain water.
Historically, there have been no detections of methane, and only minimal detections of VOCs emanating
as landfill gases through installed vents. With the cap, concentrations of VOCs and pesticides reaching
the Assabet River through groundwater have subsided, in many cases to undetectable concentrations.

For all contaminants, it is evident that contaminant plumes extend from beneath the landfill near well
OHM-AT-08 to the furthest downgradient well, closest to the Assabet River (OHM-A7-M63). Historical
results for metals in Table 4 show only sporadic exceedances in a few wells for lead, chromium, and
nickel at low levels. The following three wells continue to exhibit exceedances of groundwater
standards:

» Crest well OHM-A7-08: tetrachloroethene, gamma-BHC (Lindane), 4,4'-DDD
* Toe well OHM-A7-51: 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane (1,1,2,2-PCA)
» Offsite terrace well JO-A07-M63: 1,1,2,2-PCA, PCE, TCE, and cadmium

Groundwater monitoring and inspections are performed in accordance with the LTMMP and
recommendations made in the annual reports. The sampling has recently been limited to annual samples;
mowing and inspections and groundwater level measurements continue on a semi-annual basis.
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3.11 Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial
objectives used at the time of remedy selection still valid?

Public access has recently changed at the Sudbury Wildlife Refuge to include land extending to the
landfill fence line. USFWS recently opened the wildlife refuge at the former annex for public
recreational use, and hunting was first authorized in October 2005. These changes do not represent an
increased threat to the community because contact with landfill contents or groundwater is not
occurring. Directional signs were posted and kiosks were erected at entrances to the refuge. The
USFWS plans to develop a visitors' center on Craven Lane, inside the former training annex.

The standards, regulations and other factors such as toxicity values that were current at the signing of
the ROD and the first Five-Year site review have been reviewed for changes that could affect
protectiveness. No changes to applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) or to be
considered (TBCs) have occurred since the implementation of the remedy. These requirements are listed
in Tables 15, 15A, and 16.

A summary of the requirements as they were prepared for the LTMMP (in the LTMMP Appendix G) is
included as Table 15. The table was based on groundwater standards of the Massachusetts Contingency
Plan of October 1997. The requirement was in general the GW-1 standard, with GW-2 or GW-3
standards being required when these were more stringent. A column has been inserted in the table for
current MCP GW standards. Table 15A is a copy of the ARAR table as prepared for the 1995 ROD.

The only ARAR that has been modified since 2001 is a new 10 pg/L standard for arsenic in drinking
water that replaced the former standard of 50 pg/L (66FR6976). The promulgated date of the new
standard was February 22, 2002. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts in 310 CMR 22.0 updated the
state MCL for arsenic to comply with the updated federal MCL. Because the remedy includes
prohibiting the use of groundwater as drinking water, changes to groundwater standards do not affect the
protectiveness of the implemented remedy.

The ROD identified formerly unacceptable risks from the following exposure pathways at the site:
ingestion of groundwater as drinking water source and direct contact with contaminated soils. As was
the case for the first five year review, the institutional controls preclude use of the groundwater at the
landfill, and consolidation and capping of contaminated soil have eliminated the potential for direct
contact with contaminated soils.

The risk assessments supporting the RODs for AOC A7 used exposure assumptions consistent with
standard practice at the time. Since that time, EPA has updated some of the recommended dermal
contact exposure assumptions. New guidance for evaluating dermal contact exposures was finalized in
July 2004 (Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume | - Human Health Evaluation Manual -
Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk Assessment - Final). Also, the toxicity of
trichloroethylene (TCE) is currently under review. Although current indications are that TCE is more
toxic than previously thought, revised toxicity factors have not yet been issued. Because the remedy
precludes exposure by removing contaminated soils and by prohibiting the use of groundwater, changes
to exposure parameters and toxicity values do not affect the protectiveness of the implemented remedy.

3.12 Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?
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No natural disasters such as flooding, fire or other such incidents have reportedly occurred at the site
during this review period.

3.13 Issues

Despite a general downward trend in VOC and pesticide concentrations over the five-year period, there
were sudden increases in these concentrations at AOC A7 in the fall of 2005. This is believed to have
been a result of a seasonally low water table and to some degree may also have been due to water
infiltration from the surface at well JO-A07-M63. The increased concentrations in late 2005 do not
indicate a new trend. Groundwater sampling has been conducted in general accordance with the
LTMMP. However, after 2004, USACE proposed changes to the frequency of sample collection, to the
number of wells sampled, and to the suite of analytes. EPA accepted these changes, which were
implemented in the fall of 2005. A revised LTMMP is being prepared by the Army and is scheduled for
completion in October 2006.

Issues noted during recent inspection of the site were trees and bushes growing in close proximity to the
fence, evidence of roadwork along the unpaved road that runs between the AOC A7 enclosure and the
Assabet River, recent felling of a large oak tree in the vicinity of JO-A07-M63, a new pathway to/from
the well, and an empty and discarded drum along the eastern side of the AOC A7 enclosure.

There are five wells in degraded condition. These are OHM-A7-10, OHM-A7-12, JO-AQ07-M61,
JO-A07-M62, and JO-A07-M63. Damage includes evidence of surface water and debris infiltration in
some wells; failing surface seals; and possible siltation, causing reductions in well efficiencies. The
existing monitoring well network appears appropriate to monitor long-term groundwater trends at and
downgradient of the landfill with the exception that an upgradient monitoring well is required by
MassDEP regulation. The lack of an upgradient monitoring well does not create a critical data gap
regarding contaminant migration at the landfill, but does leave unanswered any potential changes
created by modifications upgradient to the site.

3.14 Protectiveness
The remedy at OU1 (AOC A7) is protective of human health and the environment.

The selected remedy for AOC A7 consists of consolidation of landfill waste, capping, long-term
groundwater monitoring with O&M. The remedy currently remains protective by precluding the
potential for exposures related to the landfill waste. The remedy is protective also because of the
implementation of the institutional controls, which are functioning to ensure the continued
protectiveness of the remedy. Continued monitoring, as described above is required to determine
whether the selected remedy will remain protective. Based on site inspections and interviews with the
USFWS and the Army, all of the institutional controls are in place at the Sudbury Training Annex and
are still protective. No substantial violation of any institutional control has been recorded. The USFWS
reported limited trespassing in 2004 at the former training annex, and that the trespassing did not affect
AOC AT.
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4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

The following are recommendations that should be accomplished during the next five year review
period. For ease of reference, the information in this section has been summarized into tables ES-2
(Operable Unit 1 Issues), ES-3 (Operable Unit 1 Recommendations and Follow-up Actions, and ES-4
(Sudbury Training Annex Five-Year Review Protectiveness Statements).

41 AOCAT7Y

Maintenance inspections at AOC A7 occur every spring and fall, and repairs have been implemented as
necessary. EPA agreed with recommendations in the 2004 annual report to reduce the analyte list and
the list of wells used for routine sampling, and accepted a recommendation to reduce the sampling
frequency from semi-annual to annual. The current list of wells to be sampled includes two on the
landfill cap, three at the toe of the slope of the cap, and two of the three wells in the Assabet River
floodplain. An eighth well, to be installed as a background well at the south entrance of the AOC A7
enclosure, was proposed to be installed. The following actions are recommended:

e Continued semi-annual measurements of water levels in all 12 wells at the site;
» Continued annual sampling in the fall of 7 of the existing 12 wells at the site;

» Installation of a thirteenth well at the site, to be located as a background well and sampled
annually in the fall.

» Continued review of the appropriateness of the wells to be sampled and the analytes to be
designated.

» Continued semi-annual inspections and annual assessments of the integrity of the institutional
controls.

» Continued semi-annual gas monitoring of the 4 passive gas vents.

The Annual Report for AOC A7 (USACE 2006) included recommendations for 2006. These included
well repairs and maintenance, changes to the list of wells to be sampled, installation of a new upgradient
monitoring well at the AOC A7 site, vegetation controls in the landfill drainage system, installation and
measurement of surface water staff gauges to enhance understanding of groundwater gradients, and
survey of the new and repaired wells and of the staff gauges.

All well water elevations were to be gauged on a semi-annual basis. Sampling was to continue at one
new and seven existing wells on an annual basis in the fall. The 5 wells slated for water level
measurements only would be sampled if necessary, based on results of analyses at the 8 wells slated for
sampling. Sampling should continue in the fall when groundwater levels are low, so any increases in
concentrations tied to low water levels will be observed.

In accordance with the O&M component of the remedy, the landfill cap and surrounding area should be
kept clear of encroaching vegetation and dumped materials, such as the noted empty steel drum.
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4.2 Other AOCs

According to the closeout document signed by EPA, there are no remedies in place requiring five-year
review at any of the 73 original AOCs except for AOC A7 (Weston 2001) and areas related to the
site-wide arsenic investigation (i.e., statutory reviews). All 73 sites are described in Table 1. Extended
summaries for sites at which some level of contamination was identified were provided in Appendix F.
Two issues arose from the additional summaries.

4.2.1 Issuel

Although there are no remedies in place for AOCs P58 and P31 and the monitoring wells were
decommissioned, the concentrations of arsenic in groundwater until 2001 historically exceeded the EPA
drinking water standard that was promulgated February 22, 2002, decreasing the standard from 50 pg/L
to 10 pg/L

4.2.2 Issue 2

AOC P58 is now owned by the USFWS. The land is subject to institutional controls that restrict land use
and prevent the use of groundwater for drinking water. However, because the adjacent AOC P31 is state
forest outside the boundary of property transferred to USFWS in MOA 2000, it is unclear whether
portions of AOC P31 are subject to the same or similar land use restrictions as the USFWS property.

4.2.3 Recommendations

Further consideration of the concentrations of arsenic in the groundwater at AOC P58 and P31 should be
considered, given the more stringent standard for arsenic, and of the status of drinking water supply
wells for the nearby residential area.

Clarify whether AOC P31, as a portion of the state forest that is not under the control of the USFWS, is
protected by appropriate institutional controls.

4.3 Next Five Year Review

Groundwater and soils at AOC A7 are currently contaminated above levels that would allow for
unrestricted use. Under such conditions the NCP, 40 CFR 8 430 (f) (4) (ii), requires five-year reviews.
There also is a continuing need for land use restrictions at areas treated with arsenical herbicides that
have resulted in concentrations in soil that are not appropriate for unrestricted land use. The next review
should be performed within five years of completion of this review.
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Chart 1: Lindane in OHM-A7-08
from 1999
(For 1992-1998 results, see Tables 6 and 7)
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Chart 2: Lindane in OHM-A7-51
from 1999

(For 1996 to 1998 data see Tables 6 and 7)

0.5 Zero concentrations: not detected
_ | |at the reporting limit shown ol [ B B e L
g . [ S (A J L]
2 O [ " e N () M ||
g 03 | | | | |
(72}
& | [ T S i Jr il ol 1))
= 0.1 1 : * | :
= 0 W T s B S s S :
N T N | T WO D WS W A
0.0 | | ; | | | |
& &8 8 &8 &5 & §8 8 8 8 3 3 8 38
2 8 ¥ & & 8 .8 . 8 .8 8 £ 3
Time
+ Well A7-51 = Reporting limit

— MCP GW-1 gw std = 0.2 ug/L

— Dec 2002 EPA SW recomm of 0.98 ug/L.




12 Zero concentrations: not| [ 1N |
» 1.0 -{detected at the reporting LN S [ — B S —
% limit shown ¢ T = — T
= 0.8 - = . = ———f—t——t
: | ’ 1
€ 06— % 1 1
R 7| 2 i
8 04— | |
o g —1 ’—1 I I l :
S 02- ) ) ) - (| | — 44— s k b . P
00-:!_L2 I T T TN N N s
¢ 8 5 3 8 8 8 8 8 8 3 5% & 8 83 8 3 3 8 8
&8 28 28 8 38 38 3 S5 &8 38 T8
Time
+« Well A7-62 = Reporting limit

Chart 3: Lindane in JO-A07-M62
(All data below EPA SW std of 0.98 ug/L)
(Water level too low to sample in Sept 2005)
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Chart 4: Lindane in JO-A07-M63

from 1999

(All data below EPA standard of 0.98 ug/L)
(For 1996 to 1998 data see Tables 6 and 7)
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Chart 5: 4,4'-DDD in OHM-A7-08 from 2000

(For data from 1997 to 1999 see Tables 6 and 7)
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Chart 6: 1,1,2 2-Tetrachloroethane in OHM-A7-51 from 2000
(For 1993 to 1999 data see Tables 6 and 7)
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Chart 7: 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane in OHM-A7-52 from 2000

(For 1996 to 1999 data, see Tables 6 and 7)

(Sampling discontinued after June 2005)
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Chart 8: 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane in JO-A07-M61 from 2000
For 1996 to 1999 data, see Tables 6 and 7.
Sampling discontinued after May 2005
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Chart 9: 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane in JO-A7-M63 from 2000
(For 1996 to 1999 data, see Tables 6 and 7)
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Chart 10: Tetrachloroethene (PCE) in OHM-A7-08 from 2000
(For 1992 to 1999 data see Tables 6 and 7)
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Chart 11: Tetrachloroethene (PCE) in OHM-A7-51 from 2000
(For 1993 to 1999 data see Tables 6 and 7)
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Chart 12: Tetrachloroethene (PCE) in OHM-A7-52
(Sampling at this well was discontinued from Fall 2005)
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Chart 13: Tetrachloroethene (PCE) in JO-A07-M63
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Chart 14: Trichloroethene (TCE) in OHM-A7-52 from 2000
(Sampling discontinued after June 2005)
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SUDBURY ANNEX
2006 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT
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Table 1. Site Status Table

Current Protectiveness

Evaluated in

Site | Site Description ‘s Disposition of Waste Date Five Year
and Decision Status s o
Review?
The following sites were included in Record of Decision documents signed by the EPA and Army with MassDFP concurrence: Ad, A7, A9, A2,

P11, P13, P36 and P37. For all other AQCs, NFADDs have been signed by the BCT. Greater specificity is included below in this table.
Al Decontaminated Cleaned up to residential RA-CS (Weston 1997b). 1996 No.

Mustard Area - cleanup goals for metals in Removal of two empty drums, with

located near the soil, circa 1996, Cleanup excavation and removal of 38 yd’

northern border of | goals for copper 30 mg/kg, soil contaminated with metals.

the Annex in lead 50 mg/kg, manganese Removed soil was consolidated as

Maynard, 500 mg/kg and zinc 40 me/kg | subgrade to landfill cap at AOC

approximately (Master Environmental Plan A7. Backfilled with soils from

2,200-ft southeast | Addendum, February 2002). AOC P22,

of the Green Backfilled with soil from

Meadow AQC P22, Institutional

Elementary School | control in place per MOA

(E&E 1994). Field | between US Army and

testing of USFWS 28Sep2000 that

fumigants, requires notification for

fungicides, and changes in land use from

mustard agent. recreational and wildlife

The site is refuge.

bounded on the NFA DD signed December

north by Patral 1997 (see Weston 1997).

Road, on the south

and west by

Taylor Brook, and

is accessed by a

dirt road that

diverges southwest

from Patrol Road.

A2 | Demolition Lead, cadmium, HMX, and RA-CS (Weston 1997h). 1996, | No.

Ground T - located | camphor cleaned up to Excavation and removal of signed | Residential soil

near the northern residential remediation goals, approximately 156 ¢y of soil Dec standards were

border of the in July to November, 1996. contaminated with metals, 1997. | achieved at

Annex, Institutional control in place | consolidated as subgrade ta landfill AOC A2,

approximately per MOA between US Army | cap at AOC A7. Residential Since the MCP

1,000-ft west of and USFWS 288ep2000 that | Remediation Goals: standards for

Site Al and 300-ft | requires notification for Camphor 52 mg/kg, Sb 3.5, Cd 2, these chemicals

south of Patrol changes in land use from Cu 30, Zn 40, Pb 56 and HMX 5.8 have not .

Road (WEStOH recreational and wildlife mgﬂ(g. Backfilled with s0il from changed S“:me

2001). A2 is refuge. AOC P22, :33:51:26 site

bordered on the NFA DD signed December Summary: otective of

north by Patrol 1997 (see Weston 1997). ) ) . |

Road, on the east Antimony nondetect, with detection human health

by Taylor Brook, levels up o 3.2 mg/kg (below target and_the

and is accessed by of 3.5 mg/kg). environment,

a dirt road that Cadmium nondetect, with detection with no land
limits up to 0.91 mg/kg (below use restrictions.

diverges either
southwest from
Patrol Road or
north from Puffer
Pond.

target of 2 mg/kg).

Copper 4.1 to 14.6 mg/kg (below target
of 30 mg/kg).

Lead non-detect (detection limit 3.9
mgkg) to 5.5 mg/kg (below target
of 50 mg/kg).

Zinc 12.9 to 32.9 mg/kg (below target
of 40 mg/kg).

HMX was not detected (the detection




Table 1. Site Status Table

Current Protectiveness

Evaluated in

Site | Site Description d Decision Stat Disposition of Waste Date Five Year
and Decision Status Review?
limit was 1.1 mg/kg which is below
the target of 5.8 mg/kg).
Camphor was not detected (this
included review of tentatively
identified compounds).
Backfill from AOC P22
A3 | General Dump No further action decision Four drums removed. Soil left in Nov No. A3
(former trash document signed by BCT. place. 1998 satisfies MCP
dump). Stfe ABBd1‘99fr6b. Soil— S-1 2r|ddGW-1
minor and infrequent standards.
;;:(a)c i‘)i a?%g(;j exceedances of residential
& NEpI; f Pl.ll ff:er screening criteria for Aroclor-
Pond (Weston 12:4. Surface \\;ater[agd
. sediment—metals Al, Fe and
2001). AOCA3is | py, " Be ang Al in sediment
a largT c]gared slightly exceed criteria (circa
ea s t‘;"‘;%‘g’:’; 1998). Heptachlor epoxide in
0 south. : GW, not exceeding GW-1 or
is bordered on its EPA MCL standards.
northern side by
Patrel Road and
on its western and
southern sides by a
wetland. Next to a
road and a
cranberry bog.
Two dirt roads
lead south and
! uphill from Patrol
Road to a large
sandy pit
surrcunded by
earthen berms.
The tree line
borders the dirt
road as well as the
clear pit area. In i
the southern
corner of the farge
pit, a trail leads
south and then
southwest for
about 200-ft
towards AOC P5
and the wetland
A4 | Waste Dump No further action per record Mo information regarding types of | Sep97 | No. No review
of decision {signed by Army | waste material. Included in required per
and EPA with MassDEP facility-wide arsenic investigation. ROD
concurrence). Risk
assessment indicated
suitability for unrestricted
tand use.
A5 | Solvent/'Waste No further action decision Laboratory solvents disposed intoa | Nov?8 | No
Dump document (Signed by BCT; trench. Canned food buried.

see ABB 1996b}, based on




Table 1. Site Status Table

Current Protectiveness

Evaluated in

Site | Site Description and Decision Status Disposition of Waste Date lil‘;ilve .Yeslr
eview?!
soi] sampling with no
exceedances of residential
criteria for EPA Region 3
RBC for residential soil.
(circa 1998).

A6 | Dcmolition WFA DD (Sudbury Annex No remediation conducted due to Mar95 { No.
Ground 11 Administrative Record (AR} low levels of PAHS in soil and
Demolition of document SU 241C1EEP; groundwater (falling below criteria
explosives from U.S. Army Environmental MCP GW-1/ 5-1 a'nFl MCL}. Trace
Watertown Center, 1995b). levels only of pesticides and
Arsenal and reject | No further action decision metals. Localized PAHs at center
munitions. document signed by the Army of AOC A6. No migration of

with EPA concurrence 27 PAHSs from the center of AQC AG.
March 1995.

NFA recommended based on

low PAH concentrations and

no migration of them.

A7 | Old Gravel Pit No further action to control Constituents are contained withina | SC Yes. Statutory
Landfill - Landfill | soit source per record of landfill that has a multi-layer ROD review per
site has received decision, with long-term impermeable cover. Included in (OHM | ROD.
materials from monitoring of groundwater to | facility-wide arsenic investigation. | 1995b)
various ather manage migration (OHM Sep 95
AQOCs; some 1997, Weston 1997a). MOM
materials were Constituents including VOCs, ROD
transported away; | BMNAs, PCBs, pesticides, (OHM
the landfill was herbicides, explosives, and 1997)
capped; AOC A7 metals. Institutional controls signed
has been inspected | restrict other land uses. Sep97
and wells sampled
semiannually
through May
2006. EPA has
approved a
recommendation
to change to .
monitoring at )
fewer wells with
the frequency
changing to
annual.

AB | Food Burial Area No further action decision Burial of foods following 27 No.

document (NFADD signed by | preservation experimentation. No | March
the Army with EPA contamination was found. 1995

concurrence March 27, 1995}
for AOC AS/PI0. AR
document SU 94111EEP.
Soil, surface water, and
sediment sampling found no
evidence of contamination.
Soil criteria were protective
of human health; (below
MCP GW-1/ 8-1 standard)
sediment criteria were
protective of ecological




Table 1. Site Status Table

Current Protectiveness

Evaluated in

Site | Site Description and Decision Status Disposition of Waste Date Five .Year
Review?
health. {Ontario Minisry of
the Environment lowest effect
level and/or the NOAA
cffects range low-levels).
Groundwater screening
values were based on the
assumption that groundwater
would be used in the future
and that the Annex will be
used for residential purposes
and is compared to MCP
GW-1 standards and the EPA
and MASSDEP MCLs for
DW, no evidence of
groundwater contamination
was detected. (Master
Environmental Plan
Addendum, February 2002).

A9 | POL Burnt Area No further action and suitable | Eleven (11) cy of soil were Sep?7 | No.
for unrestricted land use per removed, and backfilled with clean
record of decision for soil (Westont 1997b). Although the
management of migration A9 site was included in facility-
{OHM 1997). wide arsenic investigation,

remedial actions at the site moved
soils containing lead, thallium and
arsenic in excess of the cleanup
standards 300 mg/kg, 20 mg/kg,
and 30 mg/kg. In each of these
cases, the final concentrations were
less than half the cleanup standards
{thallium was not detected, with
reporting limits up to 0.21 mg/kg).

Al0 | Railroad Pi/UST | NFA DD for A8 and A10 Former USTs have been pumped Dec99 | No.
Area {AR document SU out and filled with water.
Neighbors S4111EEP; also ABB 1996b) | 1ncluded in facility-wide arsenic
reportedly dumped | Signed by the Army, with investigation.
waste automotive | EPA concurrence March 27,
oil into pit. 19%7. Constituents in soil

found to be below EPA
Region II1I risk-based
concentrations for residential
soil. All groundwater results
were below federal and
Massachusetts MCLs.

All 1 Leaching Field - NFADD Sanitary sewer leaching field. A DecS8 | No. Further
located in the (ABB 1996b) drum was removed from the area information can
southern part of .. and staged with debris at AOC be found in
the Sudbury Inorganics in surface water P13. Preliminary risk evaluation ~ Appendix F.
Training Annex, f°"“°¥'y. excegded MCLs. No risk.
east of the Arsenic in sgdlmcnt foqnerly
. . exceeded criteria for soil.
intersection of L
Marlboro Brook Cadmium in sml'formerly_

d Diagonal exceeded ecological criteria.
an I{ .
Road (Weston Risk assessment conducted

2001). Bounded

for recreational visitors,
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Current Protectiveness

Evaluated in

Site | Site Description . Disposition of Waste Date Five Year
and Decision Status .o
Review?

by Marlbaro workers, construction

Brook and workers, and groundwater use

Diagonal Road on | as drinking water.

its western edge

and by a forest on

all other sides.

This site was a

sanitary sewer

leaching field and

served as the

pump house and

water purification

systems for

CFHA.

A12 | Polychlorinated No further action per record RA-CS: Sep96 | No. Further
biphenyls (FCBs) | of decision (ROD) for Temporarily stored transformers information can
Spill Remediation | Operable Units 4 and 5 (US were vandalized and fluids spilled be found in
Area - AOC Al2 Army Environmental Center, | i 1983- 1984, In July 1985 Appendix F.
is located in the 1996) which states that a five | (rancrormers were removed and
southern part of year review is not required. disposed of. 300 gallons of oil
the Annex and on | Cleanup goals were approved | .4 162.7 tons of soil were
the southern side | by MassDEP. removed during multiple phases of
of Moore Road remediation in the summer of
between Firchouse 1985. Confirmatory samples after
Road and November 1985 indicated 1 result
Diagonal Road of 10.7 ppm, therefore MassDEP
(Weston 2001). requested additional removal.

This site is located Additional soil was excavated

between AOCs bringing the total to approximately

P36 and P37. 175 tons in 1986. Confirmatory

AQC P36 (Former samples yielded results of less than

Raytheon 4 ppm of PCBs. MassDEP

Building} is approved clean up March |, 1989

located on the (OHM, 1594). Adjacent to AQC

southern side of P36. Included in facility-wide -
- | Moore Road in the arsenic investigation. z.

southern part of

the Sudbury

Training Annex

about 1,000-ft

from the

installation

boundary

(Weston 2001).

AQCP37is

located near the
intersection of
Moore Road and
Diagonat Road in
the southemn part
of the Annex
(Weston 2001),
northeast of
Building T104
(Site P36) and the
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Evaluated in

Site | Site Description - Disposition of Waste Date Five Year
and Decision Status s
Review?
PCB remediation
area (Site A12)

P1 UST Across from | No further action decision Included in facility-wide arsenic Dec?9 i No. Further
Building T223 - document signed by BCT. investigation. Greater detail may information can
on the Risk assessment determined be found in ABB 1997 (AR be found in
southeastern side no adverse risks for document SU97032ABBS; ABB Appendix F.
of Patro] Road, recreational visitors, workers, | 1997, see also HLA 1999), an 55l
approximately construction workers, and repost in which ABB reported
1,800-ft northeast | ecological receptors. concern over potential exposures to
of the main gate of As in AOC P1 seils for human
the Sudbury receptors; antimony was reported
Training Annex from filtered groundwater as
{Weston 2001). “glightly above its primary MCLs".

P2 | Building T267 Institutional control in place RA-CS. 1959 No.

Fuel Spills - per MOA between US Army | pesticide malathion was spilled
situated on the and USFWS 288ep2000 onto dirt floor, with soil excavated
southeastern side {MOQA 2000) that requires in 1988 and removed with
of Patrol Road notification for changes in confirmation at 0.062 ppm. Metals
about 2,000-ft | land use from recreational and PCBs found in soil. 693 yd®
norttheast from the | and wildlife refuge. soi] removed and placed at AOC
ﬁam gate of the USFWS reported in 2006 that | A7.
2(';61 le )x F(["\}F:;zston Building T267 was removed | Confirmatory samples taken after
: .y in 2003. the removat action showed that
atluminum building . . . h
stands in a cleared | Post-remedial confirmation residual concentrations were below
area. Two large samples below residential MCP S-1! soil standa.rds:
openings exist on cleanup goals. + TPH at concentrations below
the northern side 159 mg/kg
of the structure. * Lead below 11.4 mg/kg
o Zinc below 20.7 mg/kg
* VOCs not detected
* SVOCs not detected
¢ Diesel fuel below 48 mg/kg
» Arsenic below 58.7 mg/kg
The Army, EPA, and MassDEP
agreed that no further excavation
was needed.
Excavation backfilled with clean
soil.

P3 | Building T209 NFADD (AR document SU Leaking UST containing heating March | No

UST 94112EEP) signed by the oil. 190 tons of soil were removed. | 1995
Army, with EPA concurrence | Residual soil contained less than
27 March 1995, stating that 100 ppm TPH.
no TPH was found at
downgradient locations, and
! metals in groundwater appear
| to be associated with
particulate matter.

P4 | Bunker Drum No further action decision Four intact and upright drams ona | Decl9 | No. Further
Area document signed by BCT, pallet, one marked “poisen”, were | 99 information can
in a wooded area | Stating no adverse risk removed. Another drum was be found in

associated with wildlife removed and staged at AOC P17. Appendix F,




Table 1. Site Status Table

C ‘P . Evaluated in
Site | Site Description Hrren .rll)tectlveness Disposition of Waste Date Five Year
and Decision Status .
Review?
in the central area | refuge or recreational land Included in facility-wide arsenic
of the Sudbury use, construction workers, or | i vegtigation.
Training Annex, ecological receptors. ABB
south of Honey 1997 (AR document SU
Brook between 97032ABBS) reported
Bunkers 347 and excessive SVOCs and arsenic
349 (Weston in surface soils for residential
2001). development; possibly toxic
AOC P4 four concentrations of vanadium
upright 55-gallon | for certain plants._ _
drums, lashed Recommended wildlife
together on a refugt? !and use with inclusion
pallet, located in faClllltyTWIdf: arsenic
between Bunker investigation.
347 and 349
(OHM 1994). One
of the drums was
marked “poison”.
P5 Drum Storage No further action decision Drums removed and staged at Nov98 | No.
Area, reported in | document signed by BCT. AQC P13. No visible staining of
2001 f&_-Yr Review | g.q also ABB 1996h. soil. Samples indicated the
as having been presence of metals slightly above
included in the SI background. Human health PRE
for AOC A3. with conservative assumptions of
exposure. As and Be slightly
above public health screening
values. Ecological PRE: DDD, As,
Cr and Pb slightly exceeded ‘
ecological screening values in only .
1 or 2 samples. i
P6 | Puffer Pond No further action decision Possible dumping and burial of ' Nov98 | No. A
Possible Dump document signed by BCT. laboratory waste reported by significant
Area - located in See also ABB 1996b. former Natick laboratory change since
the forest between employees. 1998 is the
the northern shore A preliminary risk evaluation was i current (2006)
of Puffer Pond and conducted for exposures to ’ MCP GW-1
Puffer Pond Road trespassers, recreational users, and EPA
(Weston 2001). construction workers, and requirement
The dirt access groundwater uses. Concentrations (MCL) for
road into the site of inorganics in soil were found to arsenic 1n
splits and ends in exceed only ecological screening groundwater
an oval loop by an values, which was attributable to a which has
old landing stage single subsurface soil sample. In changed frem
on the shore of surface water, inorganic substances 50t 10 pg/L.
Puffer Pond. were detected in excess of human The site
and ecological risk screening remains
values, even though it is unlikely protective of
that the surface water is a viable human health
source of drinking water. and the
environment,

Pesticides were detected in
sediment at concentrations
exceeding ecological screening
values, although in some cases the
screening values were below
values expected in the background.

even under the
moire stringent
standard for
arsenic in
groundwater.
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Site | Site Description and Decision Status Disposition of Waste Date Five ‘Yezir
Review?
The ecological screening values for
surface water sediment were
notably conservative, and were
determined to overestimate risks.
The concentrations of constituents
in groundwater were found to be
acceptable since they were ail less
than the prevailing MCP standards.
A no further action decision
document was signed by BCT in
November 1998.
P7 Patrol Road Dump | NFADD signed by the Army | Miscellaneous chemical waste Apr85 | No.
Area 31 Aug 1995, EPA disposal area reported by former

concurrence 14 November Natick laboratory employees. No

19595, AR document SU contamination indicated by soil

950420HMP. gas, test pits, seil and groundwater
samples. No likely complete
exposure pathway for ecological
receptors. No remedial actions
were conducted.

Pg Possible See AOC A7 Possible transformer disposal area | Sep97 [ No. The site is
Transformer within AQC A7. Subsumed into physically
Disposal AOC A7 during remedial activitics included in

at AOC A7 AOC A7.

P9 Stream Dump No further action decision Possible dumping and burial of Dec99 | No.

, Sites A7 and A9 - | document included in ABB laboratory waste reported by The site is
| near the northern 1996b. former Natick laboratory protective with
border of the employees. Surface soil samples {he cutrent
installation were taken in the timeframe May institutional
boundary between to September 1995. Risk controls in
AOC A7 and AOC assessment included sotl exposures place.
A9 along Patrol to trespasser, workers, construction
Road (Weston workers, and use of the
2001). The dump | groundwater. Only minor
area is on the exceedance of ecological criteria
north side of the by pesticides in sediment. No
intersection of remedial activities were conducted.
Patrol Road and a Included in facility-wide arsenic
southeast-t0- investigation.
northwest- flowing
brook. The brook
flows underneath a
bridge on Patrol
Road and
continues
northwest to the
Assabet River
about 800-ft to the
north.

P10 | Confidence No further action decision Possible dumping and burial of Nov94 | No.
Course Dump document with AOC A8, laboratory waste was reported by
Area former Natick laboratory

employees. No significant
evidence of contamination was
found. No exceedances of criteria
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Site | Site Description . e Disposition of Waste Date Five Year
and Decision Status Review?
eview?
for human or ecological health.
Evaluated concurrently with AQC
AB.

P11 | Building T405 Listed on NPL in 1990. Possible dumping and burial of i Sep96 | No. Not
Dump Area - Included in FFA between US | laboratory waste along the fence required by the
Butlding T405 is Army and US EPA in 1991. line was reported by former Natick ROD for OU4.
located within No further action per ROD laboratory employees. Between In addition,
AOC P11 on the for OU4, allowing for use as a | July 1999 and August 2004 MCP S-1
Stow boundary of | wildiife refuge (US Army asbestos containing material was standards have
the Sudbury Environmental Center 1996) | removed from 11 buildings and not changed
Annex, at the structures and disposed of at a since 2000, so
approximate ] permitted asbestos landfill. the site remains
center of the gi?\?m?;t%?}? 4and 5 is Between November 1999 and July protective.
property { Weston 96091 USAS (US A 2000 remediation of explosive
2001). Buildings i ( rmy residue occurred within building
T406 through Environmental Center 1996) | 7405 ang the associated drainage
T409 and the system during the closure of AQC
Firehouse are P11 and building T104.
located in the Confirmatory soil sample results
vicinity of were well below MCP S-1
Building T405. guidelines in 2000. Fluorescent
Building T104 is lights and ballasts, hazardous
located across waste and scrap metal and mercury
Hudson Road, switches were removed from all
approximately 2 buildings within the annex.
miles southeast of Materials were classified and
the main property. disposed of accordingly (Master

Envircnmental Plan Addendum,
February 2002). Further remedial
actions occurred under BRAC.
Confirmatory soil results were well
below MCP S-1 human health
standards in 2000. The ecclogical
assessment indicated that arsenic,
lead, and zinc in the soil were
unlikely to pose a significant risk
to the raccoon, red fox, white- i
footed mouse, or American robin
species.

P12 | Abandoned UST NFA per ROD (AR document | RA-CS. UST holding JP-4 and Sep%6 | No.
at Site A9 SU 96091 USAS; U.5. Army | water was removed and contents

Environmental Center 1996} containerized. Soil beneath tank
for Operable Units 4 and 5; stained. 30.75 yd* containing TPH
signed by BCT for land use as | removed and recycled. Included in
a wildlife refuge. the AOC A9 ROD.

Removal actions in 1992 led

to the remaining soil being

tested and having 14-35

mg'kg of TPH; up to 0.27

ppm Zn; 0.5 ppm Pb.

P13 ' MFFA Listed on NPL in 1990. Remediation actions occurred Sepf6 | No.
{Massachuseits Included in FFA between US | under BRAC (See AOC P11). The site
Fire Fighting Army and US EPA in 1591. USTs, ASTs, and fire training remains
Academy) — No further action per record | activities. protective




Table 1. Site Status Table

Current Protectiveness

Evaloated in

Site | Site Description and Decision Status Disposition of Waste Date Five 'YBE‘I’I'
Review?
reviewed in of decision (US Army Pust-remediation confirmatory soil while the MCP
connection with Environmental Center 15996) results were well belaw MCP S-1 S-1 standards
P11 - Building for use as a wildlife refuge. guidelines in 2000. The ecological are unchanged.
T405 is located assessment indicated that arsenic,
within AOC Pi1 lead, and zinc in the soi} were
on the Stow unlikely te pose a significant risk
boundary of the to the raccoon, red fox, white-
Sudbury Annex, at footed mouse, or American robin
the approximate species.
center of the Included in facitity-wide arsemic
property (Weston Included in facility-wide arseni
2001). Buildings mvestigation.
T406 through
T409 and the
Firchouse are
located in the
vicinity of
Building T405.
Building T104 is
located across
Hudson Road,
approximately 2
miles southeast of
the main property.
P14 | East Gate Burial NFADD {AR document Disposal of drummed waste Aug94 | No.
Dump S5U940520HMP) signed by derived from polyurethane foam 2007 5YIRvw
US Army 4 Aug 1994, with and fiberglass structure research. reported “no
EFPA concurrence 13 April No evidence of the purported use
1994, (Title page dated May | disposal was found. restrictions™.
1994}
P15 | Navy Burning NFADD (AR document SU S1 - Identified as a bumning ground | Mar94 | No.
Ground 940310HMP; US Army by former Natick Laboratory The site was
Environmental Center 1994a) | employees. Field investigation mistakenly
signed by the Army with EPA | included soil gas survey, identified.

concurrence dated 25 March
1994,

geophysical survey and
groundwater sampling from one
well. Mo significant contamination
was found. Upon second interview
with Natick lab employees who
first identified the site, that he
mistock P15 for activities
associated with area P48,
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P16 | Bunkers 302,306, Institutional control in place Former ammunition bunkers used Dec97 | No.
and 309 - located per MOA between US Army | to store waste from Natick MCP §-1
in the north central | and USFWS 28Sep2004 that Laboratories, wood pallets, sheet standards were
part of the Annex | requires notification for metal ductwork, heat cxchangers, not exceeded in
on slightly higher changes in land use from foods, and food preparation the 1996
ground between a | recreational and wildlife equipment. Soil in bunkers found confirmatory
wetland on the refuge. Post-remedial to contain pesticides and PAHs in soil sampling.
west and Puffer confirmation samples below excess of risk-based
Pond to the east residential cleanup goals. concentrations. Arsenic and
{(Weston 2001). SVOCs detected in drainage
AQC P16 consists . y pathways and soil between
of three bunkers No further action decision bunkers. Empty drum removed.
(302, 306, and document signed by BCT 38 vd® of soil exceeding soil
309) that are ) December 1997. standards in August 1996 were
located 800 ft west | See also ABB 1996b. removed and placed at AOC A7.
of Puffer Pond The reader is referred to Weston
along a dirt road 1997 RA closeout report for
which, in this area, greater detail.
runs paralle] to
Puffer Pond Road.
The three bunkers
are surrounded by
forest and their
entrances face the
direct road.
Surface elevations
range from
approximately 195
ft amsl at Bunker
309 to over 200 fi
ams] at Bunker
302. Depth to
groundwater was
estimated to be
less than 16-ft
below ground
surface (bgs).
Surface water
flows from the site
to the northwest to
the wetland and
cast toward Puffer
Fond.
P17 | Building T206 USFWS reported in 2006 that | Burial of Vietnam-era clothing Dec99 { No.
Building T206 was removed from Natick Laboratories. No
in 2003. excess risk found for recreational
No further action decision visitors, workers, and construction
document signed by BCT. workers. No remediation was
found to be necessary. Included in
facility-wide arsenic investigation.
P18 | Cloth Burial Arez. | NFADD (AR document Burial of 1970s-¢ra cloth from May94 | No.
SI activities 940530HMP) signed by the | Natick Laboratories. No signs of

showed P18 to be
the site of a
discarded tent.

Army, with EPA concurrence
19 Aug 1994,

contamination found. No
remediation was found to be
necessary.
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P1S | Clearing and NFADD (AR document Small burn area, stressed trees. Nove5 | No.
Tracked Area SUS50430HMP; US Army One drum removed. One sample No land use
Environmental Center 1995k) | was taken. No indication of restrictions.
signed by Army 31 Aug 1995 | possible contamination was
with EPA concurrence 14 identified.
November 1995. (Title page
April 1985)
P20 | Bumed Area and Mo further action decision RA - CS, Jan 13, | No.
Drum - A‘LOC P20 | document signed by BCT, Small burn area, stressed trees. 2000
is a clearing January 13, 2000. Remedial actions completed 1999.
located in the ABB 1997 (SSI data Soil excavated to 2 foot depth
north-central part | packages March 1997); AR | based on a lead cleanup goal of
of the Sudbury document SU 97032 ABBS. | 300 mg/kg and laboratory
Training Annex confirmation samples.
(Weston 2001).
The area is
separated from
Puifer Pond Road
. on the SW side by
a soil and stone
berm.
P21 | Possible Dump NFADD (AR document Possible dump area by Natick May%4 | No.
" Area SU940540HMP) signed by Laboratories, reportedly with
: the Army, with EPA stained soil. No apparent
‘ concurrence 19 August 1994. | contamination was found; no threat
| to human health or the
environment.
P22 | Old Gravel Pit No further action decision No evidence of contamination was [ Apr%9 | No.
document signed by BCT found. No remediation was found
{USACE 1999). to be necessary.
Soils from AOC P22 were used to
backfill various AQCs from which
soil was removed and applied to
: AOC AT
F23 | Building T465 Institutional control in place Former aerial delivery testing Dec 97 | No.
(Drums). per MOA between US Army | facility for Natick Laboratories,
South side of and UUSFWS 28Sep20({} that | and for measuring smoke

Puffer Fond, in the
central part of the
Annex. - includes
Building T465 and
a concrete pad
near the building
{Weston 2001).
P23 ison the
broad crest of a
ridge that slopes
southeastward
toward the
northeastern most
bunkers and slopes
northwestward
across Puffer Road

requires notification for
changes in land use from
recreational and wildlife
refuge. Post-remedial
confirmation samples below
residential cleanup goals.

See also ABB 1996b.

Cleanup satisfied MCP S-1
soil standards in 1996/1997,
S-1 standards have not
changed. Site remains
protective of human heaith
and the environment.

obscurants. Two drums removed.
Arsenic and TPH found in seil at
levels exceeding criteria protective
of human health, Lead found at
high levels at only one location,
prior to remediation/excavation.
24 yd® of soil was excavated and
removed to AOC A7, and
backfilled with clean soil.
Confirmatory soil samples were
below the human health and
ecological PRE cleanup goals that
would confirm acceptability for
use as residential land or as
recreational/ wildlife refuge vse
(USACE ROD Sep1997; PRE
“residential” standard was applied
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toward Honey to Al, A2, A7, A9, P2, Pi6, P23,
Brook P39, P41 as outlined in Stone and
Webster Basis of Design/Design
Analysis1996)
P24 { Cleared Area NFADD (AR document Cleared area with vehicle tracks May94 | No.
SU940550HMP; US Army and metal debris. No evidence of
Environmentat Center contamination was fourd, no
1994m) signed Aug 1994 by samples taken, and no remediation
Army with EPA concurrence | was found to be necessary.
19 August 1994,

P25 | Test Chamber NFADD (AR document Cleared area with vehicle tracks,a  Nov95 | No.

Building T463 - SU950440HMP; US Army reinforced-concrete bunker-like Review
located in the Environmentat Center 19951) | structure, and an emnpty above- confirms that
west-central part signed by the Army 31 Aug ground storage tank. Remedial there was 1o
of the Sudbury 1995 with EPA concurrence | actions were conducted, by evidence of
Training Annex, i4 Novemnber 1995. removing the tank. contamination.
about 3,000-ft Soil samples were compared to

south of th.e criteria protective of humman and

Assabet River and ecological health.

midway between

Patrol Road and

White Pond Road

along an unpaved

road connecting

the two (Weston

2001). Building

T463 stands

against a hill and

is surrounded by

forest. Building

T463 isa

reinforced-

concrete bunker-

like structure,

reported as empty

Apnl 2001.

P26 | Air Drop Zone NFADD (AR document SU Area was used to test flame Mar No.

Clearing 94102EEP; US Ammy retardant clothing. Sampling of 1995
Environmental Center soil, surface water, and
1995m)} signed by by the groundwater, and comparison to
Army 6 January 1995 with residential screening values
EPA concurrence 27 March indicated no evidence of
1995. contamination,

P27 | Pyrotechnics Test | Listed on the NPL in 1990. Two clearings used to test Aug00 | No. Further
Area - located in | No further action decision pyrotechnics. A risk-based information can
the north-central document signed by BCT. cleanup goal for arsenic was set at be found in
part of the See also ABB 1996b, 250 mg/kg (for laboratory Appendix F.
Sudbury Training confirmation) and 200 pg/g (for Cleanup
Annex on the analysis by on-site x-ray removed
north side of fluorescence). 3693 cy of soil and material known
Patrol Road and ACM were removed, and O&M for to contain more
mostly north of the groundwater was conducted in than 250 mg/kg |
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perimeter fence May 2001 GW sampling round for arsenic. EPA
{Weston 2001} both total and dissolved arsenic. has expressed
Twa clear areas, As was not detected in the May concems over
adjacent to a 2001 sampling event. (MEP toxicity values
wettand on the Addendurn, 2002). related to dirt-
north. bikers’
exposure to
arsenic-
containing dust.
Since the
toxicity value
used to derive
the cleanup
goal has not
changed, the
site rernains
protective of
human health
and the
environment.
P28 | Rocket Range - Institutional control in place RA - CS. Arca formerly used for | Dec99 | No. Further
located in the per MOA between US Army | rail activities, rocket testing, and information can
northern section of | and USFWS 288ep2000 that | recreational activities. Herbicides be found in
the seuthern part requires noftification for used along railway and to maintain Appendix F.
of the Annex changes in land vse from line-of-sight. Elevated levels of Cleanup
(Weston 2001). recreational and wildlife arsenic warranted soil removal achieved

The southern part
of the Annex is
Jjust south of
Hudson Road,
which divides the
Sudbury Training
Annex into north
and south sections.
The AOC P28
location is also
situated adjacent
to the former
CFHA, a
residential area.

The main corridor
consists of an area
about 3600-ft long
and 100-ft wide
and includes a
gravel roadway.
This area consists
of a sandy-gravely
surface that is
relatively flat. No

refuge.
See also ABB 1996b.

Details ¢an be found in
Weston 1997,

actions. 4,700 yd® of soil was
removed and placed at AOC A7.
Excavation was backfilled from
AQOC P22. Included in facility-
wide arsenic investigation.

arsenic levels
below the risk-
based target of
250 mg/kg for
dirt-bikers’
exposure to
dust. MOA
requires
USFWS to
notify EPA of
any changes
from
recreational/
wildlife refuge
use. AQC P28
is included in
the facility-
wide arsenic
investigation
discussed in
Appendix F.
Since the

toxicity value
used to derive

vegetation exists the cleanup
along this corridor. goal has not
The surrounding changed, the
area contains tali site remains
grass and brush, protective of
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and is moderately human health
forested. and the
environment.

P29 | Static Rocket NFADD (AR document SU EAR - NC 1992 Apr94 | No.

Firing 940320HMP; US Army Forested area reportedly used to No use
Environmental Center 1994g) | qaic fire rockets. No evidence of restrictions
signed by the Army with EPA | rocket firing was found.
concurrence | April 1994,

P30 | Proposed Test NFADD (AR document EAR —NC Mar94 | No
Atea SU940330HMP; US Army EAR performed February 1992.

Environmental Center Proposed test area was investigated
1994h), signed by the Army | and no apparent contamination was
with EPA concurrence | found. No further action was

April 1994, includes: “test proposed.

area is believed to have been

proposed but never

implemented”.

P31 | Old Dump - AOC | No further action decision Possible old dump with apparent Apr99 | No. Further
P31 is located document (USACE 1999) stained soil and stressed information can
approximately signed by BCT December 21, | vegetation. Two empty, crushed be found in
800-ft northwest 1999. drums were removed. Cleared Appendix F,
of Lake Boon area. Sample concentrations did presented in
(Boons Pond in not exceed criteria protecting conjunction
one aerial photo), recreational users, workers, and I with AOC P58.
between Sudbury construction warkers. The site
Road and White { required As
Pond Road but : sampling
also includes some through spring
area east of White 2001, at which
Pond Road time As was
{(Weston 2001). below 50 pg/L.
There are two Weston 2001
ways t0 access the recommended
site: either by abandoning the
means of White - wells; wells
Pond Road that were
diverges north abandoned with
from Sudbury EPA approval
Road at power in June 2002;
pole 120-'%, or both the EPA
through a parking MCL and the
lot located on the MassDEP
western part of the MCL for As in
site adjacent to drinking water
Sudbury Road. have been
White Pond Road lowered to 10
leads into the
northem part of hel. :
the AOC P31. ﬁe"' Appendix

P32 | Road and Railroad | NFADD (AR document SU Road and rail intersection with Aug No.
Intersection 940560HMP; U 5. Army bumed areas, dead trees, and 1994, | Ng Tand use

Environmental Center 1994j) | debris from off-site sources, No restrictions.

signed by the Army 4 Aug
1994 with EPA concurrence

evidence of contamination was
found.
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19 August 1994.
P33 | Ground Scar NFADD (AR document SU Former ratlroad classification yard. | Apr95 | No.
950450HMP; LS Army No evidence of cantamination was NC
Environmental Center 1995n) | found.
signed by the Army 3 August
1995 with EPA concurrence
14 November 1995.
P34 | Vegetation Stress | NFADD (AR document SU Area with a pipeline easement and | May%4 | No.
at Main Gate 940570CHMP; US Army a stone-lined pit with reported NC
Environmental Center 1994k) | drums and stressed vegetation. No
signed by the Army 4 August | debris or evidence of
1994 with EPA concurrence contamination was found.
19 August 1994.
P35 | Main Gate Guard | No further action decision Shack formerly contained non- Apr99 | No.
Shack document signed by asbestos flooring. ACM in walls NC.
BCT(USACE 1999; Weston and roof were removed, beginning land
2001). March 15, 2000. A 275-gallon No land use
above-ground storage tank was festrictions.
removed, beginning March 17,
2000. Soil sample resulis did not
exceed criteria for land use to be as
a wildlife refuge, for recreational
activities, or for USFWS workers.
P36 | Former Raytheon Record of Decision included Former research facility for missite | Sep96 | No.
Building T104 rationale for no further action | guidance and radar systems, and ROD.
(AR document SUJ 96091 manufacturing electronic The P36 site “is
USAS; U.S. Army equipment. itable f
Environmental Center 1996) Remediation activities: suita e for
for Operabie Units 4 and 5, . unrﬁsmctcd
signed by the Army and EPA 10,000 gallon UST r_ernoved in use” (MEP
with MassDEP concurrence December 1988. This UST was in Addendum
R od condition and contained no. 2 2002).
for land use as a wildlife ?0 o
refuge. uel oil. Cleanup goals were met.
- Weston 1998 documented
decontamination and asbestos
abatement cleanup as
completed in 1997.
P37 | Building T106 Record of Decision included Abandoned former Raytheon Sep9% | No.
UST rationale for no further action | building. 1060 gallon heating (no. | ROD
(AR document SU 96091 2 fuel) oil tank removed in for
USAS; U.S. Army December 1988. The tank was in ous
Environmental Center 1996). | poor condition with extensive
for Operable Units 4 and 5, corrosion. .16 cubic yards of
signed by the Army and EPA | contaminated soil was removed.
with MassDEP concurrence Confirmatory samples for TPH
for land use as a wildlife indicated 6521 and 6517 ppm for
refuge. the stockpile concentrations
P38 | Former Railroad NFA signature page dated ABB 1996 arsenic study: Annex- Dec- No.
Inspection Pit December 1999 was included | wide subsurface soils study for 99
in AR binder XX VIII (ABB arsenic in 1992-95: highest
1996b) (reported also by observation at P38 was 6.66 ug/g,
Weston 2001). well below highest observation at

Risk was based on

the annex (960 pg/g). The highest
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recreational users and concentration of arsenic in
USFWS workers potentially sediment at P38 was 11.5 pg/g,
exposed to surface soil and approximately the median
sediment. observation in the study. The
highest As concentration in surface |
soil (less than 2 ft deep) at P38 was
200 pgfg, a result i the top
quartile of observations.
Harding 2002 reported arsenic and
manganese in sediment exceeding
EPA Region lii residential soils |
RBC, but less than the MCP S-1
standard.
Included in facility-wide arsenic
investigation.

P39 | Dump Arca NFA DD, Oct 1997 (Weston RA-CS Oct-97 | No.

1997b; see also Weston 2001) | 199} s} inciuded sampling for
metals, TPH, and pesticides and
geophysical testing. A 1995 PRE
indicated “no substantial human
health or ecological risks” but
recommended removal of debris
with field screening to verify the
location of one “hot spot™. Stone
& Webster 1996 BD/DA allowed
for removal of approximately 14
¢y to be placed in the landfill at
AOC A7, 12 samples taken;
detection limits too great. 13
further samples. Results were non-
detect. “The MADEP and EPA
did not require any further action
for P39.” {Weston 1997h),

P40 | Building T452 NFA DD (AR document NCF Mar- No,
Area SU94103EEP; U.S. Army . One known spill in 1992 led to 95
One known spill in | Environmental Center 1995¢) | remqyal by Laidlaw of
1992 led to signed by the Army 6 January | contaminated soil to TPH below 65
removal of 1995 with EPA concurrence ug/g. Elevated metal
contaminated soil | 27 March 1935. concentrations in a cesspool were
to TPH below 65 Human health screening determined to be from plumbing in
Hg/g. values assumed that the annex | Building T452. Groundwater

would be used for residential | sampling indicated there was no
purposes and the groundwater | solvent contamination.

would be used for potable

water (so MCP GW-] and

EPA drinking water MCLs

were used in the NFADD).

P41 | Bunker 303 NFADD RA-CS Oct-97 | No.
Pesticide Storage. | Gee also ABB 1996b. Harding 2002 reported that 89 cy | Signed | MOA requires
Pesticides were Details may be found in the were removed from AOC P41 and | Dec97, | that USFWS
found during Weston 1997 RA closeout CS showed no area containing per inform EPA of
PA/SI sampling, report. DDD, DDT, or DDE above the Hardin | any change
and S&W (S&W cleanup goal. The property was g ESE | from
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1996) proposed transferred to USFWS in 2002 recreational
that contaminated September 2000, {MEP | and wildlife
soils be removed adden | refuge land use.
from AQC P4] dum)
and placed in the
landfill at AOC
A7 (BD/DA).
Cleanup levels at
AOC P41 were to
MCP S-1 and
GW-1.
P42 | Off-Site Dump NFA DD (AR document SU NCF March | Neo.
(along the Annex | 94104EEF; US Army NFADD: “The results of extensive | 199% | There are no
property line}. Environmental Center 1995d) | enyironmental investigations, use restrictions
signed by the Army 6 January | jpeluding historic docurmentation at AOC P42
1995 with EPA concurrence | reyiews, and sampling efforts at
27 March 1995. AOC P42 do not indicate any
discernable impact from the site on
surface soil, or surface water and
sediments in the vicinity.” Human
health screening satisfied
requirements for potential use of
groundwater for residential use
{c.g., GW-1 and EPA MCLs)
P43 | A/B-Disturbed NFA DD (AR decument SU NCF March | No.
Area/ Staining | 94105EEP; US Army No evidence of contamination at 1995 | Therc are no
Soils and Stressed | Environmental Center 1995€) | pa3a/B. wse restrictions
Vegetation signed by the Army 6 January at AOC P43
P43A is 800 fi 1995 with EPA concurrence A/B.
north of Maynard | 27 March 1995.
Town Well No. 3; | “The results of extensive
P43B is between environmental investigations,
Maynard Town including historic
Well No. 3 and the | documentation reviews, and
parking lot south _ .| sampling efforts at AOC
of Digital P43A/B do not indicate any
Corporation. significant contamination or
discernable impact from the
site on the surface soil, or
surface water and sediments
in the vicinity. The S1
undertaken by E&E
confirmed that no evidence of
contamnination could be
identified and that a threat to
human health or the
environment at the site
appears highly unlikely.”
P44 | A/B-Clearing with | NFA DD (AR document EAR - NC. Mar- No.
Stains and White | SU930340HMP; US Army | AR 1992 confirmed the results of | 94 No use
Objects. Located | Environmental Center 1994b) | 5 1985 reconnaissance. restrictions
at land now {2006) | signed by the Army 9 March
operated by 1994 with EPA concurrence

FEMA.

28 March 1994. No evidence
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of a threat to human health ar
the environment.
P45 | Bumed Area NFA DD PRE for NFADD assumed USFWS | Dec- No.
Outside Fence See also ABB 1996b. could be exposed to soil, sediment, | 99
W 2001 surface water, and groundwater
per Weston : could be used for potable water.
Included in facility-wide arsenic
investigation.
P46 | Cleared/Burned NFA DD (AR document EAR-NC. Mar- No.
Area/ Dead Trees | 9403530HMP; US Ammy Identified by EPA by aerial photo 94
Environmental Center 1994} | jpterpretation. Site reconnaissance
signed by the Army & March | i 1985 which showed no evidence
1994 with EPA concurrence | o disposal or burning activities.
28 March 1994 EAR was done in 1992 no
evidence of stressed vegetation
was found. No samples collected
and no further action proposed.
There was a devastating gypsy
moth outbreak in 1980 and 1981.
The damaged vegetation identified
on aerial photographs may have
been the result of heavy infestation
of the gypsy moth on the
hardwoods.
P47 | Damaged NFA DD (AR document SU [ EAR-NC March | No
Vegetation 940360HMP; US Army Area initially identified by EPA as 1994
Environmental Center 1994d}) damaged vegetation. EAR was
signed by the Army 9 March | norformed in 1985, found dead
1994 with EPA concurrence trees but no disposal area was
28 March 1994. noted. No evidence of
contamination was found in area of
reconnaissance. No samples were
taken. There was a devastating
gypsy moth outbreak in 1980 and
1981. The damaged vegetation
identified on aerial photographs
may have been the result of heavy
infestation of the gypsy moth on
the hardwoods.
P48 | Fuel Bladder Area | NFADD signed by the Army | NCF March | No
Areais 30 ftby 45 | 6 January 1995 with EPA Human health screenings for the | 1995
ft. concurrence 27 March 1995 NFADD assumed groundwater
(US Army Environmental would be used in the future and the

Center 1995f). “Although
historical evidence identified
that POL bladders and
clothing treated with
fungicides were tested at
AQC P48, and spills from the
POL bladders were reported
to have occurred, sampling
results to date do not indicate
any residual contamination in
subsurface soils or

Annex would be used for
residential purposes (therefore
used MCP GW-1 and EPA MCLs
for drinking water).
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groundwater at the site that
would pose potential risks to
human health or the
environment.”
P49 } Two Drums Near | NFA DD (AR document SU RA-CS. Nov No.
Road/ Bunker 323 940460HMP, us Army An S1 by OHM in 1991/92 1995
AOC P49 js Environmental Center 19950) | ascessed the land as suitable for

located in the
vicinity of Bunker
323 in the central
arca of the Annex
(Weston 2001).
The bunker is
lecated on the side
of an east-to-west-
trending stretch of
road.

signed by the Army 31}
August 1995 with EPA
concumence 14 November
1995,

NFADD signed by the Army
in August 1995, EPA
concurrence 14 Nov 1995,
AQC P49 was removed from
further consideration under
CERCLA.

No further investigation or
remediation was necessary.

unrestricted development.

The noted drums were removed
and confirmatory sampling was
performed. No volatile organics or
pesticides were detected.
Following drum removal, soil
sampling at and around the drums
led to the following findings for
the pesticides DD'T, DDE, DDD,
dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide,
the volatile organic compound
tetrachltoroethene (PCE), and the
metal nickel:

DDT concentrations ranged from
0.03 to (.23 mgrkg (below the 2
mg/kg standard for a human health
assessment, or 0.5 mg/kg for an
ecological assessment.}

DDE concentrations ranged from
0.055 to 0.124 mg/kg (below the 2
mg/kg standard for a human health
assessment, or 0.5 mg/kg for an
ecological assessment)

DDD concentrations ranged from
non-detect to 0.071 mg/kg (below
the 2 mg/kg standard for a human
health assessment, or 0.5 mg/kg for
an ecological assessment)

Dieldrin detected in one sample at
0.012 mg/kg (below the 0.03
mg/kg standard for a human health
assessment)

Heptachlor epoxide detected in
only one of the five soil samples at
0.005 mg/kg (below the 0.06
mg/kg standard for a human health
assessment).

PCE detected once at 0.003 mg/kg
(below the 200 mg/kg standard for
a human health assessment).

Nickel, at 41.5 mg/kg in the one
sample that was analyzed for
metals (greater than the
background concentration but
below the 300 mg/kg standard for
human health assessment or 100
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mg/kg for an ecological health).
The concentrations in soil
suggested that the drums may have
once contained selvents and
pesticides. The post-removal
sampling indicated that “extensive
cantamination” due to pesticides,
VOCs, and/or metals did not exist.
This finding led to an NFADD
signed by the Army in August
1995, EPA concurrence 14 Nov
1995,
P50 | One Drum Near NFA DD (AR document SU RA-CS | Aug- No.
Road/ Bunker 325 | 940580HMF; US Army _ One drum was removed. There are 24
NFA DD (AR Environmental Center 1994i) | 1 < restrictions at AOC P50.
document SU signed by the Army 4 August
940580HMP) 1954 with EPA concurrence l
signed by the 19 August 1994, :
Army 4 August No contamination was found
1994 with EPA in the sample that was
concurrence 19 collected.
August 1994, No
contamination was
found in the
sample that was
collected.
P51 | One Drum Near NFA DD (AR document SU 51 performed 1991-1992. Drum Nov Mo. There are
White Pond Road | 950470HMP; US Army was removed, staged, scanned. 1995 no use

AOCCP51is
located on the
west-central part
of the Sudbury
Training Annex
along White Pond
Road,
approximately
1,600-ft north of
the intersection
with Patrol Road
(Weston 2041).
West across White
Pond Road from
this point, there is
and extensive
wetland.

AOC P51 was
identified by
OHM during a site
reconnaissance in
March 1991
{Weston 2001).
One drum was
discovered along
the edge of White

Environmental Center 1995;)
signed by the Army 31
August 1995 with EPA
concurrence 14 November
1995,

Confirmation sampling of soil
as follows:

All samples were compared
to EcoRisk screening values
(ESAT 1994)

Human health PRE compared
soil samples to MCP S-1/
GW-1 soil standards.

“the activities involved in the
OHM investigation qualified
for a categorical exclusion
(CX) in accordance with
National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), as
amended, and did not require
prior preparation of an
environmental assessment or
an environmental impact
statement.”

Took confirmatory samples VOAs,
SVOCs TAL metals explosives,
PCBs/Pesticides. 9 metals
detected above background
concentrations, but the
exceedances were not widespread,
30 were considered not
representative of the true risk at
P5].

Additional 4 point grid around area
where drum was located.
Results

Pesticides — none exceeded the 2 ppm
standard for human health, and none
exceeded the ecological screening
value (ESAT 1994) of 0.5 pug/g.

Dieldrin — 0.117 ppm (exceeded the
standard, but in only 1 of 5
samples).

Arsenic - 12 ppm.

Greater detail can be found in the
NFA DD.

RA-CS

restrictions at
AOC P51.
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Pond Road.
P52 | Possible Dump NFADD (AR document NCF March | No.
Area near FEMA 94113EEP; US Army 1995 Thete are no
Property Environmental Center, use restrictions
1995g) mgned by the Army 6 at AOC P52
January 1995 with EPA
cancurrence 27 March 1995,
“no physical or chemical
evidence of contamination
above screening levels has
been found at this site.”
P53 | Building T210 NFA DD (AR document SU NCF Mar- No.
“UST” 940370HMP; US Army Site was identified in 1991. The 94 There ate no
Sign indicated No. | Environmental Center, 1994¢) § ST was found to be an AST in use restrictions
2 Fuel Oil. signed by the Army 9 March | ¢, bjtding. No visual evidence at AGC P53.
1994 with EPA concurrence | of staining. GW samples were
28 March 1994} "no taken as part of a facility wide
evidence of contamination investigation, no PCBs Pesticides,
was observed. SVOCs, VOCs, TAL metals
Building T210 was located exaplosives, chlorinated herbicides
across the road from the or phosphate were detected. No
proposed location of the significant contamination was
USFWS Visitors' Center, for | found; based on the results of the
which a Finding of No investigation NFA
Significant Impact was recommendation was made. No
approved March 1, 2006 for remediation and no further action.
this new construction.
P34 | Bunkers 305,307, | NFA DD (included in ABB Sampling was conducted for Dec- No.
and 314. 1996h.) SVOCs, pesticides, arsenic. 99
Identified as a PRE assumed land to be used | Included in facility-wide arsenic
general chemical as a wildlife refuge, with investigation: several soil boring
storage area. recreational users and samples were found to have As
NFA DD USFWS workers potentially | concentrations in the top quartile
exposed, with possible use of | of the Annex’s soil boring sample
;ﬁi z?;mazda]and groundwater for drinking results, and two of these had
water supply. concentrations exceeding 20 ug/g,

wildlife refuge,
with recreational
users and USFWS
workers
potentially
exposed, with
possible use of
groundwater for
drinking water
supply.

and the peak observed value was
86 pg/g (both of these were at
nominal depth 4 feet)
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P55 [ Cleared Area NFA DD (AR document SU EAR-NC Mar- No.

South of Bunker 940380HMP) signed by the | e site was identified as possible | 94 There are no

301 Army with EPA concurrence | sie hased on vegetation condition. use restrictions
March 1994, stating “no Recommendation for an EAR. The at AQC 55.
evidence ofcentammatmn EAR in Feb 1992 was a ficld
was observed”. investigation. No evidence of

possible contamination was found
and no samples were taken. The
differing forest density and varying
tree heights in the area may have
been the cause for the
identification of a clearing based
on aerial photographs (NFA DD,
March 1994) NC

P56 | Cleared Area NFA DD (AR document SU NCF ! March | No.

South of Bunker 94107EEP; IS Army 1995 There are no

313. Environmental Center 1993h) use restrictions
signed by the Army 6 January at AOC P56.
1995 with EPA concurrence
27 March 1995.

P57 | Former Building NFA DD (AR document SU NCF March | No.

5449 94108EEP; US Army 1995 There are no
Environmental Center 1995i) use restrictions
signied by the Army 6 January at AOC P57,
1995 with EPA concurrence
27 March 1995.

“Sampling results did not
identify any site-related
contamination other than low-
level PAH concentrations in
the immediate area around the
metal and debris in the center
of the site. It is highly

4 unlikely that the residual
PAH levels pose any threat to
human health or the
environment. Given that no
impacts were detected in
groundwater, sediment, or
soils outside of this ane area.”

P58 | Sudbury Road Close-Out Report (+ LTM Faur wells at AQC P31 and AQC March | No. Further
Dump. required through spring 2001} | P58 were required to be sampled 2000. information can
The wetland area (AR document SU semi-annually at least through be found in
is approximately | 0002IUSAP, HLA 1999 and | spring 2001. Following the May Appendix F,
450 ft x 70 £ BEC 2000) signed by the 2001 sampling event, the 2001 presented in
(Weston 2001) A | Army 21 March 2000; by Five-Year Review (Weston 2001) conjunction
culvert on the EPA 15 March 2000; by reported that all concentrations with AQOC P31,
western end of the | MassDEP 14 March 2000. were below the EPA drinking Itis no longer
wetland carries water MCL of 50 pig/L, and that clear that
water under there wasno irend of arsenic
Sudbury Read and concentraions rising over time. concentrations
drains into Lake The report therefore recommended in groundwater
Boon. that no further sampling should be are below the




Table 1. Site Status Table

Cuorrent Protectiveness

Evaluated in

Site | Site Description - Disposition of Waste Date Five Year
and Decision Status ,
Review?
AOC P58 is done, and that the wells should be new (lowered)
immediately north abandoned. EPA MCL of
of AOC P31. P58 The wells were abandoned with 10 pg/L.
is an exposed EPA approval in June 2002. See Appendix
dump in a NE-fo- F.
SW oriented
wetland area,
surrounded by
forest.
P59 | Cans/ Metal NFA signature page signed Only arsenic was reported in soil in | Deg Na.
Dcbris North of B- | December 1999 and included | excess of MCP S-1 soil standards 19499, NFA was based
319 in USACE 1999, and EPA residential RBC. on small site
Included five- Debris was removed from the | Included in facility-wide arsenic size, low yet
gallen cans and site. investigation. subsiding DDT,
other metal debris. Supplementary SSI (HLA and likely
February 1999) advised NFA habitat
based on the site’s small size desFructlon
(approximately ¥ acre), the during any
fact that DDT seemed to be fur?her removal
undergoing degradation over actions for
time, and any further removal arsenic.
action would result in
untenable habitat destruction.
P60 | Three Drumns West | NFA signature page signed Drums were removed. Only Dec No.
of Patrol Road December 1999 and included | arsenic exceeded MCP S-1 soil 1999 Adequate
in USACE 1999. standards and El_’A rmi(_iential protectiveness
RBC. Included in facility-wide is ensured
arsenic investigation. through
institutional
controls
provided by the
US Fish and
Wildiife
Service who
use the land for
recreational
and wildlife
refuge
purposes.
P61 | Honey Brook Old | NFADD Weston Remedial Action Dec No.
Durmp Weston Remedial Action Completion Report 1999 (AR 15,
COITIPIEtiOﬂ RCPOIT 1999 (AR document SU 9909]RFWR) 1999
document SU 99091 RFWR,; RA-CS, CS was 3 sediment
Weston 1999) samples plus QC that included
field duplicate and lab MS/MSD
for QC.

Drum was removed from the
stream. Sediment was sampled for
PAHs, TOC, grain size
distribution, imrediately
downgradient of the drum’s
location.




ACM — Asbestos-containing material

Al - Aluminum

AR — Administrative Record

As — Arsenic

AST — Above-ground Storage Tank

Be - Beryllium

Cd - Cadmium

Cu — Copper

Cr —~ Chromium (chrome)

BDV/DA - Basis of Design/Design Analysis

¢y — cubic yards, alternatively: yd’

EAR-NC - Enhanced Area Reconnaissance — No Contamination

Facility-wide arsenic investigation — An acknowledged issue of arsenic having been a constituent in pesticides that
were applied along the sides of the road and railway lines. Land that was ceded to USFWS had the added
caveat that any development by USFWS along the roads would take into account the fact of slowly diminishing
arsenic concentrations along a narrow corridor around the perimeter fence, the perimeter road, and railway
lines. PRE “residential” standard was applied to Al, A2, A7, A9, P2, P16, P23, P39, P41 as outlined in ABB
Environmental Services Phase 11 Facility-Wide Arsenic Investigation U.S. Army Sudbury Training Annex.

Fe — Iron

FFA - Federal Facilities Agreement

FRA-NR - Full Risk Assessment — No Risk

JP-4 — Jet Propulsion Fuel, Type 4

NC -~ No Contamination

NCF — No Contamination Found

NFA DD -- No Further Action Decision Document

NPL — National Priorities List

NOAA - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

OU — Operable Unit

PAH — Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon(s)

Pb — Lead

PRE - Preliminary Risk Evaluation —- no risk

RA-CS - Removal Action — Confirmatory Sampling

RBC — Risk-based concentration

ROD - Record of Decision

Sb — Antimony PID — photeionization detector

SI — Site Investigation

SVOC - semtvolatile organic compound

TOC — Total organic carbon

TPH - Total petroleum hydrocarbon{s)

UST - Underground Storage Tank

VOC - volatile organic compound

yd® - cubic yards



Table 2: Chronology of Site Events at AOC A7

(Table is embedded in Section 3.3 of the 2006 Five-Year Review).



Groundwater VOC Analytical Results - May 9-10, 2001 Sampling Eveni
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Table 3

(SHEET 1 of 10)

wellNof OHM-A78 | oum-a7-80UP | OHM-AT-9 OHM-A7-10 || OHM-A7-11 | OHM-A7-12 || OHM-AT-13_| OHM-A745 | OHM-A746 | OHM-A7-51 | OHM-AT-52 | Jo-A07-M&1 JO-ADT-MEZ JO-AD7-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ugfL ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GW-1 ’ —
ug/L
VOLATILES {SW846-8260B)
trang-1,3-Dichloropropene 06" <1 <2 <1 <1 |« <1 < <12 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
m-Xylene & p-Xylene 6,000 " 0.18J 0654 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
jo-Xylene 6,000 " <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Dichloroditiuorormethane {Freon 12) 10,000 D18 J <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 -« <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chloromethane 1,000 <1 <2 0.45J <1 o« <1 0274 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 026 <1 <1
Vinyl chloride 2 <1 <2 2.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Bromomethane 2 <1 <2 0.124J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chlaroethane 1,000 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Trichlorotiugremethane (Frean 11) 10,000 0.36 J <2 <1 0.96 J _ <1 0.37 0.37 <1.2 <1 27J 464 1.9 <1 0.37J
t,1-Dichlorcethene 1 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <« <l <1 <1 <1 «1
Methylene chiorige 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <] <1 <1 <1 <1
trans-1,2-Dichlorcethene 100 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 0.24J <1 <1 1.7
1,1-Dichlgroethane 70 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0.22J
2,2-Dichloropropane - i <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
cig-1,2-Dichfaroethene 70 49J <56.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 n.22J 0.48J <1 <1 11
Chloroform 5§ <« <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 078 J <1 <1 <1
Bromochloromethane 1 - <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1,1-Trichioroethane . 200 <1 <2 <1 <1 | <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1-Dichloropropene - <1 <2 oo« <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1
Carbon tetrachloride 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 =11« <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,2-Dichloroethane 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Benzene 5 _ 0.38 J 0424 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 0374 <1 <1 <1 <i
Trichlproethene =] 0.67 J 2.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 0.824J 16J <1 <1
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <12 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
EBromadichloromethane 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <l .
Dibromomethane 5,000 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <i <1 <1 <1 .
Toluene 1,000 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1,2-Trichloroethane_ 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <12 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Tetrachlorosthene 5 40 ard <1 <] <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 214 6.1 1.2 <1
Dibromochloromethane 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 oo <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chlorobenzene 100 3.2J 3.2J <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <1.2 085J <1 0.62J <1 <1 0.53
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Ethylbenzene 700 <1 114 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Styreng 100 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Bromoform 5 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloraethans 2 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 1 =<1 <1.2 <1 <1 52J i.2 <1 12
Bromebenzene 1,000 <1 <2 B <1_ <1 <1 <1 _ <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 600 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 0.61J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 5 e <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1.2 0.94J <t <1 <1 <1 <
11,2-Dichlorobenzene 600 0.12J <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,2-Dibramo-3-chloropropane
(DBCP) 100 <2 <4 2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2.5 <2 <2 29J <2 <2 <2
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene _J0 13J 144 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.6 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Naphihalene 20 1.5 134 <1 <1 <4 <1 <1 <12 < <1 <1 <1 <1 21
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene - 1.1J 134 < <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 (.39J <1 <1 <1
1,3-Dichloropropane 05 <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <f: <1
1,2-Oibromoethane (EDB) ) _ <2 <4 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2.5 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2
isopropylbenzene 16,000 f  0OB7d ; 0D8J <1 <l <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <i <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,2,3-Trichloroprapane 1,000 <1 ... =<2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <t <1 <1 <1 <1
n-Propylbenzeng - 081.J 0754 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <12 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
2-Chlorotoluene _ <t <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
4-Chlorotoluene <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <12 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene - <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
tert-Butylbenzene - i <1 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <12 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
i.2,4-Trimethylbenzene - 1 0=z4J Q.26 <i <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
sec-Butylhenzene - 044 09.38 4 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <i
p-lsopropyltoluene - 0184J _ <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
n-Butylbenzene - _Q19Jd [ <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
¢is-1,3-Dichloropropene {5) <} <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Shaded area With bald numbers Indlcates MCP GW-1 dance. -

J = Eslimated value lggs than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results
B = Analyte is also presenl in equipment blank sample ai a reportable leved,

G = Elevated reporting |limit. The reporiing limit I5 elevated due to matrix interference
Q = Eievated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.

NT = Wall not sampled,
HA = Not Analyzed

* Aegulatory standard Is for total 1,3-Dichloropropene and total Xylenes
E = Estimated values greater than the instrument calibration range

Table 3 (SHEET 1 of 10)




Groundwater YOC Analytical Results - Cctober 22 - 24, 2001 Sampling Event

Table 3

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

(SHEET 2 of 10)
Well NoJ GHM-A7-8 QHM-A7-80UP OHM-A7-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 | OHM-27-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-AT-46 | OHM-AT-51 | OHM-A7-52 JO-ADT-MET JO-ADT-M62 JO-ADT-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ugiL ug/L ugiL ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/lL ug/L ugfl. ug/L vl ug/l ug/L ug/L
GwW-1
ugiL

VOLATILES (SW8465-8260B)
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 0o* <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sampla <1 <i
m-Xylena & p-Xylene 5,000 " 0.534 0654 <1 <1 <1 <1 Mo sample <1 No samplé <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
|o-Xylene 6,000 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
Dichlareditlucromathane (Frean 12) 10,000 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 Na sample <1 Na sampie <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
|Chloromethane 1,000 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
Vinyl chloride (chloreathene) 2 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sampie <1 No_sample <1 <1 MNo sample <1 <1
Bromomethane 2 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 Ng sample <1 <1
Chloroethane 1,000 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sampie <1 No sample <1 <1 Na sampie <1 <1
Trichloroflucromethane (Freon 11) 10,000 <6.2 <2 =1 0.44J <1 0.45J No sample <1 MNa sample 4.5 2.1 No sample <i 0.54 J
1,1-Dichlorosthene L 1 <6.2 <2 _ <1 <1 <1 <1 Mo sample <1 Mo sample <1 <1 Mo sample <1 <1
Methylene chloride 5 <62 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 Mo sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
trans-1,2-Dichlorosthena 100 <6.2 <2 R | <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 14 No sample <1 4.0
1,1-Dichloroethane 70 =6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sampls <1 <1 MNo sample <1 0.29J
2,2-Dichloropropane o - <6.2 <2 _ <1 =1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sampls <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
|cis-1,2-Dichloroathens 70 434 5.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample 067J 4.0 No sample <1 16
Chlargfarm_ 5 <6.2 - <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample 0.90J <1 No sample <1 <1
Bromechloromethana . - <6.2 <2 <t <1 <1 <1 Na sample <1 No sample <1 <1 Mo sample <1 <1
1,1,1-Trichlgroethane 200 <6.2 <2 <i <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sampls <1 <1
1,1-Dichloropropene - _ «B.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sampls <1 <1
Carbon tetrachloride 5 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <i <1 No sample <1 <1
1,2-Dichloroathane 5 <62 <2 <1 <1 <1 =1 MNo sampla <1 No sample <1 1.1 No sample <1 3.6
Benzens 1.5 0.70J 0.88.J <1 <1 <1 <1 Na sample <1 No sample =<1 <1 No sample <1 0.27J
Trichioroethene 5 22J 2.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 Na sample <1 No sample 1.9 9.6 No sample <1 28
1,2-Dichloropropans o 5 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 Mo sample <1 No sample <1 <1 Mo sample <1 <1
Bromodichlorarmethans 5 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 Mo sample <1 No sample <1 <1 Ne sample <1 <1
Dibromomethane 5,000 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 Mo sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
Toluene 1,000 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
1,1,2-Trichloroathane .. 5 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 1.7
Tetrachloroethene 5 594 774d <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample 6.5 6.7 No sample <1 16
GCibromochloromsthane 5 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
Chlorobsnzens 100 17 20 0.784J <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample 2.3 <1 No sample <1 2.8
1.1,1,2-Tetrachiorosthane 5 <B.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <t No sampla <1 <1
Ethylbenzene o 700 0.834J 1.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <]
Styrena 100 6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
Bromaform 5 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 =1 No sample <1 No sample <] <1 No sample <1 <1
1,12 2-Tetrachloroethane 2 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample 8.0 29 No sample <f 14
Bromohenzane 1,000 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 Ne sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <i <1
1,3-Dichtorobenzene 600 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
1,4-Dichiorobenzene 5 <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 Nao sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
1.2-Dichlorobenzene 600 <6.2 <2 <1 <l <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropana
{DBCP)_ 100 <12 <4 <2 <2 <2 <2 No sample <2 No sample <2 <2 No samples <@ <2
1,2 4-Trichlorobenzene 70 1.6J 2.3J <1 <1 <1 <1 No sampie <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
Hexachlorobutadiene 06 <B6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 «1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <i <1
{Naphthaleng 20 <f.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 Mo sample <1 <1 Na sample <1 21
1.2 3-Trichlorobenzensg - <62 2.0 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample 0954 <1 No sarmple <1 017J
1.3 Dwhivrupiupana g5 6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1_._.] Nosampie <1 No sample <l <1 Mo sampig <1 <1
1,2-Dibromaethane (EDB) <12 <4 <2 <2 <2 <2 No sample <2 No sample <2 <2 No sample <2 <2
Isopropylbenzens 10,000 29J 3.64J <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1.000 <6.2J <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 Na sample <1 <1
n-Propylbenzensg - 23J 4.04 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 Na sample <1 <1
2-Chlorotoluene - <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sampls <1 No sample <1 <1 Na sample <1 <1
4-Chlorotelueng 6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sarmple <1 <1
1,3,5: Trimethylbenzeng - <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sampla <1 <1 No sampla <1 <1
tert-Butylbenzens _ - =6.2.J 0.334J <1 <1 <1 <1 No sampte <1 Na sample <1 o<1 No sample <1 <1
1,2 4-Trimethylbenzeng - <6.2 <2 =1 <1 <1 <t No sample <1 N& sample <1 <1 No sample <1 0.37 J
sec-Butylbenzens - 274 374 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
p-lsopropyltaluane - <6.2 <2 =1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <] No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
n-Butylbenzene - 1864 224 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <1 No sample <1 <1
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene (5) <6.2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1 No sample <1 No sample <1 <i No sample <1 <1

Shaded area with bald numbers indicates MCP GW-1 excasdance, -

J = Estimated value less than POL or bassd on data evaluation of laborstory results
B = Analyie is aio presant in equipment blank sample at a reportable level,

G = Elevated raporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due 10 matrix intarfarsnce
@ = Elevated reporting limit. The reparting limit is elevated due 1o high analyte levels.

NT = Well nol sampled.
NA = Not Analyzed

* Regulatory standsrd Is for total 1,3-Dichloroprapene and total Xyisnes
Metals specillc qualifiers:
B {metals) = Estimated valua; result is less than the reporting limit

J (metals} = Associated method blank showed reportable concentration

of this analyte.

Table 3 (SHEET 2 of 10}




Groundwater VOC Analytical Resufts - April 23-25, 2002 Sampling Event

Table 3

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7

(SHEET 3 ol 10)

WellNo] OHM-A7-8 | OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-A79 | OHm-AT-10 || oHma7-11 | OHM-A712 | OHM-AT13 | OHM-AT:s OHM-A7-46 || OHM-A7-51 | oHM-A7-s2 JO-A07T-ME1 JO-AQ7-M62 0-AOT-M63
PARAMETERS MCP ugh ugl _ugh ugil ug/L ug/L uglL uglL ug/- ugfL ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GW-1 i
ugfL .

VOLATILES (SW846-8260B) -~

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 05" <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1_ <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2 ]
m-Xylene & p-Xyleng | 6000* <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 |« <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
o-Xylene 5.000 " <3 <1 <1 <1 <1 < <t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <7
Dichlorodiflusromethane (Frecn 12) 10,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Chioromethane 1,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <1, <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
|Vinyl chloride (chloroethene) 2 <1 <1 =1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
|Bromomethane 2 <1 <1 o< <1 <1 <1 <1 ] <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <2
|Chioraethane 1,000 <1 <1 <l _ <1 <1 =t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <2
Trichlorefluoromethans (Freon 11) 10,000 <1 <1 093J <1 <1 038J <1 <1 <1 3.2 21 .7 <1 <2
1,1-Dichloroethene 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0.18J <1 <1 <1 =2
Methylene chloride 5 <1 <1 o=t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene a 100 <1 <1 <1 <1 <t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 6.7
1,1-Dichloroethane . 70 S <1 S <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 =1 032J
2.2-Dichloropropane . - <1 ooxt _=t < <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 _ <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
cis-1,2-Dighloroethene 70 09 0.83J <1 a1 <t A |« <1 016 J 0.92 J 0.41J =<1 <1 19
Chloroform i ! | 0240 | 025J _ = <1 R <t <1 | =1 | =<1 <1 <1 0.24 ) 0514 <1 1.84
Bromochloremethane - <1 <1 o=t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,1,1-Trichleroethane 200 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,1-Dichkoropropene - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 4 o« <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Carbon tetrachloride 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
|1,2-Dichloroathane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <l <1 <1 <1 <1 <t <1 4.4
Benzene 5 0.21.J 06.24 J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0.21J <1 <1 0.16 J 0.13J 0.80J.B
Trichloreethene 5 0.37 J 0.40 J <1 <t <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 2.0 085 <1 <1 40
1,2-Dichloropropane . 5 <1 <1 =1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Bremodichloromethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Dibromomethane 5,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Toluene 1,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,1,2-Trichlargethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1.9.J
Tetrachloroethene 5 14 16 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <t 6.3 2.4 16 <i 23
Dibromachleromethane 5 <1 <1 =1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Chlorebenzene 100 3.7 4.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0584 <1 <1 <1 <1 686
1,1,1,2-Tetrachioroethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 75 <1 <1 <1 <2
Ethylbenzene 700 <1 <1 <1 =1 <1 <1 <1 =<1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
|Styrene 100 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 _ =1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Bromotorm _ 5 <1 oo <1 <1 <1 <1 1. = <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 2 <1 <1 .« <i <1 3 o« |« <1 <1 16 097 4 <1 20
Bromobenzens - 1,000 <1 o< =1 =1 <1 < <1 <1 <1 <1 |« <1 <1 <2
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 600 <« =1 =1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0.194d <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,4-Cichlorobenzene 5 0.18J 0214J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <] 0.239J <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,2-Dich|0robenz§r1_e 600 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1.2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane

{DBCP) 100 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 i.8J 1.34 <2 <2 <4
11,2,4-Trichlorobenzeng 70 1.6 20 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
Hexachlorabutadiene 06 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <4 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
|Naphthalene 20 <1 <1 0.52 JB D38 JB < <1 | <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 028 J.B <2
'1.2 3-Trichlorobenzene - 1B | 13e <1 s <4« T« <1 <1 0.56 J.B <1 <1 <1 <2
1.3-Dickloropropane B 05 | <1 <1 <1 <1 <t =<1 <1 - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,2-Dibromasthane (EDS) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <4
lIsopropylbenzene 10,000 054 0.61.J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,2.3-Trichloropropane 1,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
n-Prapylbenzene . - 033 Q.374J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 «1 <1 <1 <1 <2
2-Chlorotoluene B <1 <1 =<1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
|4-Chlaratoluiens <1 <1 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1.3.5-Trimathylbenzene - <1 Tl <1 <1 <1 <1 1 <1 <1 1 <1 <1 -1 -2
tert-Butylbenzene - <] T <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
1,2 A-Trimethylbenzene - <1 <1 =1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <1 <1 <2
sec-Butylbenzene - 1.2 1.3 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
p-lsopropyltolugna - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <l <2
n-Butylbenzene - 0.74J.B 0.86 J.B <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <2
cis-1,3-Dichloropropens (5} <1 <3 <1 <1 <1 <1 <l <1 <t <1 <1 <1 <1 <2

Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. -

J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data svaluation of laboratory results

B = Analyte is also present in equipment or methed blank sample at & repartable lavel.
G = Elevated reporting imit. The reporting limit is elevated due to matrix Interference
Q = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting timit is elevated due to high analyte levels.
NT = Well not sampled.

NA = Not Analyzed

* Regulatery standard Is for total 1,3-Dichloropropene and total Xylenes

Metals specitic qualifiers:

B (metals) = Estimated value; result is less than the reporting limit
J {metals) = Associated methed blank showad reportable concentration

of this analyte,

Table 3 (SHEET 3 of 10}




Groundwater VOC Analytical Results - October 15,17, 2002 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7

Tabie 3

(SHEET 4 of 10)
Well No] QHM-A7-8 || OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-AT-3 OHM-A7-10 OHM-AT-11 DHM-A7-12 OHM-AT-13 OHM-AT-45 OHM-A7-46 | OHM-A7-51 | OHM-A7-52 JG-AD7-ME1 JO-A07-MB2 JO-ADT-MB3
PARAMETERS MCP ugll ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L uglL ugl
GW-1
ug/L
VOLATILES {SWB46-82608)
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 05 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wh <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Im-Xylena & p-Xylene 5,000 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wo <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
lo-Xylene 6,000 * <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Dichlorodiflucromethane (Frean 12) 10,000 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <t wh <1 NT <1 ] <1 NT <1 <1
Chigromethane 1,000 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
'Vinyl chloride (chloroethene) 2 <1 <1 <iN <1 <1 <1 wh <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Eromomethane 2 0234 <1 <IN <t __ < <t WD 0.16J NT 0.23J 0374 NT <1 <1
Chloroethane 1,000 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 < wh <1 NT <1 <1 NT 1 <1
Trichlorofluoromethane (Frean 11) 10,000 <1 <1 <IN | 0.37J <1 0.80.J WD <1 NT 2.7 2.1 NT <1 <1
1,1-Dichlorogthene 1 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <
Methylene chiaride 5 <1 <1 <IN <l <1 <1 wo <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
trans-1,2-Dichloroethens 100 <1 <1 <iN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT 0504 <1 NT <1 49
1,1-Dichlorcethane 74 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 Wo <1 NT <t <1 NT <1 0.264J
2.2-Dichloropropans - <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <t <1 NT < <1
cis-1,2-Dichloroethens 70 34 28 027 JN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT 1.3 0.24J NT 0174 15
Chioroform 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Bromochloromsthane - <1 <1 <IN | 1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1.1,1-Trichloroethana 200 <1 <1 <iN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1,1-Dichloropropana - <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 woD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Carbon tetrachloride [ <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1,2-Dichloroethane 5 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wbD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 3.1
Benzene ) 047 J 047 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT 0.26 J <1 NT <1 0.46 J
Trichlioroethene 5 0.96J 0.81J <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT 2.7 0.34J NT <1 33
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 0.18J
Bromadichloromethane = <1 <1 <t N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Dibromomethane 5,000 <1 <1 <iN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Taluene 1,000 <1 <t <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 5 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wo <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 19
Tetrachloroethene 5 33 )| <1N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT 7.8 25 NT 1.3 14
Dibromochloromethans 5 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Chlorobenzene 100 11 9.8 0.88 JN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT 5.9 <1 NT <1 43
1,1.1,2-Tetrachloroethane 5 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wo <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Ethylbenzene 700 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Styrang 100 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Bromoform 5 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wDo <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1,1,2.2-Tetrachioroethane 2 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT 6.1 14 NT <1 13
Bromobenzens 1,000 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1,3-Dichlorobenzeneg 600 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1.4-Dichlorobenzene 5 0.26J 0.22J <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 0.13J NT <1 <1
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 600 <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 < WD <1 NT 0.21.4 <1 NT <1 <1
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropanse
DBCP) 100 <2 <2 <2 N <2 <2 <2 wD <2 NT <2 <2 NT <2 <2
1,2.4-Trichlkarobenzeng 70 1.3 15 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT 0344 0.29J NT <1 <1
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.6 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
Naphthaleng 20 0.49J 0434 0.34 JN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 0214 NT <1 <1
1.2,3-Trichlorobenzene - 1.0J+ <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT =<1 <1 NT <1 <1
1.3-Dichloropropane 05 <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 _ NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1,2-Dibromosethane (EDB) <2 <2 <2N <2 <2 <2 wD =<2 NT =2 <2 NT <2 <2
Isopropylbenzene 10,000 13 1.3 <1 N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1.2,3-Trichloropropane 1,000 <1 <1 <1 N =1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
n-Propylbenzene - 0.67d 0.694J <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
2-Chlorotoluene - <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
4-Chlorptoluene <1 <1 <1N <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene - <1 <1 <1 M <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
tert-Butylbenzene - 0.214J 2184 0.38 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
1.2,4-Trimethylbenzena - <1 <1 <1 N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
sec-Butylbenzene - 1.8 1.9 0.36 J,N <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
|p-lsopropyltoluane - 0.13J <1 <IN <t <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
n-Butylbenzens - 0.91J 0.84J <IN <1 <1 <1 wD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <1 <1
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene (5) <1 <1 <IN <1 <1 <1 WD <1 NT <1 <1 NT <t <1

Shaded arsa with bald numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceadancs. -
J = Estimated value less than PQL or based an data evaluation of laboratory resulis
UN = Tenative nondetaction due to blank contamination / value Is within 5X resuit reported for biank
J+= Concentration blased high dus (o biank contsmination

NT = Well not sampled.

N = Analyzed outside holding time by 13 days.

NA = Nat Anatyzed

WD = Well Previously Decommissioned

* Requlatory standard is for total 1,3-dIchloropropane and total xylenes

Sample-speclfic qualifiers:

- OHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002

OHM-A7-48 and OHM-A7-61 were not sampled in October 2002 due fo low groundwater elevations.

Table 3 (SHEET 4 of 10}




Groundwater VOC Analytical Results - April 22-24, 2003 Sampling Evenl
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Table 3

(SHEET 5 of 10)
WellNo] OHM-AT-B OHM-AT-80UP QHM-A7-3 OHM-A7-10 OHM-AT-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-AT-45 QOHM-AT-46 OHM-AT-51 OHM-AT-52 JO-AD7-ME1 JO-ADT-M62 JO-AD7-M63
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ugiL ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GW-1
ug/l

VOLATILES (SW846-82608)
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 05" <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 3 wD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
m-Xylene & p-Xylene 6,000 * <1 < 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 =<1 <1
o-Xylene . 6,000 0.16J 0.15J <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Dichlorodiflucromethane (Freon 12} 10,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chlgromethare 1,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 =1
Vinyl chloride {chioroethene) 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Bromomethane 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chloroethane 1,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Trichlorofluoromethane {Freon 11) 10,000 <1 <1 <1 0.42J <1 <1 WD <1 <1 2.8 1.6 0.524J <1 <1
1,1-Dichloroethene 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Methylene chloride 5 0.42 B,J 0.42 B, <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 100 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 0.28 J 017 J <1 <1 0.64J
1,1-Dichloroethane 70 <1 <1 <1 =<1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <} <1 <1
2,2-Oichloropropane - =<1 <1 =l <1 o<1 <l WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
cis-1,2-Dichloroethense 70 8.8 8.5 <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 <1 0.73J 0.44 4 <1 <1 2.9
Chloroform 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 0.454J 0.15J 0.194J <1 0.25J
Bromochloromethane - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1,1-Trichloroethana 200 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1-Dichloropropene . <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Carbon tetrachlaride 5 < 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,2-Dichlorpethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0.54J
Benzene 5 0.52J 0.53J <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Trichlorcethene 5 1.3 1.5 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 1.6 1.5 <1 <1 5.9
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Bromadichioromethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WO <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Dibromomethane 5,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Toluene 1,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <1 0.27J
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 < 1 <1 <1 <1 0.68J
Tetrachloroethene - 5 24 24 <1 <1 <1 <t wD <1 <1 64 2.4 0.70J <1 1.9
Dibremochioromethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chilorobenzene 100 2.9 29 <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 0.45 J 1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1,1,2-Telrachlorpethane 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Ethylbenzene 700 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Styrane 100 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Bromotarm 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 4.8 1.2 <1 <1 5.1
Broamobenzene 1,060 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <i <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,3-Dichlgrobenzens 600 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <1 <1
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,2-Dichlorabenzene B0 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 0.18 J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane
{DBCP) 100 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 WD <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 70 | 21 ] 241 <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <3
Hexachlorobutadisne 0.6 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Maphthalene 20 0.33J 0.42 J <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1.2,3-Trichlorobenzena - 1.5 16 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <4 0.534 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,3-Dichloropropane 0.5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 < <1
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 WD <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2
Isopropylbenzene 10,000 0.66 J 0.68 .J <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 < 1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1.2,3-Trichloropropane 1,000 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
n-Propylbenzene - 0.854J 0.4 J <i <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <i
2-Chlorotoluene - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <]
4-Chlorotoluene <1 <1 <1 <i <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,3,5-Trimethyibenzene - <1 <i <1 <1 <1 <t wD <1 <4 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
tert-Butylbenzene - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,2.4-Trimethylbenzene - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
sec-Butylbenzene - 0.58 J 0614J <1 <1 <1 <1 wD <1 <1 <1 <1 <i <1 <1

-Isopropyltoluene - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
n-Butylbenzene - 0.18.J 0.19J4 <1 <1 <1 <] wD <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
cis-1,3-Dichloropropensa (5) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 WD <1 <i <1 <1 <1 <1 <1

Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. -

J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory resulis
B = The compound was detected at less than 5x the concentration detected in aither lab or field (trip ot equipment) blank samples.

WD = Well Previously Decommissioned

=]

* Regulatory standard is for tetal 1,3-dichloropropene and total xylenes

Sample-specific qualifiers:

OHM-A7-13 was deconmmissioned in June 2002.

Table 3 (SHEET 5 of 10)




Table 3
Groundwater VOC Analytical Results - October 6-8, 2003 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at ADC A7

(SHEET € of 10) )
T OHM-A7-8 (AMR ] B e
Well Nojl OHM-A7-3 OHM-A7-8DUP =piit) OHM-A7-4 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-AY.52 JO-AQ7-M61 JO-A07-ME2 JO-AUY-MBI _ |
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/lL ug/L ug/L. ug/l ug/l ug/L ug/l ug/ll ug/L, ug/L ug/ll ug/L
GW-1 —
ug/L
VOLATILES (SW846-8260B) :
trans-1,3-Dichlgropropene 0.5* < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 wD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0
m-Xylene & p-Xylene 6,000 * < 1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 wD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 < 1.0
o-Xylene 6,000 * <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <10 <1.0 <19 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0
Dichlerodifiuoromethane (Frean 12) 10,000 <10 <10 <20 |_. =10 <10 <10 <1.0 wo <1.0 <10 184 <140 <1.0 <10 <10
Chloromethane 1,000 < 1.0 <1.0 <20 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 WD <10 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
Vinyl chloride {chloroetheng) 2 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 wD <10 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <1i.0 <1.0
Bromornethana 2 <1.0 <1.0 <2.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 wD <10 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
Chloroethane 1,000 <1.0 <1.0 < 2.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 WD < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11) 10,000 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 1.2J < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <10 <1.0 2.04 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0
1,1-Bichlorogthene 1 < 1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 wo <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.9 < 1.0 =1.0
Methylane chloride 5 < 1.0 <10 < 2.0 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 WD <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 | <10 <1.0
trans-1,2-Oichloroethens 100 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0Q <1.0 <1.0 1.3
1,1-Dichlorggthane 70 <1.0 <1.0 <10 _ <10 | _ =10 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10
2.2-Dichloropropansa - <1.0 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 wD <10 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 <10 <10
cig-1,2-Dichloroethens 70 3.6J _86Jd___ 4 33 <10 _ <1.0 <1.0 <10 wD <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 6.8
{Chlorotorm 5 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 WD <10 <10 <190 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
Bromochloromethane - < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 WD <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0
1,1,1-Trichioroethane 200 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 wD <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 =1.0
1,1-Dichloropropene - <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 wD < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <10 < 1.0 < 1.0
Carbon tetrachloride 5 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
t,2-Dichlorosthane 5 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <10 <19 <1.0 <1.0 1.1
Benzene 5 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 WD < 1.0 < 1.0 <10 < 1.0 < 1.0 <10 < 1.0
Trichloroethene 5 <10 <1.0 0784 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 wD <1D <10 1.3J <10 <10 <10 11 i
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD < 1.0 < 1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0
Bromodichloromethane 5 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 WD <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 {
Dibromomethane 5,000 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 whD < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0
Toluene 1,000 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 WD < 1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 {
1,1,2-Trichlorosthane 5 «< 1.0 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 WD < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 1.0 {
Tetrachloroethene 5 234 23J 24 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 584J 22, 16 <1.0 30
Dibromochloromethane 5 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 < 1.0 <1.0 wpD <1.0 < 1.0 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <14
|Chlorobsnzens 100 594 564 5.6 =10 <14 <1.0 <1.0 WD <10 _.<10 | _16J <1.0 <1.0 <10 12
1.1,1.2-Tetrachloroethane 5 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 wD < 1.0 <10 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <10 < 1.0
Ethylbenzene 700 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 _wD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
Styrene 100 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <10 <140 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 C
Bromefarm 5 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0
1,1,2,2-Tetrachioroethans 2 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 24.J 1.24 <10 <1.0 3.8
Bromobenzene 1,000 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0
1,3-Dichlorcbenzene 600 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 wD <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 '
1.4-Dichlorobenzene a5 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 «<1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 {
1,2-Dichiorobenzene 600 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 WD =10 <10 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 <14 < 1.0 |
1.2-Dibromo-3-chloroprapane \
{DBCF} 100 <2.0 <20 <20 <20 <20 <2.0 <20 wo <20 <20 <2.0 <2.0 <20 <20 <2.0 !
1.24-Trichlorobanzens 70 <1.0 114 o 1 =10 <10 < 1.0 <1.0 wD <140 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0
Hexachlorobutadiene 06 <10 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 wD <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <1.0
Naphthalena 20 < 1.0 <10 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 wo <1.0 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1,2 3-Trichlorobenzene - <1.0 <10 10 <10 <10 <1.0 <10 WO <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
1,3-Dhctdoropropang 0.5 <10  _ <10 <10 <10 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 __Wp <1.0 <10 <10 <10 <18 < 1.0 <10
1,2-Dibromnethane (EDB) - <20 <2.0 <1.0 <20 <20 <20 <2.0 _ WD <2.0 <2.0 <20 <20 <20 <2.0 <20
Isopropylbenzene 10,000 <1.0 <1.0 0.57J <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 wD <1.0 <10 <10 <10 < 1.0 <10 <1.0
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1,000 < 1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
n-Prapylbenzene - <10 < 1.0 <10 | <10, <1.0 <10 <1.0 wD <10 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 <10
2-Chloratolusng - <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <10 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0
4-Chloroteluene <1.0 <10 <1.0 <190 <10 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 =10 <1.0
1.3.5-Trimethylbenzene - < 1.0 <1.0 <i.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 < 1.0 WD <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10
terl-Butylbenzene - < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <140 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 wD <10 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <10
1,2,4-Trimethytbenzens - < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 <10 < 1.0 WD <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10
sac-Butylbenzens - <1.0 <1.0 0.61J < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 wD < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <19 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0
p-lsopropyltcluens - <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <1.0 <10
n-Butylbgnzene - <10 <1.D < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD < 1.0 <1.0 <10 <19 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
cis-1,3-Dichioropropene (5) <1.0 <1.0 <140 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 WD <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 <10 <10 <1.0

Shaded srea with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceadancs. -
J = Estimated value tess than PAL or based on data evaluation of laboratory resulls
UN = Tentative nondetection due to blank coptamination / value is within 5X result reported for blank
J+ = Concantration biasad high dus to blank contamination

NT = Well not sampled.

N = Anatyzed outside holding time by 13 days.

NA = Nol Analyzed

WD = Well Previously Decommissloned

=]

“ Regulatory siandard is for total 1,3-dichleroprapene and telsl xylsnes

Sample-specific qualifiers:

OHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in Jung 2002
In October 2003, OHM-A7-08, 09, 10, 45, 46, 51 and 52 were received al excessive lemperature and so ail deteclions ang "J'-qualified.




Table 3
Groundwater VOC Analytical Results - April 21-23, 2004 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7
(SHEET 7 of 10)

well No| OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-A7-BOA OHM-A7-9 OHM-A7-10 QHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-48 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 J0O-AGT-ME1 JO-AQT-MB2 JO-AQ7-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L g/l ugil. ug/l. ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GW-1 o
ug/L
VOLATILES (SW846-0260B)
trans-1,3-Dichloropropens g.5* 1U 1U 104 1U 1U RN 1U WD 1UJ 1u 10 1Ud 1U 1U 1U
im-Xylene & p-Xylene 6,000 * iU 1U 20U 1Ud 1U 1UJ iU WD 10 1U 1Ud 1Ud 1 U 1U 1U
o-Xylene 6,000 1.0U 1.0U 20U 1 UJ 1U 1 UJ 1U WD UJ 14U 14d 1Ud 1U 1U il
Dichlorcdifluorcmethane {Freon 12) 10,000 1U 1u 5.0UJ 1UJ 1U 1UJ 1U WD 1WUd 14U 1UJ 1Ud 1U 1U 11U
Chloramethane 1,000 1U 1uU 50U 1UJ 1U 1) 1U WD 1Ud iU 1 UJ 1Ud 1U 1y 14
Viny! chloride (chlorcethene) 2 iU 1U 20U 1LUJ 1U 1UJ iU WD 1UJ 1U 1UJ 1 UJ 1U 1U 11
Bromemethane 2 1U 1y 20U 1 U 1y 1. 1uU WD 1w 1U 1Ud 1 UJ 1u 1U U
Chloroethane 1,000 1U 1U 50U 1L 1U 1UdJ 1U WD 1Ud 11U 1UdJd 1 U4 1u 1L 11U
Trichlorofluoromethane (Frean 11) 10,000 1U 1U 20U 1L 1U 1Ud 1U WD 1Ud 1U 1.5J 1.24J 0.68 J 1u 0.37J
1,1-Dichloroethene 1 1U iU 10U 1UJ 1U 1Ud 1U WD 1UJ 1U 1Ud 1UJ 1U 1U 1U
Methylene chloride 3 10Uy 10U 50U 1UJ 1U 1UJ 1y WD 1 U 1J 1 1UdJ iu iU 1U
ltrans-1,2-Dichloroethene 100 1U iU 1Ud 1U 1 1U WD 1J 1y 1Ud 1UJd 1U 1U 1.6
1,1-Dichiaroethane 70 ARV 14 1UJ 1u 1ud 1y WD RN iU 1) TUJ 14 1U 1U
2,2-Dichlaropropane - 1U 1y 10 1u 1Ud 1Ty WD Tud 1U 1UJ 1UJ 1u 1U 1U
cis-1,2-Dichlcroethene 70 4.9 5.1 1UJ 1L 1Ud 1u WD 1S 1U 0.568J 0.354d T 1U 8.2
Chloroform 5 1U iU 1UJ 1uU 1 UJ 14 whD 1UJ 1U 0.20J 1Ud 0.204 1U 0.34J
Bromochloromethaneg - 1U 1U 1UJ iU 10U 1U wD T UJ 1U 1UJ 1Ud 11U 1U 14U
1.1,1-Trichloreethane 200 1y 14U 1Ud iU 1UJ tuU wD 1UJ 1U 1 1Ud 1U 1U 1U
1,1-Dichloropropene - 11U 1 1Ud 1U 1Ud 1U WD 1UJ 1y 1UJ 1\ 1U 14U 1U
[Carbon tetrachlaride 5 1yU 1U 1Ud 1uU 1 U 1U WD 1UJ 1U 1UJ 1uJ 1u 1U 1u
[1,2-Dichloroethane 5 1u _1u | 1Ud 1y 1UJ 14 WD 1UJ 14 1UJ 1UJ 1J iU 1.5
[Benzene 5 0.44J 0.40J 1.0J 1uJ T 1Ud 1U ) 1Ud 022) 1UJ 1L 1U 1U 1U
Trichloroathene 5 1.4 13 154 1uUd 1U 1Ud iy WD 1 1U 0854 075J 1u iU 17
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 1U _1u 200 ¢ Tl 11U 1Ud 1U WD 1Ud 1U 1 UdJ 1UJ iy 1U 1U
Bromedichloromethane 5 1U iU 20U | 1ud 1U 1Ud 1U WD iUl iU 1ud Ul iU 1U 1u
Dibromomethane 5,000 1U U 20U _ [ 1wl iy 11U 1U ) 1Ud 1U 1UJ 1 1U 1U 1U
Toluene 1,000 iU RNV 20U 1Ud 1U 1wl | 11U wD 1uJ 1U 1Ud 1 1u 1U iU
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 5 1U 1] 20U 1 UJ 1U 1ud |y WD BT 11U 1 U 1UJ 1U 14U 1.8
Tetrachloroethene 5 231 21 17 1L 11U 1 1u WD 1 0d 1U 46 1.9J 1.5 1U 29
Cibromochloromethane 5 1U 1U 20U 1UJ 1U 1Ud tu WD 1UJ 1u 1UJ 1Ud 1uU 14 iU
Chlorobenzene 100 5.5 53 4.9 1UJ 1U 11Ul 1U wbD 1UJ 1.6 14d 1Ud 1u 1y 0.894 4
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 5 1U 1U 20U 1Ud 1U 1Wd 1U wD 1Ud 1U 1UJ 1UJ 1u 1U 1uU
Eihylbenzene 700 1U __1u 20U 1Ud 1U 1UJ 1U wD 1Ud iU 1Ud 1UJ iU 1U 1uU
Styrene 100 iy [ 11U 20U 1ud iy 1uJ 1U ) 1Ud 11U 1UJ 1Ud 1u iU 1U
Bromoform 5 1y 1u 20w 1ud 1y iud ! 1y WD 1Ud 1U 1Ud 1 1U 1U iU
1,1,2,2-Tetrachioroethane 2 1U 11 20U 1Ud 14 1UJ 1U WD U 1U 2.7J 0.73J 0.58 J 1U 4.8
Bromobenzene 1,000 1U iU 20U 1UJ iU 1Ud 1U wD 1UJ iU 1 Ud 1UJ 1U 1U 1U
1,3-Oichlgrobenzene 6090 14 14 20y 1 Ud iU 1Ud 14y wo 1ud 0.454d 10Ud TUd Td 1u 1U
1,4-Dichlprobenzene 5 031J 0.324J 20U 1UJ 1U 1Ud 14U wD 1Ud 0.69J 1Ud 1UJ 1U 14 1U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 600 1U 1y 20U 1UJ 1U 1U0J 1U wD 1 UJ 1U 1 UJ 1Ud iU 1U 1Y
1,2-Dibromo-3-chioropropane
{DBCP) 100 2u 2U 50U 2 U5 2U 2w | zu WD 2ul 2y 2u 21 2U 2y 2U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 70 1.4 1.5 _134Jd 1UJ 1U 11 Ty WD 1UJ 1U 1UJ 1Ud 1uU 1U 1U
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.6 1U 1U 20U 1UJ iU 1UJ 1U wDh 1UJ 1U 1UJ 1UJ 11U 1 1y
Naphthalene 20 | o2%ul 0B3US 50U | 1Ud U] 1UJ 1U WD S tud | 11U 1UJ 1 U 1y 11U TuU
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzens - 11 | 118 ) 114 T 1U 1ud 11U wD 1Ud 10U 032 [ 1U 1U 14y
1,3-Dichloropropane 056 1U 1U 20U 1 1u 1Ud 1U WD 1) 1U 1UJ 1UJ iy 1U 1U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB} 2U 2U 20U 2Ud 2U 1UdJ 24U WD 2 L) 24 2L 20J 2U 2U 2U
Isoprapylbenzene 10,000 0.414J 042 J 0.57J 1UJ 1l 1Ud 1U WD 1 W 1U 1 Ul 1UJd 1U 14 1U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1,000 1U iU 20U 1UJ 1 U 1UJ 14U WD 1UJ 1U 1Ud 1Ud iU 1U 11U
n-Propylbenzene - 0.174J 016 J 20U 1Ud 1U 1Ud 1U WD 1 UJd 1U 1Ud 1UJ 1U 1uU 14U
@Iorotoluene - 1U 1u 20U 1 LJ 1U 11Ld 1U WD 1UJ 1U 1UJ 11U 1uU i1u 11U
4-Chiorotoluene 1u 1u 20U 1 1y R 1y | WD 111 U T [ 1l 10 1U iU
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene - 1y iU 20U 1UJ 1U 1LUJ 14 WD 1 UJ 1U 11UJ 1Ud 1U 1U 1U
tert-Butylbenzene - 1U 10U 200 1 U 1 1 L) 1U WD 1 U 1U 1 U 104 iU 1U 1U
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene - 1u 11U 20U 1Ud iU 11U tuy WD 11U iU 14U 1UJ 1U 1y 1U
sec-Butylbenzene - 0.93J a92J 11J 1UJ 1U 1 iU WD 10U 1U 1Ud 1UJ 1U 1U 1U
-lsopropyltoluene - 17U 1U 20U 1UJ 1U 1L 1U WD 1Ud 1U 1Ud 1UJ 1U 1u 1U
n-Butylbenzene - 0.45J 0484 20U 1UJ 1y 1UJ 1U WD 1UJ 1U 1 Ud 1UJ 1y iU 1y
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene (0.5 1U 1u 1.0U 1 UJ iU 1UJ iU WD 1UJ 1U 1UJ 1UJ 1y iU iU
Shaded area with bold numbers Indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - @ * Regulatory standard Is for total 1,3-dichlorcpropene and total xylenes

U = Compound not delecied above laboratory’s Practical Quantitation Limli (PQL)

UJ =Compound tentatively not detected al reported concentration

J = Estimated value less than POL or based on data evaluation of laboratory resulis

B =The assoclated method blank had compound detected at a concentration below the PQL
WD = Well Previously Decommissioned



Tabie 3

Groundwater YOC Analytical Hesults - Oclober 12-13, 2004 Sampling Event
Sudbury Tralning Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

(SHEET 8 of 10}
Wall No. OHM-AT-8 OHM-AT-30UP OHM-A7-BQA OHM-A7-9 OHM-AT-10 OHM-AZ-11 OHMA7-12 OHM-A7-13 CHM-A7-45 OHM-AT 46 OHM-A7-51 DHM-AT-52 JO-ADT-ME1 JQ-AD7-ME2 JO-ADT-MB3
MCP s/l Jg/L vgL Ll g/l L gL oL L s HpL gL /L Lyl Lyl
FPARAMETERS GW-1

wyL I
VOLATILES (SWB846-82608) N i )
Dichlorodiflucromethane 10,000 10U 10U 50U 1.0 104 10U 1ou WD 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 10y
[Chioromathane . 1,000 104 10U 50U 1.0U 104 16U 10U WD 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 10U 16U 1.00
Vinyl Chioride 2 GV ICIY] 20U 10y 10U 1.0U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U
Bromomethane B 2 10U 10U 20U 10U 10U 1ou 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U
Chioroethang 1,000 104 10U 50U Tou 10U 10U 10U _ WD 10U 10U 16Uy 10U 10U 1.0U 10U
Trichlorofiugromethane 10.000 10U 1.0U 20U 14 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 10U 18 0.60J 0464 1.0V 1.0U
Acrolein e 100 504 50U NA 50U 50U 50U 50U w0 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Freon TF - 10U 10U NA 10U 10U 10U 10U _ | WD 10U 10U 1.0y 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U
1,1-Dighloroethensa 1 10U 10U 1.04 10U 10U 10U 10U WD 1.aU 10U 10U 10U 1.0U io0u 10U
Acetone : 3,000 574 6.2 Ul 10U 38Ul 50U 50U 50U WD 50U 201 50U 50U 4.9 UJ 4.3 L 13UJ
Methyl lodide ({iodomethane) 1,000 10U D242 NA 10U 10U 100 16U WD 10U 1.0U 164 1.0U 1.0U 10y 10U
Carbon Disulfide 1,000 10U 1.0U 20U 10U 10U 10U 10U WD _1ou _ 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 10y
Alyi Chiorice 5,000 10U 1.0U NA 10U 10U 10U 104 wD 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U
Methylene Chloride 5 032 022 50U 10U 10U 100 REY WD 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0U
Acrylanitrite 1,000 10U 10U NA 1.0U .00 1.0U 18y WD _1ou 16U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U
trans-1.2-Dichlorpethene 100 10U 104 20U 10U 10U 1.0U 1oy wD 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 12
[1,2-Dichloroethene {tatal) 70 48 52 NA 10U 10U 10U 104 WD 16U 1oy 1.0 10U 10U 1.0U 7.0
Melhyi-1-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 700 10U 10U 20U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U WD 10U 1ou 10U 104 10U 104 1.0U
1,1-Dichloroethane 70 iou 10U 20U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U WD 1.0V 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Vinyl Acetate 10.000 034 0.34.) tA 3.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U WD 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U
Chicroprene 100 10U 1.0U NA 1y iouU 10U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U
cis-1,2-Dichlarethene 70 44 47 48 1.00 10U 1.0U 10U WD 1oy 10U Q854 104 19U 10U 56
2-Bulanone 400 50U 50U 10U 50U 50U 50U 50U WD 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Fropignilile . 500 40U 40U NA 40U 40U 40U 40U WD 40U 40U 40U 40U 40U 40U 40U
Methacrylonitrile 5,000 1.0U 1.0U NA 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0V WD 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10y 10U
Bromochlaramethang - 10U 10U 20U 10U ipU 10U iUy WD 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U
Tetrahydrofuran 5,000 140U lagu 10U 140U 140U 145U 140U WD 150U 140U 140U 140U 140U 140U 140U
Chioroform 5 10U 10U 20U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U WD 1.0U 10U 039J 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U
1,1,1-Trichlareethane 200 10D 10U 20U 10U 10Uy 10U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U 10y 10U 104U
Carban Tetrachloride 5 10U 10U 2ou 1.0U 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U 16y 10D 1.0U
|isobutyl Alconol 19 50U 50U NA DU 50U 50U 50 U WD 50 U 50U 50 U 50U 50U 50U 500
Benzene 1.5 060 058J 052 10U 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 0.35.) 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
1,2-Dichloroethane 5 1.0U 10U zau iguy 10U 10U 19U WD 1.0U 10U 10U 104 1.0U 10U 086
Trichlorosthens I - 1.3 14 124 1au 10U 10U 1gu WO 10U 10U 14 10U 10U 10U 93
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 1.0U iau 20U 104 10U 10U 10U wo 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Mathyi Methacrylate 5 10U 10U NA 1.0U 104 10U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Dibromomethane 5,000 1.0U 1aU 20U 10U 10U 10U 104U wD 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U igU
+,4-Dioxane 1,000 50 U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U WD 50U 50U 50 U 50 U 50U 50 U 50 U
Bromadichicromethane 5 1guy 10U 20U 10U 104 10U 104 WD 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U
2-Chlaroethyl Vinyl Ether 5,000 10UR 10UR NA 1.0UR 1QUR 10UR taUA [75) 10UR 1.0UR 1.0UR 1.0UR 10UR 1.0UR 10UR
vis-1,3-Dichloropropene 05 10U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U0 10U 10U
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 400 50U 50U 10y 50U 50U 50U 50U WD 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Toluene 1,000 104 10U 204 16U 10U 10U 16U WD 10U 19U 10U 10U 1au 160 10U
trans-1,3-Dichlorepropene 05° 1.0U 10U 1.0U 104 10U 1.0U 1.0U WD 10U 10U 10U 1.0U Loy 104 10U
Ethyl Methacryiate 5,000 10y 10U NA 1oy 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 1.0Y 10U iguy 10U 10U 104
1,1.2-Trichloroethane 5 10U 1oy 20U 10U 10U 10U 1.0 WD 104 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 10U 0.94J
[Tetrachloroethans 5 13 13 18 1oy 10U 10U 10U wo 10U 1.0U 40 0.88J 12 10U 062
2-hexanone 1.000 50UJ 50UJ 101 5.0LJ 50U 50UJ 50U WD 5.0 5.0 UJ 5.0 Ul 5.0 UJ 50U 50U 50U
Cibrorochloromethane 5 1.0U 10U 20U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U
1,2-Dibromoethane {EDB) 0.02 10U 10U 20U 10U 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 104
Chlorobenzene 100 B.5 84 a7 1.0U 10U 10U 10U WD 100 072 10U 10U iou 1.0U 14
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 5 10U 1.0U 20U 1.0U 1gu 10U 10U WD 1.0V 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U
Ethylbenzene 700 10U 10U 20U 10U 10U 104 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U Y] 10U 1.0U
Xylene (m,p,} 8,000 * 10U 1.0U 20U 1.0U 1.0U 1oy 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 104 10U 1.0U 1.0
Xylene (lotal} 6,000" 10U 10U NA 10U 10U 10U 10U WD 1.0 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Xylena (o) 5,000 * 10U 10U 20U 10U 10y 104 100 [ wD 1au 1.0U 10U 1.0 10U 10U 10Uy
Slyrene 100 1.0y 1.0U 20U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U WD 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U
Bromgfomn 5 10U 10U 20U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U ) 1gu 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
[lsopropylbenzene 16,000 068, 072J 20U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U WD 1au 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U
fcis-1,4-Dichioro-2-butene 100 1oy 1.0U NA 1.0U 10U 1oy 10U WD 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 19y 10U
[1,1.2.2-Tetrachioroethiane 2 | 0954 0954 20U 10U 10U 10U 10U wo 10U 1ou 44 0584 0854 | __1ou | 18 |
1,2,3-Tnchloropropane 1,000 1oy 10U 20U 104 1.0d 10U 104 wo 104 104 10U 10U iy 10U 104U
irans-1,4-Dichloro-2-butene 100 10U igu NA 10U 10U 10U 10U wD 10Uy 10U 1ou 1.0U 10U 1oy 10U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 500 10U 1.0U 20U 104 104 iU 10U WO 10U D.35.) 1y 10y 10U 10U 10U
1,4-Dichlormbanzene 5 0.39.) Q.42 J 20U 1.0U oy 16U 104 [) 10U 054 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U
1,2-Dichlorobenzens 600 10U 10U NA 10U 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloroprapane 100 10U 1au 50U 10U 10U 1.0 10U WD 10U 10U 0954 10U 10U 1.0U 10U
1,2,4-Trichlombenzens 70 1.3 138 20U 10U 10U 1oU 1.0U WD 10U 1oL 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Hexachlorobutadiene 06 10U 10U 26U 1¢U 10U _Lou 1.0y WD 10U 1.0U 104 10U 16U 10U 1.0U
Napthalene 20 10U 024 50U 104 1.0U 1.0U 10U WD 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 16U 1.0U 1oy
2 2-Dichloroprapane 5* 1.0U 10U 20U 10U 1gu 10U 1.0 WD 10U 10U tQu (Y] 10U 1.0U 1.0U
1,1-Dichloropropene o5° 10U Gy 20y 100U 1ou o 1ol WD 1oy 1o oy ou Ry 1oU 1oy
1,3-Dichlarapropane 5,000 10U 10U Na 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U WD 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U
Bromobenzens 1,000 1.0U 10U 20U 1.0U 1.0U 10y 10U WD 0L 1gu 10U 10U 104 19U 10U
n-Propylbenzene 1,000 10U 10U 2oy 1.0U 1.0U 1.quU 10U WD 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 100 ] 10U 10U
2. Chlorotoluene 1,000 1oy 10U 20U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 1.04 10U 10U
4-Chlartoluene 1,600 i0yU 04 20U 1.0U 1ou 10U 10U WD 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 101 10U 10U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 100 104 10U 20U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U WD 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 10U
|tert-Butyibenzens - _tou i6U 20U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 19U WD 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U
1,2 4-Trimelhylbenzeng 10,000 10U 100 | 200 | 10U 10U 10U i.0U WD 10U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0V iou 1.0U
sec-Bulylbenzens - 086 092 0B2) 10U _1ou_ | 10U 10y WD 10U 10U 1ou 1.0U 10U 10U 10U
4-Isopropyitolusne - 160 10U 20U 10U 10U 10U 19U wD 104U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 16U 104
n-Butylbenzeng - 1.0U 1.0UL 20U 1oy 10U 1.0U 10U WD 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
1,2.3-Trichkwrcbenzene 100° 12 12 20U 10U 10U 104 10U WD 1.0U 10U 0.724 1oy 1oy 1ey 10U

Shaced arsa with bold numbars Indicaias MCF GW-1 axcosdance. -
U = Compound waa noi cetecied above laboraiory's Practical Quantiation Limit (POL)

Ul =G

inal

NA = Nat Anatyzed

al

=1

P allon or reporiing fimi extimated dus 1o low splke recavery
UR = Non-detoct resull wae rejectad based on the Inabllity 1o recover the compounkd (0% recovaty) from the mady spike (MS) and MSD.
Tha labaralory sttribuies this anomaly to the acid prasarvalian of the sarmple.
J = Eslimated valua laxs 1han PAL ar besed an dats svaluailon of Isboratory resulis
WD = Well Praviously Decommissioned

P 9 ¥
TOTAL 1 3dichloropropsne
TOTAL xylenes

2 2-dichlorapropane: GW-1 #id Ia for dehloropropanse.
1.i-dichloropropena: GW-1 std | for dichloropropena

n-propylbanzane: GW-1 md |s for propylbsnzsns
1,2,3-TAchiorohanzans; GW-1 std is for 1,2.4-Trichlorcbenzens



Tabla 3
Groundwater YOG Analytical Resuits May 31-lune 2, 2005 Sampling Evenl
Sudbury Trainng Annex - Landtill at ADC A?
{SHEET 9 of 10}

weil No.]  OHM-ar-s QHM-ATS0UP | OHM-A7-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-AT-25 OHM-AT-48 DHM-A7-51 OHM-AT-52 JO-207-M61 JO-AN7-ME2 JO-AOT-ME3
MCP GW-1 2oL vt . HgL ugL ol L gl Ll gl gL gL gl wol
PARAMETERS | Standard* [ T — B
gl
[gamma-BHC {Lindane)** . - )
Drehkrodifluoromathang 10,000 ) 10U oy " ooy T 100 10U 1.0U 1eu
Chloromathane 1,000 10U _tou " 1ou | gu 10U 10U 10U
Vinyl Chionide e 2 10U _1au [~ 1ou 10U 1QU 10U 1.0U
Bromomathane I 2 10U 10U [ 1pu, | 10U 10U 1Y 1.0U
Chlorosthane ] 1000 10U 10U T[T 10U 1.0U 1.0U 104 1oy
Trichlorofluoromethane 1 10000 10U 10U | 0gsd 036 J 038J 149y 1.0y
Acralein L S0y EXY 500 50U 50U 50U 504
11-Dichloroathena 1 1.0U 10U | 100 oy 1.0U 14U 1oy
[Freon TF - 1.0U 1.0U 10U .0U 1.0U 10U 1oy
Acatong _ " 3000 50UJ 6.4 UJ 50U .0uU 650U 50U 50U
Mathy! lodide {iodomathane) 1,000 10U .0U 1.0U [ 1.0u 1.0U 10U
[Carbon Disullide 1,800 10U Y] .ou auyu 1.0U 1.0U 10U
Ally] Chigrde: 5,000 iou .0y .oy au 1oy 1.0U 1au
Mallylene Chioride 5 10U Y] ou 100 1.0 U 1.0 1au
| Acryionitrite [ 1000 [ Tiou 10U U .10y 20U 10U 10U
trans-1,2-Dichlorgathena 100 ___1.ou _dou [ au iou oy | U 2334
Mathy-t-Butd Ether (MTEE]_ 700 iqu | 10U qu 1oy ol ou o4
1,2-Dichioroethens (tolal) 70 _ 1oy Qv 070J 190 | ou .0uU 38
1,1-Chchioroethane 70 10U _lau 104 1au QU .0uU i.0U
Chioroprene B 100 _lou -1V 1.0y 104 —_1au 10U 10U
Vinyl Acelale 10,000 10Wd 10U [ THaou ou 10U 1.0U 10U
2,2-Dhchiorepropane -- 1o0u rou | 1ou LU 10U 1.0U 10U
cig-1,2-Dichloroathans 70 10U 10U 069 J Ou 10U 1.0U 33
400 50U 500 50U G504 50U 50U 50U
500 40U 40U 40U 4.0U 4.0U 40U 40U
- 1.0U |~ 1eou 100 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U
5,000 1.0U 1.0U [ 10U 1.0V 1oy 1qu 10U
R 5,000 14U 14U 14 U 14y 1a 4 14U 14 U
Chloraform 5 1.0U 10U [ D25ud 1.0J 0u 1.0U G40 UJ
[1.4,1-Trichknoethane 200 10U 1.0Y 18U 10U 04U 1.0 o
Carbon Tetrachicride S 1oy 1.0U 1.04 ou .0u 1.0U ou
1,1-Dichloropropens 05 1oy .0U 10U QU .0U 1.0U oy
Bengene - ) 1oU ou 160U Qou au 1.0U ou
1,2-Dichiorosthane __5 1.0 0U 10U ou oy 10U a3 J
5 Alcohol _ 10 soy seu EdY] soU 50U 504 50U
Tichioioathene _ 5 1.0U 1.0U 099J ou io0uU 1Y) 38
1,2-Dichloropropans 5 __] 10U 10U oU 10U 10U ou LI
Divomomathane 5000 | . . ou. . [ teu ___ | . 1au 0U 10U 191 ou 1.0U
Methy Mathacrdate __5 . | 1 . . i . 10U 14U .0U 10U 1au ou 10y
I4-Digane __1.000 __ & . 1 500 [ sou__ [ s0U 50 UJ DY 50U 50 U 50 4
Bromodichioromethane i 5 i . [ B | 1 . ' tou | 1au 1oy 10U 10U 10U 10U
2-Chioreethyt Vinyl Ether 5,000 7 1.0UR 1.0UR 1AUR 1DUR 1.0UR 1QURA 10UR
cis-1, 3Dicnlaropropene . 9.5 .0 DU . B | | 1.00 100 10U 1.0 .00 18U
4-Methyl-2-ponlanone 400 | U X . 5.0U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Toluera 1,000 oy 16U oy 10U U 1ol
trang-1,3-(kchiorepropene 1—_ 5" oy 1.0U ou BT ouU 10U
|Ethyt Mothacrylate . 5,000 oy 1.6V oy 1oy oy iou
1,1,2-Trichloroelhane _5 0uU 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1oy 161
Tetrachiarosthene 5 10U EX] 0.54 J 0.804 10U 15
1,3-Dichloropropane 5,000 104U 1.0U 10U 10U 144 1.0y
2-hexanong 1,000 50U 5.0UJ 5.0u _sou S04 50U
Dioromashlgromethane 5 i0U 10U oy ipy 10U _10u
1.2-Dibromoethane (ECB} _ 002 10U 10y ou 10U 10U igu
[Chiorobenzene 10 _ | ez ? : 3.3 1.04 ouU 10y 10U igu
1,1,1 2-Tetrachloroaibane 15 ﬂ 1494 10U 1.00 10U 104 U 1au 10U 16U
Ethylbenzene ] 700 1.0U _1auy 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U [ 10U
Xylene (m,n,} 1 __ 6000 -1V 1au 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 194
Xylene (total) 6,000 * 10U T 10U 10U _1.ou 10U 1.0U 1.0uU tou 14y
[Xylene [0) 6,000 * 1.0y ~_10ud 10U L1V 14U 1.0Y 10U ] 1.0U 1.0U
[Styrene . ___ 1wl 10U 10U 1.0U 100 T 14U 1.0U 1.04 1.0U 1.0U
|Bromciorm 5 10U 1ou 1ou o T tou tou 10y 10y 1.0U
I zene 10,000 084 G27 J iR tauy 10y | 1ou 1oy 10y 1.0y 1.0y
Gis-1.4-Dachloro-2-butene 100 10U _1ou 10U 10U LY 10U 10U Oy Tou 100
Bromobonzang o4 tooo ] 10w | 1oy 1.0U 100 ] 1ou 1.0 1.0 10U 10U 1.0y
[1.1.2 2-Tekrachioroathang 2 Lo 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 20 1.0U 0.28J 104 2.4
n-Propylbenzens 1,000 1.0U 10U ou 1.ou Qu 1.0U igu 1.0U tQu 1oy
1,2,3-Trichloropropans , 1,000 100J 100 ou ou ou 10U 10U [ 16U 10U 10U
trans-1,4-Dhchiore-2-butena __100 1oy 10U .o0u 1.0U ou 1.0U 10U 1.0U 14U tauy
iz-Chicrotoiuene 1,000 1.0Ud 1.0U 1ou 1.0U _iou U 1ou 100 | 1.0Y gy
4-Chiorotolueng 1,000 1.0U 1oy 1.04 1.0U 10U U 1o0u 1.00 1Dy 1.0u
1,3,5-Tomethylbenzene 100 o 1ou iay 104 10U 10U au 10U 1.0J 1ou 1.0u
hart-Butylbenzene - 161 10y 10U 1 1.0U [ 10U o 10U 1.0U 10U 10U
1,2,4-Tomathyibenzene 16,004 _14u _1oy 1.0U 100 [ 1guU 10U 194 10Uy 1.0U 1.0U i 10U 10U
sec-Bulylbenzena - 0.37J 0.37J 10U 1.0U _1 100 10U ] 191 :‘ 101 1ou | 10U ] 10U 10U
1,3-Cichlorobenzena 500 1.0 104 au | 10U | 1.0V 10V D25) 1.00 10y 1.0y 1 1.0W 1.0U
[a-1s0propylichuane - 100 10U auv ] IV 10U T0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U
1,4-Dichiorobenzeng 5 0.22J au au 100 ] 100 10U 03) [ 10U 10l oy 10U 10U
1,2-Dichiorobenzene __600 100 au au 10U 10U i jou iy | 10U 10U 10U 104U 10U
n-Butybenzena e 1.00 au 023J 104 10U 1au 10U oy 19U 3.0U 1.0U 10y
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chioropropane 100 10U tau 1au 10U IRV 104 1.0U 10U 14U 10U 10U 1.0U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 70 15 16 494 104 10U 14U 10U 104 S 1au 1au 10U 1oy
[Hexachiorcbutadiene 0.6 0.37uJ | 10U | 083Ul 16U 10U " T.00 10U (] 10U 1.0U 10U Tou
[Naphthalens 20 1.0Ud 024, ~_0.78UJ 1.0U 14U [ 1ou 100 | 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U
1 2 3-Trichiorobanzeng -- 1.4 1.4 0.73J 10U 104 10U 10U 0.08 J 1.0U 10U 10U 10U

" MCP Btandard: Conventrations are compared to the more stringont or lower vahie 0 the Massachusotta Contihgency Plan GW-1 or GW-3 standarde [330 CMR 40.0974(2}]
Shaded area with bokl numbers indicates MCP GW-1{or GW-J) sxcesdanca.
U =Gompeound was ol detected above laboratory's Practical Guantitailon Limh (PGHL)

Ul = Compound tentatively not at raported ation or reparting Hmit wsth dus (o low splke recovery
UA = Nor-detect result was relected based on tiw Inabilkty 13 recaver the compound {0% recavary) Irom The matrix splke (MS) and M8D,
The lab y altribuien hia Iy 10 th ackl prestrvation of the aample.

J w Estimated valus lenc than POL or based o dats svaluatlon of laboratory results
MA = Not Analyzed

Groundwalar YOG Analytical Rasulls May 31-Juna 2, 2005 Sampling Event
"~ Regulalory standards Are Yor 101al 1,3-dichioropropetis and iolal xylsnas

Tabie3 {(SHEET 9ol 90)




Table 3
Groundwater VOC Analytical Results - September 13-14, 2005 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7

(SHEET 10 of 10)
Wall No. OHM-AT-8 QI_M-AT-HDUP OHM-AT-8 OHM-AT-11 OBM-AT-12 OHM-AT-48 QOHM-A7-51 | JO-AO7-MG3
PARAMETERS MCP GW-1 ugiL ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ugiL ugiL ug/L
Standard *
ugiL

VOLATILES (SWB846-82608)
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 5 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U
1,1, t-Trichlorogthane 200 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0V 1.0U 10U
1,1,2 2-Tetrachloroethana 2 05 05U 0.5 05U 05U 05U 1.4 4.1
1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane - 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 5 1.0 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U
1,1-Dichloroethane 70 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U
1,1-Dichloroethens 1 1.0 10U 1.0U 10U 106U 1oL 1.0U 1.0U
1,1-Dichloropropene - 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10y 1.0U 10U
1.2,3-Trichlorobenzene - 1.9 20 104 10U 1.0 UJ ioU 1.0U 10U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 1,000 1.0U 1.0U 1.0 10U 1.0 UJ igu 1.00 10U
1,2,4-Trichloroberzene 70 1.4 1.4 1.0 UJ 10U 1.0 UJ 1.0U 1.0U 16U
1,2,4-Trimethyibenzene - 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloreprepane
(DBCP) 100 50U 50U 50U 50U 5.0 50U 50U 50U
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) - 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0U
1,2-Dichlcrobenzene 600 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U tou 1.0U
1,2-Dichloroethane 5 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 25
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 1.0U i.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene - 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U t.ou 1.0U i.o0U i.0u
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 600 100 1.0U 1.0 1.0U 1.0UJ 0.2J 10U 10U
1,3-Dichfaropropana - 1.04 10U 10U 10U 1.00 100U 100U 1.0U
1,4-Dichlarcbenzense 5 0.3J 0.34J 1.0U 10U 1.0 034 10U 10U
1-Chlorghexans - 1.04 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0y 10U
2,2-Dichloropropane - 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.00U 10U
2-Butancng - 250U 25.0U 25.0U 25.0U 250U 25.0U 250U 250U
2-Chigrotoluens - 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U
2-Hexanone - 100U 1.0 U 10.6U 10.0U 100U 100U 19.0U 100U
4-Chlorotolugne - 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U
4-1sopropyltoluene - 1.0U 1.0U 1.0 1.0U 1.0UJ 10U 10U 10Uy
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone - 10.0U 100U 100U 100U 100U 100U 100U 100U
Acetone 3,000 250U 250U 260U 260U 250U 25.0 U 250U 250U
Benzene 5 0.4J 0.54d 1.0U 1.0U 10U 0.24J 10U 344
Bromobenzeng 1,000 .U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U
Bromochloremethane - 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U
Bromodichloromethane 5 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U
Bromoiorm 5 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U
Bromomethane 2 2.0U 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U 204 20U
Carbon Disulfide - 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U iou
Carbon Tetrachloride 5 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 100 10U
Chlorgbenzene 100 10.8 11.2 10U 1.0U 1.0U 0.9.J 10U 4.2
Chlorpethane 1,600 20U 20U 200 240U 20U 20U 20U 20U
Chloroform 5 10U 10U 140U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 16UJ
Chicromethane 1,600 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 7C 6.8 7.1 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 0.BJ 13.5
cis-1,3-Dichloroprapensa 05" 0.5 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 054U 05U
Cyclohexane - 04J 1.0U 1.0J 1.0U 1.0U iou 1.00 1.0U
Dibromochloramethane 5 1.0l 1.0U 1.0y 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U
Dibromomethane 5,000 1.0U 1.0U 1.0y 10U 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0U
Dichlorodiflucramethane (Freon 12) 10,000 2.0 2.0UJ 2.0 UJ 20U 2.0UJ 20UJ 2010 20U
Ethylbenzene 700 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U
Hexachlorobutadiene 06 06U 06U 0.6 UJ 08U 08 UJ 06U 06U DBV
Isopropylbenzena 10,000 0.9.J 1.0 1.0UJ 10U 1.0 UJ 10U 10U 10U
Methyl Acetate - 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0y 10U
Methyl tert-Butyl Ether 70 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.04U 10U 10U .00
Methylcyclohexane - 0.74J 0.7J 1.0U 1.0U 1.0V 10U 10U 10U
Methylene Chlorige 5 0.4 UJ 04 W 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Naphthalene 20 10U 1.0U 1.0UJ 1.0U 1.0 Ud 10U 1.0 1.0U
n-Butylbenzene - 0.7J 07J 1.0UJ 10U 1.0 L 1.0U 1.04 1.0U
n-Fropylbenzene - 0.2J 02J 1.0 U 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U
sec-Butylbenzene - 14 1.5 03J 10U 1.0 U 1oV 1.0U 1.0Y
Styrene 100 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0
tert-Butylbenzene - 1.04 1.0 1.0U 1.0 1.0 UJ 10U 10U 1.0
Tetrachloroethene 5 254 27.4 1.0U 1.0 U 1.0U 1.0U 38 116
Tetrahydrofuran - 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Toluene 1,000 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0V 10U 10U 1.0U
trans-1,2-Bichloroethene 100 10U 10U 104 1.0U 10U 1.0U 1.0U 3.7
trans-1,3-Dichlosoprapene 0.5 05U 05U 05U 05U 054 05U 05U 05U
Trichlorogthena 5 1.1 1.1 1.0U 1.0U 1.0 10U 1.3 254
Trichlcrofluoromethane (Freon 13) 10,000 20U 20U 0.5 J+ 20U 20U 20U 1.0J 1.04
Vinyl Acetale - 50U 50U 500 5.0U s50U 50U 50U 50U
Vinyl Chlaride {chioroethens) 2 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.04 1.04U
o-Xylene €,000 " i.0U 10U 1.0U .oy 1.0U 1.0U 10U i.0uU
m-Xylene & p-Xylene 6,000 ** 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U 1.0U

* MCF Standard: Concentrations are compared to the more stringent o lower value of the Massachusetis Contingency Plan QW-1 or GW-3 standards [310 CMR 40.0874(2)]

** Regulatory standard i for tatal 1,3-dichioroprop and total xyl

Shaded area with bold numbers Indicates MCP GW-1 (or GW-3} excesdance. - E

U = Compound not d d above lab ¥'s Practical Quantitation Limit (PQL}

UJ = Compound tentatively not d d ol reported atlon

J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results Groundwater VOC Analytical Results - September 13-14, 2005 Sampling Event
B = The associated method blank had compound detacted at a cor below the PQL Table 3 (SHEET 10 of 10)




Groundwater Pesticide & Metals Analytical Results - May 9-10, 2001 Sampling Evenl
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7
{SHEET 1 of 10}

Table 4

Well Noj| OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-10 COHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-A07-M61 JO-A07-ME2 JO-A07-MB3

PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ugflL- ug/l. ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ugll ug/L ug/lL

GW-1

ug/L
PESTICIDES
METHOD SW846 B081A
alpha-BHC 500 0.044 J <0.5 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA <0.0560 <0.06 0.078 0.26 0.056 <(.050 0.25
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.2 7 6.6 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA <0.050 031 d 0.078 <0.050 0.16 <0.050 0.31
Heptachlor 0.4 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <Q.050 <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050
Aldrin 0.5 <.5 <.5 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA <0.050 <0.050 <0.05 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
heta-BHC 100 <.5 <.5 <0.050 <0.050 <0.250 <0.050 NA <0.050 <0.050 <0.50 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
delta-BHGC 100 <.5 <.5 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050 NA <0.050 <0.050 <0.50 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 <0).050 <(.050
Endosulfan | 0.1 <(.05 <0.05 <(.50 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 <(0.050
gamma-Chlordane 2* <0.5 <0.05 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 NA <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <Q.050 <0.050 <0.050
alpha-Chlordane 2" <(.5 <Q.05 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 =0.050 NA <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
4,4'-DDE 0.1 <1 <0.1 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <010 <0.10
Dieldrin 0.1 <1 <.0.1 <0.10 <0.10 <Q.10 <0.10 <Q.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Endrin 2 <01 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
4,4-DDD 0.1 0864 0634 014 014J 0.1J 0.1J 0.14J a1J 0.1 J 01J 014J 014 014 0.14J
Endosulfan Il 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
4,4-DDT 0.3 0.194J <0.1 0.1J 01d 014d 014J 0.1J 01J 01J 01J 0.1J 014 014d 01J
Endrin aldehyde 100 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <01 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Methoxychlor 2 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <(0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <(0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50
Endosulfan sulfate 0.1 <Q.1 <0.1 <0.1 <(.1 <01 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <01 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin ketone }
Toxaphene 100 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2
TAL METALS (6010);
Mercury by 7470A ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
Aluminum - 180 B 1508 86B 110B 99 B 1700 330 220 < 200 59 B 140 B 230 400 710
Calcium 33,300 32,300 8,400 10,000 21,200 9,800 3400 B 41008 5,500 B 12,800 13,900 8,700 8,500 12,100
Potassium - 4,200 B 4000 B 20008 2,900B 4,200 2000 B 5,000 2,000 B 3,900B 15008 2,000 B 960 B 2,300 B 4,000 B
Magnesium - 8,900 8,700 1,800 B 1900 B 5,100 2000 B 740 B 6208 22008 3400B 4,800 B 1,800 B 2,100B 4500 B
Sodium - 8 500 8,300 5,600 5,700 10,100 J 9,200 7,600 1,600 B 7,800 5,800 7,100 5,200 5,500 17,000
Silver 7 148 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <b <5 5
Arsenic 50 10 658 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 < 10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Barium 2,000 10 58 41 B 768B 31B 11 3.2B 11 <11 49B 6.9B 5B 71B 11
Beryllium 4 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Cadmium 5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 328
Cobalt 5,000 150 160 408 378 26 B 14B 91B 79B 16 B 13B 1B 20B 22 B i0B
Chromiur (total) 100 6.9 428 5 1B 54B 42 25B 198 378B 1.6B 42B 43 B 12 32B
Copper 10,000 77J 50 | <25 <25 =26 | a42B <25 318 3B < 250 <25 <25 <25 <25
Iron e 18,500 15,000 160 46 B 240 2500 350 95B 1,200 62 B 360 360 510 10,500
Manganese - 14,800 14,900 110 500 23B 24 13B 14 B 1,800 11B 370 138 14 B 1,500
Molybdenum 2.4 <40 <40 <40 4B 8.4B <40 <40 < 40 < 40 1.6B - <40 288 188
Nickel 80 42 41 448 258 43B 43 238 738 B2B 23B 58B 41B 148 4B
Lead 15 10 8.6 <5 <h <5 <b <5 <5 5U <5 <5 <B <5 <5
Antimony 6 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 43B <10 <10 1B =10 <10 318 <10 27B
Selanium 50 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <b <h <h <5 <5
Thallium 2 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Vanadium 50 11B <50 <50 <50 <50 44B <50 <50 < 50 <5 < 50 1B 1.1B < 50
Zing 900 7.8B 20B 55B <20 <20 678 378 8.48B 55B < 10 4B 388 798 43
Mercury (SW 7470Q) 1 0.94J 0554 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <(.2 <0.2 <(.2 < 0.2 < 0.2 < 0.2 0.2 <0.2 <02

Cross-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. -

J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results
B = Analyte Is also present in equipment blank sample at a reportable level.

G = Elevated reporting {imit. The reporting limit Is elevated due to matrix Interference
Q = Elevated reporting iimit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.

NT = Well not zsampled.
NA = Not Analyzed

* Regulatory standard is for total Chlordane
E = Estimated values greater than the instrument calibration range




Table 4

Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - October 22-24, 2001 Sampling Even!

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7
(SHEET 2 of 10}

Well No.{ OHM-A7-8 COHM-A7-8DUP CHM-A7-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 QHM-A7-12 QHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-AD7-M61 JO-AQ7-M52 JO-A07-M63
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L uglL ugll ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l
GW-1
ug/L

PESTICIDES
METHOD SwW846 3081A
alpha-BHC 500 0.0514 0.069 J <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 No sample <0.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050 No sample 2Q <0.050
lgamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.2 43Q 49Q <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 Mo sample <0.050 No sample 0.35 <0.050 No sample <0.050 0.31
Heptachlor 0.4 <.5 <.5 <0.050 <{.050 <0.050 <0.050 No sample <0.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050 Na sample <0.050 <0.050
Aldrin 0.5 <.5 <.5 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050 No sample <0.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050 Na sample <0.050 <0.050
beta-BHC 100 <.5 <.5 <(0.050 <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 No sample <0.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050
delta-BHC 100 <5 <.5 <(.050 <0,050 <0.050 <(.050 MNo sample <0.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050 No sample <0.050 <(.050
Heptachlor epoxide 02 <.5 <.5 <{).050 <{0.050 <0.050 <(.050 Neo sample <{().050 No sample <{0.050 <0.050 No sample <(.050 <(.050
Endosulfan | 0.1 <.5 <.5 <().050 <{.050 <0.050 <{0.050 No sample «<(.050 No sample <0.050 <{(.050 No sample <{(.050 <(.050
gamma-Chlordane 2" <.5 <.5 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 No sample <0.050 No sample <0.050 <{.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050
alpha-Chlordane 2r <.5 <.5 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 «<0.050 No sample <0.050 No sample <0.050 <0.050 No sarnple <0.050 <0.050
4,4-DDE 0.1 <1 <1 <0.10 <0.10 <Q.10 <0.10 No sample <0.10 No sample <0.10 <0.10 No sample <0.10 <0.10
Dieldrin 01 <.5 <5 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 No sample <010 No sample <Q.10 <0.10 No sample <0.10 <0.10
Endrin 2 <1 <1 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 No sample <010 No sample <0.10 <010 No sample <0.10 <0.10
4,4'-DDD 0.1 254 254 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 No sample <0,10 No sampte <0.10 <0.10 No sample <0.10 <0.10
Endosulfan | - <1 <1 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 No sample <010 No sample <0.10 <0.10 No sample <Q.10 <0.10
4,4-DDT 0.3 <1 <1 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <010 No sample <0.10 No sample <Q.10 <Q.10 No sample <0.10 <0.10
Endrin aldehyde 100 <1 <1 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 No sample <0.10 No sample <0.10 <0.10 No sample <(0.10 <0.10
Methoxychlor 2 <5 <.5 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 «<0.50 No sample <0.50 No sample <0.50 <0.50 No sample <(.50 <0.50
Endosulfan sulfate 0.4 <1 <1 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 No sample <0.10 No sample <0.10 <0.10 No sampie <().10 <(.10
Endrin ketone <0.10 No sample No sample Na sample
Toxaphene 100 <20 <20 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 No sample <2.0 No sample <2.0 <2.0 No sample <2.0 <2.0
TAL METALS (6010); Mercury,
by 7470A ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/lL ug/L ug/L ug/lL ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/lL
Aluminum - <200 <200 <200 858B,J <200 96 B,J No sample 80 B No sample 550 <200 No sarmple 96 B,J 260
Calcium - 34,400 34,700 19,600 11,900 19,000 9,300 No sampie 4,900 B No sample 13,900 12,100 No sample 11,800 12,500
Potassium - 4,300 B 4,400B 4,700 B 3,100 B 4200B 2.100B No sample 1,800 B No sample 24008 2,700B No sample 3,300 B 43008
Magnesium - 8,600 8,700 4,400 B 2,100B 4,800B 1,400 B No sample 1,300 B Mo sample 4,8008B 4700B No sample 2,700B 4,600 B
Sodium - 9,600J 9,700J 8,500 B 6,300 J 10,100 J 9,900B No sample 6,300J No sample 81004 7.500B No sample 75008 12,200 4
Silver 7 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 No sample <5 No sample <5 <5 No sample <5 <5
Arsenic 50 15 18 968 <10 <10 <10 No sample <10 No sample <10 <10 No sample <10 <10
Barium 2,000 48 50 <10 498 2.08B 378 No sample 668 No sample 888 888 No sample 5.8B B6B
Beryllium 4 <5 <5 <5 <5 <h <5 No sample <5 No sample <5 <5 No sample <5 <5
Cadmium 5 <5 <5 <h <h <5 <5 No sample <5 Nao sample <5 <5 No sample <5 208
Cabalt 5,000 54 58 128 22B <50 268 No sample 368 No sample 258 <50 No sample 268 928
Chromium 100 29B,J 29B.J 1.3B 1.6B 5.0 6.6 No sample 26B No sample 458 13B Na sample 318 56
Capper 10,000 8B 8B <25 <25 <25 <25 No sample <25 No sample <25 <25 No sample <25 <25
Iron - 28,600 J 28.7J 2,100 150 290 130 No sample 21B No sample 1,200 158 No sample 270 7,600
Manganese - 8,000 8,100 1,200 230 23 43B No sample 11B Ng sample 0.43 90 No sample 180 1,200
Molybdenum 288 3B <40 No result No result No result No sample <40 No sample 22B <40 Mo sample No result Neo result
Nickel 80 23B 26 B 258 3.0B <40 488B No sample 108 No sample 538 <40 No sample 63B 458B
Lead 15 4.4B 48B <5 <5 <5 <b No sample <5 No sample <5 <5 No sample <5 <5
Antimony 6 478 38B 388 <10 38B 368 No sample <10 No sample <10 278 No sample <10 <10
Selenium 50 <5 3.9B <5 5.4 <5 39B No sample <5 Na sample <5 <5 No sample 428 <5
Thallium 2 <10 41B 33B 4.08B 43B <10 No sample <10 Na sample 33B <10 No sample 3.3B <10
Vanadium 50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 No sample <50 No sample 1.6B <50 No sample <10 <50
Zinc 900 <20 <20 6.6 B,J <20 <20 <20 No sample 3.88B,J No sample 4B,J <20 No sample 4.0B,J 11B,J
Mercury (SW 7470) 1 0.15B 0.12B <0.2 0.13B 0.055 B 0.20 No sample 0.0588B No sample 0.056B <0.2 No sample <0.2 0.074B

Cross-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - * Regulatory standard is for total Chlordane

J = Estimated value less than POL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results Metals specific qualifiers:

B = Analyte is also present in equipment blank sample at a repartable level, B (metals) = Estimated value; result is less than the reporting limit

G = Elevated reporting limil. The reporting limit is elevated due to matrix interference J (metals) = Associated method blank showed reportable concentration

Q = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyle levels. of this analyte.

NT = Well not sampled. )

NA = Not Analyzed Table 4 (SH EET 2 of 10)



Table 4
Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - April 23-25, 2002 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7

(SHEET 3 of 10)
. Well No|  OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-A7-§ OHM-AT-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 QHM-A7-52 JO-AD7-M61 JO-AD7-M62 JO-AO7-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/t ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/ ug/l ug/l
GW-1
ug/t

PESTICIDES
METHOD SW3a46 B0B1A HOLDING HOLDING HOLDING HOLDING HOLDING
alpha-BHC 500 0.048J 0.051 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050 0.011d <0.050 0.025J <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
\gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.2 1.4 1.4 <Q.050 <0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 0.0104J < 0.050 0.027 J 0.13 D.054 0.052 < 0.050 0.25
Heptachlor 0.4 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 «0.050 <0.050 <0.050
Aldrin 0.5 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
beta-BHC 100 <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
delta-BHC 100 0.037 J 0.04J <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
Endosulfan | 0.1 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
gamma-Chlordane 2" <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
alpha-Chlordane 2* <Q.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
4,4'-DDE 04 <,10 <J,10 <0010 <010 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <(.10 <0.10 <0.10 <(.10 <0.10Q <0.10 <0.10
Dieldrin 0.1 <0.10 <0.10 <D.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <Q.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Endrin 2 <D.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0Q.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
4,4'-DDD 0.1 0.13 J 0.16 J «0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <(0.10
Endosulfan || - <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
4,4'-DDT 0.3 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <010 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Endrin aldehyde 100 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Methoxychlor 2 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.5Q <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50
Endosulfan sulfate a1 <Q.10 <0.19 <010 <0.10 <0.10 <010 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Endrin ketone <(.10 <0.10 <(0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Toxaphene 100 <2.0 <2.0 <20 <20 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0- <2.0 <2.0 <20 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0
TAL METALS (6010); Mercury
by 7470A ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l
Aluminum - 120 B.JM 110 BJM 110 BJM 120 B,J,M 87 BJM 400 J 200J4,M 660 J 100 B,JM 81 B.J,M 99 BJM 210 JM 94 B,J,M 1,400 J
Calcium - 18.6 JM 18,500 J 12,500 12,400 J 20,6008,J 8,400 J 4,900 B 6,200 6,900 J 11,300 J 11,300 J 5,700 4 93008 12,900 J
Potassium - 3200 BK 3200 BK 2,600 BK 3,400 B.K 4,600 B K 1,600 B,K 820 BK 2,200 BK 4600 BK 1,800 B,K 1,500 B,K 1,000 BK 2,600 B,K 3,700 B,K
Magnesium - 468 47008 2,400 B 2500B 48008 1,500B 1,100 B 1,200 B 2,100 B 3,700B 2,900 B 1,600 B 1,800 8 48008
Sodium - 8.3BM 8,100J __7,600J 6,500J 10,500 J 8,800 J 6,500 J 2,700B8,J 7,800 4J 6,400 J 5,500 J 5,400 J 6,800B 9,900 4
Silver 7 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Arsenic 50 B7B 858 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 598
Barium 2,000 19 19 42B 7.4B 24B 4.8B 24B 14 15 498B 468 438 4B 12
Beryllium 4 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <b <5 <5 <5
Cadmium 5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <35 <5 <5 <5
Cobalt 5,000 57 62 188 3.1B <50 <50 <50 138 22B 128 < 50 < 50 <50 158
Chromium 100 23B 22B 138 1.28 378 7.7 <5 1.3B 23 1.2B 168 1.5B 1.2B 3.4B
Copper 10,000 12B,J 15B,.J 9.88J 13 B,J 8.58,4J 5.4 8,J,M 6.7 8.4 12B,J 13 B,J 8.58,J 8BJ 3.2BJM 45B.JM 99BJM
Iron - 12,5004 12,3004 | 150JM 23BJM | 90BJM | 4704 99B,J 18 BJM 260 JM 54B,J.M 19 BJ,M 2804J 32BJM 14,500 4
Manganese 3,800 3.800 300 180 118 a8 B 148 38 ] s\30 130 B5B 99 B 7.4B 1,200
Melybdenum < 40 < 40 <40 < 40 _._28B < 40 < 40 < 40 42B < 40 < 40 = 40 <40 22B
Nickel 80 17 B 19B < 40 30B 1.9B 55B < 40 B 2B 278 1.8B <40 < 40 3B
Lead 15 52D 74D <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Antimony 6 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 258 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 268 <10 <10
Selenium 50 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 41B <5
Thalliim 2 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 31B <10 5B <10 <10
Yanadium 50 <50 < 50 < 50 < 50 < 50 < 50 < 50 < 50 < 50 = 50 < 50 = 50 < 50 188
Zinc 900 12B.J 11 B <20 37BJM <20 < 20 <20 274 6.38,J,M <20 <20 <20 < 20 79BJM
Mercury (SW 7470) 1 <02 <0.2 <0.2 <02 <0.2 < 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 < (0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <02

Cross-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - * Aegulatory standard is for total Chlordane

J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results Metals specific qualifiers:

B = Analyte is also present in equipment hlank sample at a reportable level, B {(mefals) = Estimated value; result is less than the reporting limit

G = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to matrix interference J {(metals) = Associated method blank showed reportable concentration

Q = Eievated reporting limit. The reportng !imit Is elevated due to high analyte levels. of this analyte.

NT = Well not sampled.

MA = Not Analyzed

HOLDING= sample extracted beyond holding time from collection to extraction.

M= Sample conc¢ within 5 times that of the method blank.

D= Greater than 20% RPD between field duplicates.

K= MSMSD and LCS/LCSD recoveries outside limits. Table 4 (SHEET 3 of 10)




Table 4
Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - October 15,17, 2002 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

{SHEET 4 of 10)
weill No, OHM-A7-8 _“_ OHM-A7-BDUP QOHM-AT-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-AT-46 QOHM-A7-51 QHM-A7-52 JO-AD7-ME1 JO-A07-M62 JO-AOT-MG3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/l ug/L ug/llL ug/l
GW-1
ug/L
PESTICIDES
METHOD SW846 8081A
alpha-BHC 500 <1 <1 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 wD <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050
gamma-BHC (Lindane) | o2 2.6 24 <0.050 <0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 wD < 0.050 NT 0.19 0.097 NT < 0.050 0.24
Heptachlor 0.4 <1 <1 <0.050 «<0.050 <(.050 <0.050 WD <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050
Aldrin 0.5 <1 <1 <(0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 WD <{0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.060
beta-BHC 100 <1 <1 <0.050 | <(.050 <0.050 <Q.050 WD <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.080
della-BHC 100 <1 <1 <D.D50 <0.050 <0.050 <D.050 WD <0.05Q NT <0.050 <D.050 NT <0.050 <0.050
Heptachlar epoxide 0.2 <1 <1 <D.050 «<0.050 <0.050 <0.050 wD <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050
Endosulfan | 0.1 <1 <1 <0.050 <=0.050 <0.050 <0.050 WD <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050
gamma-Chlordaneg 2’ <1 <1 <0.050 =0.060 <0.050 «0.050 wD <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050
alpha-Chlordang 2* <1 <1 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 WD <(0.050 NT <0.050 <0.050 NT <0.050 <(.050
4.4'-DDE 0.1 <2 <2 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <010 | NT <0.10 <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10
Dieldrin a.1 <2 <2 <G.10 <0.10 =010 <0.10 WD | <0.1Q NT <0.1Q <0.1¢ NT <0.10 <{.10
Endrin 2 <2 <2 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10
4,4’-DDD 0.1 <2 <2 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 NT . <010 <(.10 NT <0.10 <0.10
Endosulfan Il - <2 : <2 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10 NT <0.10 <010
4,4’-DDT 0.3 <2 <2 <0.10 <0.10 <D.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10
Endrin aldehyde 100 <2 <2 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 NT <0.10 <Q.10 NT <0.10 <D.10
Methoxychlor 2 <10 <10 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 WD <0.50 NT <0.50 <0.50 NT <0.50Q <0.50
Endosulfan suffate a1 <2 <2 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.19 WD <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10
Endrin kelone <2 <2 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10 NT <0.10 <0.10
Toxaphene 100 < 40 <40 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 WD <2.0 NT <2.0 <2.0 NT <2.0 <2.0
TAL METALS (6020);
Mercury by 7470A ug/L ughi ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/lL ug/l ug/t ug/L ug/L _uglL g/l ug/L ug/L
Aluminum - 140 J+ 130 J+ 31.J+ 35 J+ < 50 26.J WD 47 I+ NT < 50 7.4 J+ NT 470 J+ 2400 J+
Calcium - 23,000 21,700 20,400 13,200 17,700 9,100 WD 5,400 NT 19,100 8,300 NT 20,400 10,800
Potassium - 3,700 3,500 4,900 3,100 4,000 1,900 wD 1,800 NT 2,700 1,600 NT 3,800 4,000
Magnesium - 6,000 5,600 4,200 2,100 4100 1,400 WD 1,400 NT 6,500 2,300 NT 4,900 4,800
Sodium - 9,200 8,200 8,300 5,800 8,900 8,800 WD 8,500 NT 8,800 5,600 NT 12,400 11,800
Silver 7 0.15J 0.18B <1.0 <1 <1 <1.0 WD <1.0 NT <1.0 <1.0 NT 0.44 J 0.06
Arsenic 50 24 22 <2.0 <2 <20 <2.0 WD < 2.0 NT < 2.0 <20 NT 1.2J 6.2
Barium 2,000 31 29 11 5.1 <29 3.6 WD 5.4 NT 7.2 3.7 NT 17 19
Beryllium 4 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1 =1.0 <1.0 WD 0.081 J NT < 1.0 <1.0 NT <1.0 0.11.J
Cadmium 5 0.15J 0144 0.19J 0.082 J <1.0 <10 WD <1.0 NT 0.089J <10 NT <1.0 1.2
Cobalt 5,000 72 70 15 22 0194 0.76.J WD 4.3 NT 3.8 1.3 NT 20 20
Chromium 100 38 J+ 39 J+ 3UN 2.1 UN 23 UN 23 UN WD <21 NT 2.8 UN 2.3 UN NT 180 7.6 UN
Gopper 10,000 7.3UN 6.8 UN <2 <2 <2 <2 WD <2 NT <2 <2 NT 6.1 UN 51UN
Iron__ _ | - 14,600 14,000 3,200 240 280 B 250 I wbp | 18J NT 380 40 4 NT 1,500 29,300
iMangarese ) - 4,800 4,800 1,400 180 3 77 1,400 WD 8.9 J+ NT 320 7.9 J+ - NT 320 1,800 J
Molybderum 6 ] < 1.0 <1 2 <1.0 WD <10 NT 1.6 <10 NT k| 4
Nickel 80 50 52 3.7 J+ 2.9J+ <2 2.8 J+ wD 9.2 NT 7 < 2.0 NT 170 6.7
Lead 15 74 7 <1.0 0.068 J <1.0 <10 WD <10 NT 00744 <1.0 __NT 3 2
Antimony 6 0.49B 0.42J < 2.0 0.069J <2.0 <20 WD <20 NT 0.037 J <20 NT 0.38J 0138
Selenium 50 <20 < 2.0 <2.0 < 2.0 <2.0 <20 WD <20 NT <20 <20 NT <2.0 <2
Thallium 2 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD <10 NT <1.0 <10 NT <1.0 <1.0
Vanadium 50 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 < 10 WD <10 NT <10 < 10 NT <10 378
Zinc 900 8.9 UN 8.2 UN 6.6 UN <5.0 <5.0 <50 WD 8.7 UN NT < 5.0 <50 NT < 5.0 22 J+
Mercury (SW 7470) 1 0.091 UN 0.084 UN < 0.2 012 UN < 0.2 <0.2 WD < 0.2 NT <02 <0.2 NT <{.2 < 0.2
Cross-hatched area with bold humbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - * Regulatory standard Is for total Chlordane
J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data gvaluation of laboratory results
NT = Well not sampled. Sample-specific qualifiers:
UN = Analyte not reliably detected because of blank contamination. QHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002.
WD = Well PFreviously Decommissioned OHM-A7-46 and OHM-AT-61 were not sampled in Cclober 2002 dus to low groundwater elevations.

J+ = Concentration biased high due to blank contamination Table 4 {SHEET 4 of 10)



Table 4

Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - April 22-24, 2003 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQOC A7

(SHEET 5 of 10}
Well No. OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-AT-8 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 QOHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-AGT7-M&1 JO-A07-M62 JO-AD7-M6ZDUP-TA JO-AD7-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/t ug/L ug/lL ugi. ug/L ug/L ug/'L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GwW-1
ug/L

PESTICIDES
METHOD SW845 8081A .
alpha-BHC 500 0.049 J 0.051 <(.050 <().050 <0.050 <0.050 wp <0.050 <(0.050 0.0097 J <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA 0.010 J
'gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.2 26 23 <0.050 <0.050 < 0.050 <0.050 wD < 0.050 0.018J o1 0.045 0.022 J <0.050 NA 0.12
Heptachlor 0.4 < 0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 WD <0.050 0.025J <(0.050 <{.050 <D.050 <0.050 NA <(0.050
Aldrin 0.5 < {(.050 <{.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 NA <0.050
beta-BHC 100 < (.050 <(0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(.050 WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA 0.016 J
delta-BHC 100 < (.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 wD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 MNA 0.0067 J
Heptachior epoxide 0.2 < 0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 wD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <3.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA <0.050
Endosutfan | 0.1 < (.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0050 <0.060 WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA <0.050
gamma-Chlordane a* < 0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA <0.050
alpha-Chlordane 2" < 0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 NA <0.050
4,4’-CDE 0.1 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 wD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 NA <0.10
Dieldrin _ 0.1 <010 <010 | <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <).10 <010 NA <0.10
Endtin 2 <010 <(.1Q <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <Q.10 <0.10 NA <0.10
4,4’-DDD 0.1 0.2% 0.20 <0.10 <0.10 <010 <0.10 WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 NA <0.10
Endosulfan |l - <010 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <(.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 NA <0.10
4,4-DDT 0.3 0.16 0.18 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.1Q WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <.10 <0.10 NA <0.10
Endrin aldehyde 100 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 WD <0.10 <Q.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 NA <0.10
Methoxychlor 2 < 0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <(.50 wD <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 NA <0.50
Endosulfan sullate tR] <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 wbD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <D,10 <0.10 NA <0.10
Endrin ketone <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 wD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 NA <0.10
Taxaphene 100 <20 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 wbD <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 NA <2.0
TAL METALS (6020);
Mercury by 7470A ug/L ug/L v/l ug/L uglL ug/L ug/lL ug/L ug/L ua/L ug/lL ug/L ugiL ug/L ugiL ug/L
Aluminum - 12B.M 158 26 B 47 B < 50 17 B wD 23B 69 23BM 18 B 46 B.J 23B 23B 1,700 J
Calcium - 27,000 26,400 6,000 8,200 19,700 8,300 wD 3,500 7.000 15,000 13,600 5,500 5,300 5,600 7,600
Potassium - 4,300 4,200 1,500 2,600 4,400 1,500 WD 1,500 4,300 1,900 1,700 550 1,700 1,800 3,200
Magnesium - 7,200 7,100 1,300 1,600 4,900 1,300 WD 480 2,400 5,400 3,900 1,600 1,200 1,200 2,900
Sodium - 8,900 8,800 3.600 4,400 11,000 8,600 wD 1,400 9,200 8,100 6,200 4,000 2,600 2,700 14,000
Silver 7 0,14 B 0.14 B <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 wD <1.0 0.27B <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 0.14B 0.18 B < 1.0
Arsenic 50 1.8B 1.5B <2.0 <2.0 1.0B < 2.0 WD <20 <20 <20 <2.0 < 2.0 <20 <20 1.58
Barium 2,000 75 74 <22 5.5 25 <28 wD 4.4 12 5.3 5.2 3.5 2.7 27 12
Beryllium 4 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 WD <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0
Cadmium 5 0.865B 062B < 1.0 0.12B < 1.0 < 1.0 WD <1.0 0.20B 0.16 B <1.0 < 1.D <1.0 <10 0.95B
Cobalt 5,000 150 150 0.24 B 2.6 0.14 B G178 WD <1.0 35 1.8 0.59B 2.1 23 25 5]
Chromium 100 < 2.0 <20 2.5J4,M 26JM 3.94M 3.4J4M WD 24J4M 180 J 2.3JM 4.0 M <2 78 4J 77d 18
Copper 10,000 12J 11J 1.8 B.J M 2.2J.M 1.4 B.J,M 1.0B,J,M WD 1.4 B,JM 8.84J 0.92 BJ.M 1.2BJM 0.36 B.M 3.7M 41 M 5.3
Iron - 38,800 37,500 298 < 50 59 < 50 WD 17B 3,700 <50 <50 250 480 470 4,500
Manganese - 10,600 B 10,400 B 27 280 16 <1.0 wb 1. .87 1,100 340 13 a5 9.3 9.6 530
Mokbdenum <1.0 <10 <10 <10 25 <10 WD <10 25 0758 <10 _| <1.0 13 13 2.7
Nicke! 80 3z 31 0.99B 2.1 148 1.4B WD 21 140 4.6 2.1 1.3B 71 68 15
Lead 15 0.g0B 1.5 <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD 0.073BM 0.26 B.M <1.0 0.070 B.M <1.0 0.15BM 0.16 B.M 1.4
Antimony 6 0.27B 0.27B <20 0.078B < 2.0 <20 WD 0.069 8 0.065 B <20 <20 <20 0.040 B 0.049B 0.042 B
Selenium 50 <2.0 <20 <20 < 2.0 <20 <20 WD <20 <20 <20 <20 <24 <20 <2.0 <2.0
Thallium 2 0.58 B 0.57 B <1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 WD 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0
Vanadium 50 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 wD 10 <10 < 10 <10 < 10. <10 <10 < 10
Zing 900 14 M 16 M 13 M 29BM 1.8 B.M 2.8BM wD 3.0B8M < 5.0 2.4BM 42BM 1.3B6M 2.4BM 34BM < 15
Mercury (SW 7470; 1 0.33 0.34 0.078 B 0.070 B 5.094 B 3.069 8 wbD 0.098 B < 0.2 < 0.20 00698 <0.20 0.076 B 00788 < 0.20

Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCF GW-1 exceedance. - E * Regulatory standard is for totai Chlordane

B (in metals): Estimatad result, less than PQL.

J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results Sample-specific quallfiers:

M (In metals): detected compound concentration s less than or equal ta 5 times a concentration detected In the lab method, or field equipment, blank sample(s) OHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002.

WD = Well Previously Decommissioned Table 4 {SHEET 5of 10)




Table 4
Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - QOctober 6-8, 2003 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7
{SHEET 6 of 10)

OHM-A7-8 {AMRO
Well No.| OHM-A7-B OHM-A7-EDUP split) QOHM-A7-9 OHM-AT-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-AT-12 OHM-AT-13 OHM-A7-45 QHM-A7-46 OHM-AT-51 QHM-AT-52 JO-A07-MB51 JO-AQ7-ME2 JO-ADT-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/. ug/L ug/L ug/l. ug/l ug/l ug/lL ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GwW-1
ug/L
PESTICIDES
METHOD SW846 B0B1A
alpha-BHC 500 < 0.20 <0.20 0.058 124 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 J WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <Q.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
igamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.2 2.0 2.0 1.8 <0.050 <0.050 < 0.050 <0.050 J WD < 0.050 < 0.050 0.18 0.029J 0.037 J <0.050 0.041J
Heptachlor 0.4 < 0.20 <0.20 0.031 <0.050 <0.050 <0.080 <0.050 J WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 «().050 <0.050 <0.050
Aldrin 0.5 < 0.20 <0.20 < 0.0067 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 J WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
beta-BHC 100 < 0.20 <0.20 < 0.0067 <0.050 <0.050 «0.050 <0.050 . WD <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <{0.050 <0.050 <0.050
delta-BHC 100 <0.20 <0.20 < 0.0067 134 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050.) WD <0.050 <(0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 < 0.20 <0.20 < 0.0067 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 J WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
Endosulfan | 0.1 < 0.20 <0.20 < 0.0067 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 J WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
gamma-Chlordane 2- < (.20 <0.20 < 0.0067 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 4 WD <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
alpha-Chlordane 2+ < 0.20 <0.20 < 0.0067 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 J WD <0.050 <(.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050 <0.050
14,4'-DDE 0.1 <040 < 0.40 <0.013 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0104 WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10Q <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Dieldrin 0.1 < 0.40 <0.40 0.014 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10J WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Endrin 2 < 0.40 < 0.40 <0.013 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10J WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
4,4’-DDD 0.1 < 0.40 < (.40 0.16 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10J WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Endosuifan || - <0.40 < 0.40 <0.013 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10J wD <010 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <010 <0.10 <0.10
4,4'-00T 0.3 < 0.40 <0.40 0.054 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10J. WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <010
Endrin aldehyde 100 <0.40 <0.40 < 0.013 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0104 wD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <010
Methaxychlor 2 < 2.0 <20 < 0.067 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50J wD <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50 <0.50
Endosulfan sulfate 0.1 < 0.40 < 0.40 < 0.018 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10J WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <Q0.10 <0.10
Endrin ketone < 0.40 < (0.40 <0.013 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 J WD <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
Toxaphene 100 < 8.0 <B.0 < 0.1 <2.0 <2.0 <20 <2.0J WD <2.0 <2.0 <20 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0
TAL METALS (6020);
Mercury by 7470A ug/L ug/L ug/lL ug/L ug/L ug/lL ug/L ug/L ugrl ug/ll ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ugfl
Aluminum - 27 B 36B 1504 33B 54 20B.J 52 J WD 360 24 B 208 30B 64 J 358, 260 J
Calcium - 25,700 24,400 22,000 14,800 J 9,600 J 18,600 J 8,500 .J WD 50004 3,900 14,100.J 8,0004 5,700 J 10,100 J 9,200J
Potassium - 4,400 4,200 4000 3,800 3,200 4,300 1,900 WD 2,100 4,100 2,500 1,800 1,400 3,400 4,800
Magnesium - 6,800 8,200 6,300 3,100 1,800 4,600 J 1,300 J WD 1,200 1,300 35,200 2,200 1,600J 2,2004J 3,600 J
Sodium - 10,200 J 9,300 J 9,400 6,300 5,200 10,300 8,800 wD 5,400 9,500 J 8,000 4,900 5,300 6,000 22 500
Silver 7 0.067 B 0.067 B <7.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 0.0308B wD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
Arsenic 50 24 2.7 144 <2.0 <20 < 2.0 <20 wD <20 <2.0 <2.0 <20 <20 0.88B 1.1B
Barium 2,000 45 44 424 5.4 5.4 2.8 3.2 WD 12 9.7 5.7 4.0 5.0 6.0 8.0
Beryllium 4 < 1.0 <1.0 <50 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 WD 041 B <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
Cadmium 5 0.92 B 0.92B <50 <10 0.11 B <1.0 <1.0 WD 0.14B <1.0 0.079B <1.0 0.098 B <1.0 0.80 B
Cobalt 5,000 100 100 100 B.3 2.7 0.078B 0.62B WD 7.9 4.8 1.7 067 B 3.9 4.6 186
Chromium 100 58 4.6 87J 4.34d 2.2J < 2.0 2.0 wD <20 31 254 224 3.9 1.28 9.7
Capper 10,000 604 814 <25 0.65B,J 1.8B.J 0.72BJd 0.59B,J WD 6.1J 224 0.99 B.J 0.98 B 334 0818, 9.8
Iran - 13,000 12,900 13,000 3,600 300 98 51 WD 62 11,300 130 <50 580 660 18,400
Manganese - 5,700J 5,600 J 6,100 J 750 J 2204 130 J 414 wo 23J 1300 240 J 804 0.16 4 1704J 2400 )
Molybdenum <1.0 0.70B NT <10 <1.0 2.2 <1.0 WD <1.0 <10 0938 <10 <1.0 <1.0 1.8
Nickel 80 25 26 26 2.8 27 <20 2.0 WD 20 7.5 4.2 1.1B 4.0 3.5 10
Lead 15 1.4 16 534 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 0.098 B WD 2,100 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 0.168 0.082 B 0.46 B
Antimony 6 0.12B one 6.44J <20 <2.0 <2.0 1.1B WD < 2.0 <20 <20 <20 0.078B 0.057 B 0079 B
Selenium 50 < 2.0 <20 214 <20 <20 <20 <20 WD <20 <20 < 2.0 <2.0 <20 < 2.0 <20
Thallium 2 <1.0 <10 <50 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 wD <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
Vanadium 50 <10 <10 < 50 <10 <10 <10 <10 wD <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Zing 900 19 19 22 2.7B 438B 1.2B 23B wD 21.0 498 1.7 B 198 31B 6.0 9.0
Mercury (SW 7470} 1 <0.20 < Q.20 0.124 <0.20 0.098 B < 0.20 < (.20 WD <0.20 < (.20 < 0.20 <0.20 < 0.20 <0.20 0.067 B
Crass-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 sxceedance. - * Regulatory standard Is for total Chlordane
J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of iaboratory results
J = {in metals): method blank contamination. The assoclated method blank contains the target analyte at a reportable level.
NT = Weill not sampled. Sample-speclific qualifiers:
UN = Analyte not reliably detected because of blank contamination, Sample OHM-A7-12 was analysed for pesticides outside of holding time and therefareits "pesticide” resulis are J-gualified.
WD = Well Previously Decommizsioned OHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002.
B = {In metals): estimated result, less than RL
J+ = Cancentration biased high due to blank contamination Table 4 {SHEET 6 of 10)




Table 4
Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - April 21-23, 2004 Sampling Event
Sudbury Trainlng Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

(SHEET 7 of 10)

Well No | OHM-A7-8 QOHM-A7-3DUP DHM-A7-BQA OHM-AT-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-AT-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 QHM-AT-45 OCHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-AD7-MB1 JO-A07-MB2 JO-AD7-ME3
PARAMETERS Mcep ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/ll ug/L ug/lL ug/L

GW-1

e/l
PESTICIDES
METHQD SWB46 8081A
alpha-BHC 500 0.050U 0.050 U 0.064 J 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U WD 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U ©.050 U
gamma-BHC {Lindane) Q.2 1.4 1.4 .68 J 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U WD 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.11 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U a.050 U
Heptachlor - 0.4 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.0067 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U wD 0050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
Aldrin 0.5 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.0067 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U WD Q.050U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
beta-BHC 100 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.0067 U 0.050U 0.050 U 0.050U 0.050U WD 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
delta-BHC 100 0.050 U 0050 U 0.0067 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U wo 0.050U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 0.050 U 0.050 U ~ 0.0087 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U WD 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
Endosulfan 1 0.1 0.050 U 0.050 U __ 0.0067U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U WD 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
gamma-Chlordane 2 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.0067 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U G.050U WD 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.05¢ U
alpha-Chlordane 2" 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.0067 U 0.050U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U WD 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
4,4-DDE . 0.1 _.1pU 01U 000754 | oiuU | 01U 0.1U 0.1u WD c.1u RV 01U 01y 01U 01U 0.1U
Dieldrin 0.1 0.10U 01U 0.H3U0 | 01U 01U 01U 0.1y wh 01U iy 01y ciu 014 0.1y 01U
Endrin 2 0.10U 01U 0.013U 01U 01U 01U 0.1U WD 01U 01y 01U [N 0.1U 01U o.1U
4,4’-DDD 0.1 0.29 0.26 0.19 01y 0.1U 01U 01U wD 01U 01U 0.1V o1y a1y 0.1U 01U
Endosulfan H - 010U 01U | 00183V 01U 01U 0.1U 0.1 WD 01U 01U o1U 01U 0.1U 01U 0.1 U
4,4-DDT 0.3 0.10U 01U 0.010J 01U 01U 0.1U 0.1U WD a1y 01U 0.1U 0.1U 01U 0.1U 01U
Endrin aldehyde 100 0.10U 0.1U 0.013U 01U 01U 01U 0.1y WD 01U 01U 01U 01U 01U 0.1U 0.1U
Methoxychlar 2 0.50 U 0.50U 0.067 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50U WD 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 050U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Endosulfan sulfate 0.1 010U 01U 0.013U D.iU iU 01U 01U WD 01U 0.1 0.1U 01U 01U 01U oy
Endrin ketone 0.10U 01U 0.013U 0.1U 01U 01U 01U WD 0.1U 01U 01U 01y 01U 014U 01U
Toxaphene 100 20U 2.0U 0.21U 20U 20U 20U 20U WD 20U 20U 2.0U 20U 20U 20U 2.0U
TAL METALS (6020);
Mercury by 7470A ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l uglt
Aluminum - 1,500 1,300 1,800 27 47 J 214J 38J WD 44 J 66 7.94 164 56 294 9,300
Calcium - 17,900 18,300 17,000 5,300 8,600 18,300 4,300 WD 5,100 7,600 11,400 11,500 5,700 7,100 7,400
Potassium - 4,500 35 4,600 1,600 2,500 4,300 750 WD 1,600 3,600 1,700 1,400 730 2,100 3,600
Magnesium - 5,100 5,200 5,400 1,000 1,600 4,300 750 WD 700 2,500 3,600 3,000 1,500 1,400 3,600
Sodium - 8,000 9,000 9,000 3,600 2,900 9,400 5,100 WD 1,200 5,800 5,700 4,200 4,500 3,500 22,800
Silver 7 0.26 . 0.22. 7.0U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 10U wD 10U | 0.038J 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 0.062 J
Argenic 50 14 12 22 20U 20U 20U ~ 2pU wD 20U 1.1J 20U 20U 20U 20U 0.99J
Barium 2,000 64 62 54 4 2.8 5.8 2.7 2.0 WD 6.4 10 4.7 4.1 3.1 3.0 15
Beryllium 4 0.081J 1.0U .14 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U WD 1.0U i0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 0.15J
Cadmium 5 2.2 2.5 50U 0.09t J 0.083J 1.0U 1.0U wD 1.0U 0.088 0.075J 1.0U 1.0U 0.084 J 1.7
Cobalt 5,000 77 76 80 0.76 UJ 1.5 U 0.078 UJ 0.12 UJ ) 0.57 W) 7.8 J+ 1.3UJ 0.36 UJ 2.1UJ 0.73 UJ 12 J+
Chromium 100 33 J+ 35 J+ 26 2.8UJ 2.0UJ 1.4 Ud 3.1UJ wD 24Ul 25UJ 2.2 4 2.2 U4 2.9UJ 3.6 UJ 4.3UJ
Coppet 10,000 13 13 10. 0.93J 1.5 0.70J 0.76 J WD 1.7.J 3.9 0.89. c.e3J 0.76 J 1.3J 6.3
iron - 9,200 8,000 17,000 72 73 44 4 274 WD 50 U 24,300 120 50 U 240 31J 15,800
Manganese - 3,700 3,700 4,000 42 | 130 13 2.3 WD 3.1 2,300 170 5.4 83 5.4 1,400
Maolybdenum - 40 432 | NA 10U 1oy | 20 |1 1ou WD 10U 12 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U t.ouU 1.0U
Nickel - 80 47 49 38J | 13J 194 20U 0.92J WD 1.6 12 38 1.1J 1.0 1.8 4.9
Lead 15 8.5 8.8 11 1.0U 1.0U 0.26 J 1.0U WD 1.0U 0.22J 1.0U 1.0U 0.095 J 0.14 2.7
Antimony 6 1.54 1.4.J 65J 20U 0.054 J 20U 20U WD 20U 0.047 J 20U 20U 20v 20U 0134
Selenium 50 20U 20U 50U 20U 20U 20U 20U WD 20U 3oy 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U
Thallium 2 0.35J 0.36. 50U 1.0U 1.0U 10U " T1ou WD 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U
Vanadium 50 3.8J 10U 51J 10U 10U 10U 10U wD 10U wou 10U 10U 10U 10Uy 10U
Zinc 900 50 54 33 6.1 214 5.7 1.6 ) 6.4 9 6.3 & 50U 2.8 22
Mercury (SW 7470) 1 0.32 0.36 0.27 0.20 U 0.20U 0.20 U 0.20 U WD 0.20U 020U 0.20U o.2o0U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U

Shaded area with bhold numbers Indicatas MCP GW-1 exceedance. - E * Regulatory standard is for total Chlordane

U = Analyte not detected above laboratory's reporting limit
UJ = Analyte tentatively not detected at reporied concentration due to blank contamination
4 = Estimated value less than repatting limit or based on data evaluation of laboratary results
J+ = Aeporied value may be biased high due o hiank contamination
WD = Well Previously Decommissicned
NA = Nat Analyzed Table 4 (SHEET 7 of 10)



Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - October 12-13, 2004 Sampling Event

Table 4

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

(Sheet 8 of 10}
well No, QHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-BDUP OHM-A7-8QA OHM-AT-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-AT-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-AT-13 OHM-AT-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-AT-51 OHM-AT-52 JO-AD7-MB1 JO-AD7-ME2 JO-407-M63
MCP gL Jes Holl pg/L HolL gL g/l Hgll g/l Hg/L Holl g/l #aiL po/t pyll
PARAMETERS GW-1
ug/L

PESTICIDES (SW846-8081A)
alpha-BHC 500 0.053 U 0.16 U 0.032 0.055 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.053 U WD 0.053 U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.053 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.051 U
'gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.2 0.824J 144J 1.0 0.055 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.053U WD 0.053 U 0.052U 0.17 0.053U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.10

Heptachtor 0.4 0.053 U 0.16 U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.053 U WD 0.053 U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.053U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.051 U
Aldrin 0.5 0.053 U 048U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.053 U WD 0.053 U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.053 U 0.051U 0.051U 0.051 U

beta-BHC 100 0.053U 0.16 U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.053 U WD 0.053U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.053 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.051 U
delta-BHC 100 0.053U 0.16 U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051U 0051 U 0.053 U wo 0.053U 0.052 U 0.051t U 0.053U 0,051 U 0.051 U 0.051 U

Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 0.053 U 0.16 U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.053 U WD 0.053 U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.053 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.051 U

Endosulfan | 0.1 0.053 U 016 U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.053 U WD 0.053 U 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.053 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.051 U

gamma-Chlordane B 2 0.053 U 0.16 U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051 U 0.051U | 0.053 U wD 0.053 U 0.052 U 0051 U 0.053 U 0.051U 0.051U 0.051 U

alpha-Chlordane 2* 0.053U 0.15 U 0.0070 U 0.055 U 0.051U 0051 | oos3U WD 0.053 U 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.053 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.051 U

4,4°-DDE 0.1 0.17 0.17 00124 011U 010U 0.10U 011U WD 011U 0.10U 0.10U 011U 0.10U 0.10U 0.10U

Dietdrin 0.1 0.11U 032U 0.0081dJ 011U 0.10 U 0.10U 011U WD 0.11U 0.10 U 010U 0.11 U 0.10U 0.10U 0.10U

Endrin 2 0.1 U 032U 0.014 0.11 U 010U 0.10U 011U WD 0.11U 0.10 L 0.10U 0.11U 010U 0.10U 0.19 U

4,4’-DDD 0.1 011U 0.32U 0.27 0.11U 010U 0.10U 01U WD 0.11U 0.10U 0.10U 011U 0.10U 0.10U 0.10U

Endosutfan I - 0.11U 0.32U 0.014 U 0.11U 010U 0.10U 011U WD ity 0.10 U 010U .11y 0.10U 010U 0.10U

4,4-DDT 0.3 0.1 U 0.32U 0.010J 011U 010U 0.10U 011y WD 011U 010U Q.10 U 011U 0,19 U 0.10U 0.10U

Endrin aldehyde 100 0.11U 0.32U 0.014 U 0.11U 040U 0.10U 011U WD 0.11U 010U 0.i0U 011U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U

Methoxychlor 2 053U 16U 0.070 U 0.55 U 051U 0.51U 0.53 U WD 0.53U 0.52 U 0.51U 0.53U 051U 0.51U 051U

Endosulfan suffate 0.1 0.11U 0.32U 0.014 U 011U 0.10U 010U 0.1 U WD 011U 010 U 0.10U 011U p.10U 010U 0.10U

Endrin ketone 0.11U 0.32U 0.014U 011U 0.10U 0.10U 0.1tu WD 011U 0.10U 0.10U 041U 0.10U 0.10U 0.10U
Toxaphene 100 53U 16U 0.22U 55U 51U 51U 53U WD 53U 52U 51U 53U 51U 51U 514U
TAL METALS (6020);

Mercury by 74704 Lo/l pglL pglL ot LL pgL uglt Lyl st gt gl pL pgiL g pah polL
lAluminum - 531D 296 D 299 341U 341U 34.1U 341U WD 105 ) 341U 241U 341U 34.1U 34.1U 2,150
[[calcium - 24,600 22,800 21,100 8,910 6,910 20,500 7,670 WO 4840 J 4860 J 11,400 7.710 5,020 9,350 6,400
{lPotassium - 5,080 4,600 4,100 3080 J 2550 J 4970 J 1620 J wD 2320 J 4550 J 2300 J 1410 J 1050 J 3300 J 5,200

Magniesium - 6,660 6,100 6,130 1770J 1320 J 5,020 1190 J WD 630 J 1370 J 3810J 1900 J 1380 J 1920 J 2520 J

Sodium - 9,000 8,370 8,480 445¢') 3160 J 9,770 7.400 WD 2160 J 6,070 6,180 33s0J 4580 5,080 18,300

Silver 7 0.14J 0.16 J 7.00U 0.10 U 0.i0U oioU 0.10U wp 0.10U 0.10U 0.10U 00U 0.10U 010U 010U

Assenic 50 15.8 14.8 18 0.10U 0.10U 1.7J 0.10U WD 0.10U 0.87 J 0.394J 00U o.10U 0.20J 4.1

Barlum 2,000 44.5J 44.7 J 40.4J 86J 9.7 724 7.34 WD 18.7J 11.64 9.6 8.2.J 8.6 9.3J 14.5

Beryllium 4 0.10U 010U 4.00 U 0.10U o.10U 010y PRI WD 0.10U o.10U 010U 0.10U 010U 0.10 U 010U
Cadmium 5 0.72J 0.794J 0.296 J 010U 0.10U 010U 010U WD n.10U 040U 010U 0.10 U 0.10U 0.10 U 1.3J

Cobalt 5,000 73.8 731 70.9 o2o0U 0.34 J 0.20U 020U WD 1.5J 3.1 0.38 J 0.20 U 020U 0.20 U 12.0

Chromium 100 6.5 6.6 8.27 J 1.04 0514 0.49 J 174 WD 2.04J 18 0.66 J 114 0.88. 1.6J 12.5
‘Cupper 10,000 4.0J 414 7.86 J 0.794 0.784J 0.30 U 0.30 U WD 0944 0.46 J 030U | 0.30 U 0.30 U 0.35J 32d

Irgn - 10,800 9,420 9,490 96.7 J 49.4 J 278 60.3J WD 43.2J 26,800 193 355U 69.9J 53.9J 35,400

Manganese - 4,340 4,260 4,250 52,5 83.6 95.4 4.2 WD 21.3 1,190 159 5.9 17.4 22.2 1,130

Molybdenum 0694 0.72.J NA 040U 0.40 U 1.8J 0.40 U WD Q.40 U 0.40 U 0.40 U 0.40 U 0.40 U 0.40 U 23J

Nigkel 80 28.9 28.8 30.7.J 11J 23J 0.33. 2.0J WD 7.9J 524 4.2 J 144 1.1J 2.0.J 6.4
Lead 15 8.3 8.5 8.2 010U 0.10U 0.10U 0.10U WD 0.10U 0.56J 010U 010U 010U 010U 3.4
Antimony 6 234 244 9.634J 1.5J 1.6J 1.7.J 1.3J WD 1.3J 1.54 144 1.4J 1.4J 1.4J 154

Selenium 50 2.1 20J 50U 030U 030U paou 0.30 U wD 030U 0.30 U 030U 0.30U 0.30 U 0.30U 0.48 J
Thallium 2 011 00U 5.0 UJ 010U 0.10U 010U 0.0 U wD 010U 0174 010U 0.10U 0.0 U 010U 0.10U
Vanadium 50 1.0J 0.93J 1.37 J 010U 0,104 010U 0.10U WD 00U 0.10U 0.23J 010U 0.10U 0.10 U 0.69J
Zinc 500 313 33.2 35.0 ool 1.7 0.70 0.70 U WD 6.0 1.9J 0.70U 0.70 U a70U 1.6J 18.5J

Mercury 1 0.10UJ 0.10 UJ 0.072J 0.10 W 0.10 UJ n10UJ 0.10 UJ WD 0.10 UJ 0.40U) 0.10UJ Q.10 UJ 0.10 UJ 0.10 UJ 0.10 UJ

Shaded area with bold numbers Indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - “ * Regulatory standard Is for total Chlcrdane

U = Analyte not detected above laboratory™s reporting limit

UJ = Analyte tentatively not detected at reported coneentration due to blank contamination o reporting limit is estimated due to low spilke recovery

J =Estimated value less than reporting limh or based on data evaluation of laboratory results
WD = Wall Previously Decommissioned

NA = Not Analyzed

D = Estimated value due to duplicate resulis exceeding acceptable RPD

Table 4 {Sheet 8 of 10)




Table 4
Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results May 31-June 2, 2005 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7

(SHEET 9 of 10)
Well No. OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-A7-9 OHM-AT-10 OHM-AT-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-AQT-ME1 JO-AD7-MG2 JO-AD7-M53
MCP GW-1 /L agy/lL syl Ho/lL g/l ug/l g/l g/l syl g/l s/l L Lgll
PARAMETERS Standard *
B/l
PESTICIDES (SWB46-8081A)
lalpha-BHC (note 3) 500 011 0L 10U 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.050U 0.051U 0.051U 0.053 U 0.054
ggmm-BHC (Lindane)** Q.2 1.1 1.1 0.052U 0.051U 0.051U 0051 U 0.052U 0.051U 0.084 Q051U Q0.051U 0053 U 0.059
Heptachlor 0.4 011U 0.10U 0.052 U 00510 0.051 U 0.051 U D.052 U 0.051 U 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 1) 0.053 U 0.054 U
Aldrin D.5 011U g.i1o0U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0051 U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.050 U 0.051U 0051 U 0.053U 0.054 U
beta-BHC (note 3) - Q11U 0.10U 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.051 41 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.053 U 0.054 U
delta-BHC (note 3) - a11U Q.10U 0.052 U 0.051 U 0051 U 005110 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.053 U 0.054 U
Heptachior epoxide D.2 011U giouU 0.052 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0051 U 0.052 U 0.051 0 0.050 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.053 U 0.054 U
Endaosulfan | (GW-3} 0.1 011U 010U 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.052U 0.051 U 0.050U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.053 U 0.054 U
lgamma-Chlordane (note 1) 2" 011U 010U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.051U 0.052 U 0.051 U 0.050U D.051 U 0.051 U 0.053 U 0.054 U
alpha-Chlordane {note 1) 2* Q11U 0.10U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.051 U 0.052 U 0.051U 0.050 U 0.051U 0.051 U 0.053U 0.054 U
4 4-DDE 0.1 0,21 U0Q 020U Q 0.10 U 0.10U 010U a.10U 010U ¢.10U 010U 010U 010U 011U 011U
Dieldrin 0.1 021U Q 0.200Q 010U 010U 010U 0.10U 0.10U 010U 010U 010U 010U Q11U 011U
Endrin 2 021U 0.20U 0.10U 010U 0.10U 010U 010U 010U 010U 0.10U Q.10 U 0,11 U 011U
4,4'-DDD 041 g21UQ 0.20U0Q 010U 0.10U . 019U 010U 0100 0.10U 0.10 U 0.10U 010U 0.11U 011U
Endosulian Il (note 2) 0.1 021U 0.20U 0.10U Q10U 0.10U 0.1¢ U 010U 0.10 U 0.10U oA0L) 0.10U 011U o111y
44'-DDT 0.3 021U0Q 0.20UQ 010U 0.10U 010U 0.10U 010U 0.10U 0.10U 010U 010Uy 011U 011U
Endrin aldehyde - 0211 0.20 U 0.10U 0.10U g1gU 0.10U 0.10 U 0.10U 0.10U 010U 010U 0.11U 011U
Methoxychlor 2 1.1 U 1.0U 0.52U 0.51U 051U 051U 052U 051U 050U 0.51U 0.51 U 0.053U 0.54 U
Endosulfan suliate - o21uUQ 0.20U Q 010U 0.10U 0.10 U 010U 010U 0.10 U 0.10U 010U 010U 011U 011U
Endrin ketone - 021U 0.20U 010U 010U Q.10U g.10U 010U 0101 0.10U 010U 0.10U 0.11 U D11 U
Toxaphene - 11y oy 52U 51U 51U 51U 52U 51U 50U 51U 51U 53U 54U
TAL METALS & Molybdenum
by 6020/6010; Mercury by
7470A
uglL ugll pglL pgll Lol o/l YL pgl gL £g/L ugll pg/L g/l pgil
Aluminum - 83.0uU 88.0U 88.0U 88.0U 880U _ 88.0U B8.0 U 88.0U 88.0U 88.0U 168 J 88.0U 103J
Calcium - 23,400 22 500 8,640 6,720 18,900 6,500 3700 J 6,110 11,000 8,620 6,360 8,420 7,680
Polassium - 5,480 5,160 2250 J 2730J 4420 J 1470 ) 2440 ) 4340 J 2040 ) 1580 J 989 J 2790 J 4520 )
Magnesium - 6,410 6,180 1750 J 1340J 4640 J 1050 J 545 J 1960 J 37904 22204 1740 J 1750 J 3030.J
Sodium - 7,560 7,380 3140.J 3620J 9,240 5,190 1450 J 7,900 5,580 3760 J 4250 J 32004 20,800
Silver (GW-3) 7 010U 010U 010U 010U 0.10U 010U 010U Q10u 010U 010U 0.25J 0.10U 0.10 U
|Arsenic (note 4) 50 -> 10 0.94J 0.884J 0.10U 0.10U 0.35J Q10U 010U 1.5J Q10U 010U 0.35J 0,10 U 0.17 J
Barium 2,000 44.0J 44.5J 0.80 U 1.0J 080U 0.80U 1.4J 27J 080U 0.80U 0.80U 0.80U 0.80U
Beryllium 4 010U 010U 010U 010U 0.10U 010U 010U 010U 010U 0.10U .10 U 010U 0.10 U
Cadmium 5 0.55 J 0.59 .J 019U 010U 010U 010U p.10L) 010U 0.10U 010U 010U 010U 7.3
Cobalt 5,000 71.3 724 0.94UJ 1.5 W) 057 UJ 0.56 UJ 0.55LJ 13.1J+ 1.4 UJ 0.52U) 159 072 UJ 7.2 J+
Chromium 100 0.66 UJ 0.74 UJ 0.35 UJ 0.28 UJ 0.57 UJ 0.47 W) .29 UJ 1.2 J+ 0.25UJ 0.64 UJ 33.8 0,45 UJ 1.3 J+
Copper 10,000 4.1 UJ 48 UJ .30 U 6.1UJ 030U 0.30U 0.30 U 0.30 U 030U 0.30U 53 W 030U 0.30U
- 2,250 2,230 724 J 62.5J 104 47.8J 48.0J 26,600 65.44J 374U 1470 379U 4,490
Manganese - 4,370 4,380 34.0 _ 138 126 1.5 UJ 20UJ 1,990 134 34 J+ 58.6 3.3 J+ 1,190
ko lvbdenum - 0.30U 0300 300 030U 15U 030U 0.30 U 0.30VU 0.30U 030U 17.1J 030U 030U
"Mcel 80 2000 20.5 050y 0.50U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50U 4.0J 2.0J 050U 112 0.50U 23.
Lead 15 1.5UJ 1.50UJ 0.50 UJ 0.61UJ 0.65 L. 0.67 UJ 0.54 UJ 0.55 UJ 0.55 UJ 0.57 LJ 0.78 UJ 0.57 UJ 0.62 UJ
Antimony 6 0.30 U 0.30U 0.30U 030U 0.30U 030UV 0.30 U D.30U 0.30U 030U 030U 030U 0.30U
Selenium 50 25 2.6 0.20 U 0.20U 0.20U 0.20U 0.20U 0.26 J 0.20U 0.20U 020U 0.20U 0.73 J
[Thallium 2 0.28 J 010U 0.10U 010U 0.10L 040U D10 U 010U 0.10U 010U 010U 0,10 U 010U
Vanadium 50 010U 010U 010U Q10U 0.10U 0.10U 010U 0100 010U 0.10U 010U 010U 0.10U
Zinc (GW-3) 300 18.0 J+ 1820+ | 14uUJ | os60U 53UJ 0.90 UJ 16 UJ 42Ul 790) 31UJ 4.4UJ 060U 9304J
Mercury (GW-3) 1 0.61 0.60 0104 0.10U ¢.10U 0.10U 0.10U 0.98 010U 0.10U 010U 0.10U 0.10 U

* MCP Standard: Concentrations are compared 1o the more stringent or lower value of the Massachusetts Contingency Plan GW-1 or GW-3 standards [310 CMR 40.0974(2)]
* gynonym for gamma -BHC/Lindane = gamma hexachlorocyclohexane
Shaded area with bold numbers Indicates MCP RCGW-1 exceedance.
U = Analyte not detected above laboratory's reporting limit
UJ = Analyte tentatively nol detected at reported concentration due to blank contaminatlon or reporting {imlt Is estimated due to low spike recovery
J = Estimated value jess than reporting limit or based on data evaluation of laboratory results
J+ = ¥alue may be btased high based on blank contamination
NA = Not Analyzed
D = Estimated value due to duplicate results exceeding acceptable RPD

Q = The posticlde sampie was diluted 2:1 Increasing the reporting limit to 0.20 ug/L, above the MCF GW-1 standard of 0.10 pg/L for 4,4"-DDE. The QA laboratory's undlluted result for 4, 4'-0DE was < 0.05 ugil.
Q = Other chamicals simllarly affected were DDD (detected by the QA lab at 0.09 ug/l); DDT detected by the QA lab at 0.04 ug/L); Dieldrin not detected by the QA lab (0.05 U ug/L); Endosulfan suifate (0.21 U).
Metals run by 6010 ICP - aluminum, calcium, potassium, magnesium, sodium and Iron; remainder of listed samples (other than Hg) run by 6020 ICP/MS.
Noie 1: Alpha-chlordane: MCP GW-1 standard is based on technical chlordane or total chlordane {the sum of all mult-component isomers, including the alpha and gamma chlordane isomers, found In technical chlordane).
Note 2: Endosuifan ll: MCP standard is for endosulfan GW-3.
Note 3: Alpha-BHC, beta-BHC, delta-BHC, Endrin aidehyde, Endrin ketone, Endosulfan sulfate, Toxaphene: no MCP standard.

Note 4: Arsenic: EPA's MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L to 10 ug/L. Table 4 (SHEET S of 10)



Table 4
Groundwater Pesticides & Metals Analytical Results - September 13-14, 2005 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

(SHEET 10 of 10}
Well No. OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-80UP OHM-A7-2 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-AT7-46 OHM-AT-51 JO-AD?-MEB3
PARAMETERS MCP GW-1 ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
Standard *
ug/L
PESTICIDES
METHOD SWa46 8081A
4,4'-DDD 0.1 0.12 0.10 0.05U 005U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 005U
gamma-BHC {Lindane)** 01 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05 U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 005U 0.05U
4,4'-00DT 0.3 0.054 0.06 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.06U 0.05U 0.05 U
Aldrin 0.5 0.06 U g.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 005U 0.05 U 0.05U
alpha-BHC (note 3} - 0.034J 0.034J 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.02J 0.05 U 0.05U
alpha-Chlordane (note 1) 2 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U Q05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U
beta-BHC {note 3} - 0.06 U 005U 0.05U 0.05U 005U 0.05U 005U Q05U
Chlordane (total) {note 1} 2 0.56 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 050U 0.50 U 053U 0.50 U 050U
delta-BHC (note 3) - 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 005U 0.05U 0.05U 0.06U 005U
Dietdrin 0.1 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 005U 005U 005U 0.05U 0.05U
Endosulfan | {GW-3) 01 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 0050 0.05U 005U 0.05U 0.05U
Endosulfan Il (note 2) - 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05 U 005U 0.05 U
Endosulfan sulfate {note 3) - 0.06 U 0.05U Q.05 U 005U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U
Endrin 2 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 005U
Endrin aldehyde (note 3) - 0.06 U 0.05 U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U
Endrin ketone {note 3} - 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05 U 0.05U 0.05U Q.05 U 0.05 U
gmm-BHﬁ(Lhdanal 0.2 1.84 1.76 005U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.10 0.17
gamma-Chlordane {note 1) 2 0.06 U 0.05U 005U 0.05U 005U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U
Heptachlor 0.4 0.06 U G050 0.05U 0.05U .05V 0.05U 0.05U 005U
Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 0.06 U 0.05 U 0.05U Q.05 U 0.05 U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U
Hexachlorobenzene 1 0.06 U g.05U 0.05U 005U 0.05U 0.05U 005U 005U
Methoxychlor 2 0.06 U 0.05U 0.05U 005U 0.05U 005U 0.05U 0.05U
Toxaphene (note 3) - 278U 250U 2.50U 250U 250U 263U 2.50U 250U
TAL METALS (6020);
Mercury by 7470A ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/ ug/k
Aluminum - 500U 50.0U 120 50.0U 118 500U 50.0U 688
Antimony 5] 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U
Arsenic  (note 4) 50 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 3.9
Barium 2,000 36.5 379 250U 250U 250U 250U 25.0U 25.0U
Beryllium 4 05U a5U 05U 05U 05U 05U 0.5U a5
Cadmium 5 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U
Calcium - 22 300 23,000 13,100 19,600 7,350 4,250 10,700 J- 9,040
Chromium 100 10.0 4 100U 10.0U 10.01 100U 100U 10.0U 10.0U
Cobalt 5,000 64.8 69.9 10.0U 10.0U 10,04 10.0U 100U 11
Copper 10,000 100U 10.0U 100U 10.0U 100U 100U 10.0U 100U
Iron - 5,660 4980 197 160 162 29,500 118 20,700
Lead 15 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U
Magnesium - 5,610 5,750 2,590 4,790 1,160 1,170 3,480 3,070
Manganese - 4,090 4190 789 209 142J- 1,200 170 1,270
Mercury (SW 7470) 1 as5U a5u 05U 05U 05U 05U 05U 054y
Nickel 80 214 20.9 10.0U 10.0U 100U 10.0U 100U 100U
Potassium - 4,200 4,300 3,180 3,920 2500 U 3,330 2,500 3,550
Selenium 50 25.0U 250U 250U 250U 25.0U 250U 25.0U 25.0U
Silver 7 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U
Sodium - 7,750 7,730 5,430 9,920 7,460 6,020 6,520 10600
Thallium 2 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U
Vanadium 50 100U 10.0U 00U 100U 100U 10.0 U i0.0U 1G.0U
Zing 900 250U 25.1 25.0U 250U 250U 250U 250U 250U

* MCF Standard: Concentrations are compared to the mare siringent or lower value of the Massachusetts Contingency Flan GW-1 or GW-3 standards {310 CMR 40.0574(2)]

** synonym for gamma -BHC/Lindane = gamma hexachiorocyclohexane
Shaded area with bold numbers Indicates MCP Standard exceedance. -

U = Analyte not detected above laboralory’s reporting limit
U4 = Analyte tentatively not detected at reporied concentration due to blank contamination
J = Estimated value less than reporting limh or based on data evaluation of laboratory results

J+ = Reported value may be blased high due to blank contamination

NA = Not Analyzed

Note 1: Alpha-chlordane: MCP GW-1 standard is based on technical chlordane or total chlordane (the sum of all multi-component isomers, including the
alpha and gamma chiordane isomers, found in technical chiordane).

Note 2: Endosulfan Il: MCP standard Is for endosulfan GW-3.
Nota 3: Alpha-BHC, beta-BHC, delta-BHC, Endrin aldehyde, Endrin ketone, Endosulfan sutfate, Toxaphene: no MCP standard.

Note 4: Arsenic: EPA’s MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L to 10 ugt.

Table 4 (SHEET 10 of 10)




Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results - May 9-10, 2001 Sampling Event

Table 5

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7
(SHEET 1 of 10}

Well Na.| OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-HDUP | OHM.A7-8 OHM-A7-10 || OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 QHM-A7-13 QHM-A7-45 DHM-A7-46 OHM-A7.51 %I-AT-SE JO-AD7-ME1 JO-ADT-ME2 JO-AD7-MB3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ugl, | ug/l ugll ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L _ug/L ug/L ug/llL
GW-1
ug/L
ANIOMS (300)
Nitrate (as N) - 100 J 140 J 130 740 70 810 1,500 J 1,700 J 580 J 4,600 G.J 5,000.J 740 750 70
Orthaphosphate {as P) - <200 <200 =200 <200 1808 808U goeJ =200 <200 J <200 <200 <200 <200 <200
Chlaride - 6700 G 6,800 G 1,200 2,600 5,200 2,300 2,300 1,700 3,800 3,200 5,000 3,500 1,700 11,000
Sulfate - 29,2000 30,900Q 21,200 16,000 17,100 9,400 8,900 9,500 4,200 8,200 11,800 9,500 15,800 12,900
AMMONIA (350.1)
IAmmoniaasN_ - 1,500 1400 <100 76 B <100 39B <100 <100 1,000 <100 57 B <10 <100 46,000
COD (410.4)
Chemical Oxygen Demang - 2430000Q,J | 108,000 J <10,000 J <10,000 <10,000 <10,000 <10,000 <10,000 18,000 <10,000 <10,000 <10,000 <10.000 <10,000
|TDS (160.1)
Solids, Total Dissclved - 242000 J 230,000 J 72,000J 83,000 130,000 J 19,000J 37,000 J 13,000 J 45,000 J 76,000 J 72,000 J 56,000 J 62000 J 10,000 J
PYANIDE (335.4)
Cyanide, Total 10 <19 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 =10 <10 <10 <10 <10
FER IRON (HACH B146)
Ferrous Iran - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cross.haiched area with bold numbers indi MCP GW-1 dance. - [ 25 |
J = Estimated valua lesa than POL or based on data evaluation of Iaboratory resulta E = Esti I greater than the instrument calibration range
B = Analyte is alno present in equipment blank sample at a reportable level.
G = Elevated reporting limit. The repcrting limit is elevated due ta mairix Interference
Q = Elevaled reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.
NT = Well not sampled.
Table5 (SHEET1 of10)

NA = Not Analyred



Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results - Octaber 22-24, 2001 Sampling Event

Table 5

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

-

(SHEET 2 of 10)
Well No. OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP || OHM-A7-9 OHM-A7-10 | QOHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 QOHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-A07-M61 JO-AQ7-M62 JO-A07-M63
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GW-1
ug/L

ANIONS (300)

Nitrate {as N) - <50 <50 <50 180 68 800 No sample 530 No sample 400 330 No sample <50 <50

Orthophosphate {as P) - <200 <200 <200 <200 <200 <200 No sample <200 No sample <200 <200 No sample <200 <200

Chloride - 6,800 G 6,500 G 12,800 G 2,700 5,600 2,500 No sample 4,800 No sample 6,500 8,400 No sample 3,900 10,600

Suifate - 12,100 12,300 18300 14,200 17,100 10,400 No sample 15,260 No sample 10,600 12,000 No sample 23,800 13,600
AMMONIA (350.1)

Ammonia as N - 760 740 <100 <100 <100 <100 No sample <100 No sample <100 <100 No sample <100 380
COD (410.4)

Chemical Oxygen Demand - 31,700 33,100 <10,000J <10,000 <10,000 <10,000 Nec sample <10,000 No sample <10,000 <10,000 No sample <10,000 19,500
TDS (160.1)

Solids, Total Dissolved - 203,000 213,000 12,600 JB 75,000 120,000 72,000 No sample 57000 B No sample 95,000 J 101,000 No sample 85,000 108,000
CYANIDE (335.4)

Cyanide, Total 10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 No sample <10 No sample <10 <10 No sample <10 <10
. ER IRON (HACH 8146)

Ferrous lron - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Cross-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - 25

J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results Metals specific qualiflers:

B = Analyte is also present in equipment blank sample at a reportable level. B (metals) = Estimated value; result is less than the reporting limit

G = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to matrix interference J {metals) = Associated method blank showed reportable concentration

Q = Elevaled reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte ievels. of this analyte.

NT = Well not sampled.

NA = Not Analyzed Table 5 (SHEET 2 of 10)




Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analiytical Results - April 23-25 2002 Sampling Even

Table 5

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7

( (SHEET 3 of 10)
WellNo| OHM-A7-8  § OHM-A7-8DUP| OHM-A7-9 | OHM-A7-10 || OHM-A7-11 [ OHM-A7-12 || OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45_ | OHM-A7-16 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 | JO-A07-M61 | JO-AD7-M62 JO-AC7-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GW-1
ug/L
ANIONS (300)
Nitrate (as N) - 130 N 130N 500 1,500 77N 520 2,400 620 930 400 1,500 180N 280 < 50
Orthophosphate (as P) - < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200
Chloride - 65,200 J 6,200 J 1,800 J 2,800J 5,100 J 2,500 2,100 J 2,400 J 4,000 J 4,700 J 4.400J 3,700 2,600 11,500
Sulfate - 12400 L 12300 L 23,700J,L | 15900 L 16500 L 8,900 10600 L 21200 L 10700 L 11600 L 8800 L 11,300 18,000 13,200
AMMONIA (350.1)
Ammonia as N - 700 680 140 42 B < 100 <100 <100 <100 120 130 < 100 < 100 < 100 340
COD (410.4)
Chemical Oxygen Demand - 15,900 14,600 5,200B 3,200 B <10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000 10,100 < 10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000 3,200B 5,800 B
TDS (160.1)
Solids, Total Dissolved - 120,000 113,000 80,000 78,000 110,000 60,000 53,000 46,000 73,000 80,000 57,000 51,000 59,000 114
CYANIDE (335.4)
Cyanide, Total 10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 4.0B <10 <10 <10 2B <10 <10 <10
FER IRON (HACH 8146)
Ferrous Iron - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
( Cross-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - 25
J = Estimated value less than PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results Metals specific qualifiers:
B = Analyte is also present in equipment blank sample at a reportable level. B (metals) = Estimated value; result is less than the reporting limit
G = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to matrix interference J (metals, anions) = Associated method blank showed reportable concentration
Q = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels. of this analyte.
NT = Well not sampled. B {(COD, ammonia) = Sample detection at below the detection fimit
NA = Not Analyzed
N= Sample concentration within 5 times that of the equipment blank.
Table 5 {SHEET 3 of 10)

L= MS/MSD recoveries outside limits, but corresponding LCS/LCSD recoveries within limits.




Table 5
Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results - October 15,17 2002 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

( {SHEET 4 of 10)
Well No. OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP || OHM-A7-9 " OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 " OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 " OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-A07-MB1 JO-A07-MG2 JO-A07-ME3
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/’L ug/L ug/L ug/L
GW-1
ug/L
ANIONS (300)
Nitrate (as N) - < 50 < 50 <50 850 44 J 640 WD 600 NT 220 1,600 NT < 50 42 J
Orthophosphate (as P) - < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 WD < 200 NT < 200 < 200 NT < 200 < 200
Chloride - 5600 J+ 5600 J+ 12500 J+ 2,600 J+ 5,200 J+ 2400 J+ WD 4000 J+ NT 6400 J+ 3200 J+ NT 60,000 J,Q 18,100 J
Sulfate - 11,200 11,900 17,600 14,100 V 16,400 V 10,600 WD 12,400 NT 10,900 9,300 NT 11,400 12,900
AMMONIA (350.1)
Ammonia as N - 680 J+ 690 J+ <100 < 100 < 100 <100 WD < 100 NT < 100 < 100 NT < 100 350 UN
COD {(410.4)
Chemical Oxygen Demand - 23,600 25,600 5,700 J 6,700 J <10,000 6,400 J WD 4000 J NT < 10,000 < 10,000 NT 8,700 J 12,000
TDS (160.1)
Solids, Total Dissolved - 168,000 153,000 141,000 76,000 113,000 8,300 WD 66,000 B NT 128,000 61,000 NT 220,000 121,000
CYANIDE (335.4)
Cyanide, Total 10 <10 <10 25L <10 <10 <10 WD <10 NT <10 <10 NT <10 <10
FER IRON (HACH 8146)
Ferrous Iron - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
( Cross-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - 25 Sample specific qualifiers:

J = Estimated value less than RL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results
Q = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.

NT = Well not sampled.

WD = Well Previously Decommissioned
J+ = Concentration biased high due to blank contamination

OHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002.
OHM-A7-46 and OHM-A7-61 were not sampled in October 2002 due to low groundwater elevations.

Table 5 (SHEET 4 of 10)




Table 5
Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Resuits - April 22-24, 2063 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

{SHEET 5 of 10)

Well No.| OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-BDUP OHM-A7-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 QHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 CHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-AQ7-M61 JO-AQ7-ME2 JO-A07-M63
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L

GW-1

ug/L
ANIONS (300)
Nitrate (as N) - 810 840 75 600 <50 440 WD 190 B 880 50 5,000 Q 1,400 400 310
Orthophosphate {as P) - < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 WD < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200
Chloride - 4,400B.,G 4,500 B,G < 1,000 1,400 4,700 1,600 WD 1,700 3,800 4,800 3,000 1,800 < 1,000 13,500
Sulfate - 26,500 Q 26,500 Q 17,100 13,600 18,000 10,100 WD 6,100 7,300 10,500 7,800 10,300 12,600 10,600
AMMONIA (350.1)
Ammonia as N - 1,400 1,400 <100 <100 <100 <100 WD 19B 410 <100 <100 <100 < 100 310
COD (410.4)
Chemical Oxygen Demand - 50,300 52,400 < 10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000 wD < 10,000 14,200 < 10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000 < 10,000
TDS (160.1)
Solidg, Total Dissolved - 218,000 204,000 22,000 48,000 99,000 70,000 WD 21,000 71,000 89,000 89,000 46,000 45,000 112,000
CYANIDE (335.4)
Cyanide, Total 10 8.0 B.N 8.1 B,N <10 <10 <10 <10 wD 7.1B,N 71BN 3.5B,N 8.4B,N <10 <10 <10
FER IRON (HACH 8146)
Ferrous Iron - - - - - - - - - - - - -

( Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. - 25 Sample specific qualifiers:

B = Estimated value less than reporting limit.

G = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to matrix interference.
N =The compound is detected at less than 5 times the equipment blank concentration.
Q = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.
WD = Well Previously Decommissioned

OHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002,

Table 5 (SHEET 5 of 10)



Tahle 5

Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results - October 6-8, 2003 Sampling Even
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC Az

(SHEET 6 of 10)
( DHM-A7-
Weli No.| OHM-A7-B OHM-A7-8DUP split) OHM-AT-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-AT-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-AT7-13 QHM-AT-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 JO-AQ7-ME1 JO-AOT-M62 JO-AQ7-M63
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l ug/l
GW-1
ug/L
ANIONS (300}
Nitrate {as N) - 78J 48 B,J 70dJ < 50 160 < 50 410 wD 360 610 480 1,200 220 < 50 <100 G
Orthophosphate {as P) - < 200 < 200 550 J < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 wD < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 < 200 <400 G
Chioride - 3,600 3,800 Q 5,100 1,700 B,G 1,500 4,800 1,300 WD 3,100 4,100 3,900 2,300 1,800 2,400 9,300 Q
Sulfate - 15,100 15,000 14,000 19,500 O 13,800 17,700 11,000 WD 23,100 Q 3,400 11,000 9,800 11,200 19,600 10,000 G
AMMONIA (350.1)
Ammonia as N - 1,600 1,600 1,400 79B < 100 < 100 < 100 WD < 100 2,000 <100 358 <100 < 100 540
COD {410.4)
Chemical Oxygen Demand - 27,500 29.800 32,000J < 10,000 < 10,000 <10,000 < 10,000 WD < 10,000 17,800 < 10,000 < 10,00Q < 10,000 < 10,000 12,900
TDS {160.1)
|Solids, Total Dissolved - 133,000 J 175,000 J 300,000 101,000 87,000 117,000 J 56,000 J WD 45,000 72,000 130,000 53,000 63,000 J 76,000 J 119,000
CYANIDE {335.4)
Cyanide, Total 10 <10 <10 < 10 <10 <10 <10 <10 WD <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 < 10 <10
FER IRON (HACH 8146)
Ferrous Iron - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Cross-hatched area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. -

J =Estimated value less than RL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results

J (TDS in wells 11,12,61,62; Oct 2003) = Sample analysed one day past holding time therefore J-qualified.
( Q = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.

B - Estimated result. Resuit Is less than RL

G - Elevated Reporting Limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to matrix interference.

NT = Well not sampled.

WD = Well Previously Decommissloned

J+ = Concentration biased high due to blank contamination

25

Sample specific qualifiers:

OHM-A7-8 and duplicate, for nitrate and TDS: Oct 2004: RPD>20% therefore J qualified.

OHM-AT7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002,

Table 5 (SHEET 6 of 10)




Table 5
Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results - April 21-23, 2004 Sampling Eveni
Q_" Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQC A7
h (SHEET 7 of 10)

Well Nof OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-BDUP OHM-A7-8QA OHM-A7-9 | OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 QHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-AT-51 OHM-A7-52 | JO-AQ7-M61 || JO-A07-Me2 JO-A07-M63
PARAMETERS MCP ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ugfL ug/L ug/L ug/L. ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
Gw-1
ug/L
ANIONS (300)
Nitrate {as N) - 610J 610J 600 190 930 50U 140 wD 600 80 650 3,700 Q 360 1,600 65J
QOrthophosphate (as P) - 200 UJ 200UJ 500 UJ 200U 200 UJ 200U 200 UJ wD 200U 200 UJ 200U 200U 200 Ud 200U 200U
Chloride - 6,600 6,200 5,400 870 J 1,800 4 800 1900 J WD 1,300 5700 2,900 2,000 1,900 1,900 13,400
Sulfate - 10,300 10,300 9,200 15,800 11,200 17,100 6400 J WD 6,900 10,800 10,000 8,100 10,600 12,000 10,000
AMMONIA (350.1)
Ammonia as N - 530 530 1000 U 37.J 35J 100 U 204 WD 28J 2,300 33J 100U 37Jd 100 U 530
COD (410.4)
Chemical Oxygen Demang - 20700 UJ 15400 UJ 24000 J 6,800 UJ 3,300 W 10,000 U 4,600 UJ WD 3,300 UJ 25800 UJ 16000 WJ 4,300 UJ 7,100J 7,800 UJ 12200 UJ
TDS (160.1)
Solids, Tota! Dissolved - 166000 J 121000 J 140000 J 27,000 43,000 100,000 22,000 wb 17,000 82,000 64,000 73,000 47,000 38,000 163,000
CYANIDE (335.4)
Cyanide, Total 10 25J 24J 10U 34J 10U 10U 10U wD 10U 10U 10U 23J 3.14J 2.9J 23l
FER IRON (HACH 8146)
Ferrous Iron - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. -

U = Analyte not detected above laboratory’s reporting limit

UJ = Analyte tentatively not detected at reported concentration due to blank contamination or holding time exceedance
J = Estimated value less than reporting limit or based on data evaluation of laboratory results
@ = Elevated reporting limit. The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.
WD = Well Previously Decommissioned

Table 5 (SHEET 7 of 10}




Table 5

Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results - October 12-13, 2004 Sampling Event
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AQOC A7
(Sheet 8 of 10)

WellNo.jj OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-A7-8QA OHM-A7-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-AT7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 QHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 || JO-A07-M61 || JO-A07-M&2 JO-AO7-M63
MCP /L Hg/L [ gL pil pg/L o/l syl pgil Lol L/l pa/l pgil mo/l sgh
PARAMETERS GW-1
Lol
ANIONS (300)
Nitrate (as N) - 200U 200U 185 UJ 470 530 200U 460 WD 1,300 200 UJ 640 1,300 420 250 200U
Orthophosphate (as F) - 200U 200U 740 200 U 200U 200U 200U WD 200U 200U 200 U 200U 200U 200U 200 U
Chloride - 5600 J+ 5700 J+ NA 2200 UJ 2200 UJ 6000 J+ 2400 UJ WO 2300 Ul 4200 J+ 4400 J+ 2800 UJ 3200 UJ 4000 J+ 10000 J+
Sulfate - 19.800 20,400 17,000 21,200 16,600 20,000 10900 J+ WD 11400 J+ 7500 J+ 11900 J+ 11200 J+ 12400 J+ 19000 J+ 12500 J+
AMMONIA (350.1)
Ammonia as N - 74 UJ 710 J+ 1000 U 84 UJ 110 UJ 110 UJ 29 UJ WD 110 UJ 1900 J+ 760 J+ 130 UJ 110 UJ 150 UJ 440 UJ
COD (410.4)
Chemical Oxygen Demand - 46000 UJ 42000 UJ 32,000 UJ 20,000 U 20,000 U 20,000 U 20,000 U WD 200000 33900 UJ 20,000 U 20,000 U 20,000 U 20,000 U 35900 UJ
TDS (160.1) -
Solids, Total Dissolved - 125,000 131,000 160,000 42 000 31,000 94 000 36,000 WD 16,000 68,000 56,000 44,000 30,000 46,000 89,000
CYANIDE (335.4)
Cyanide, Total 10 26.2 100U 10.0U 100U 10U 10y 10U wD 10U 10U U 234 10.0U 10.0U 10.0U
FER IRON (HACH 8146)
Ferrous Iron - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 exceedance. -
U = Analyte not detected above laboratory’s reporting limit

UJ = Analyte tentatively not detected at reported concentration due to biank contamination or holding time exceedance

J = Estimated value less than reporting limit or based on data evaluation of laboratory resuits

J+ = Value may be biased high based on blank contamination
WD = Well Previously Decommissioned

Table 5 {Sheei § of 10)




Table 5

Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results May 31-June 2, 2005 Sampling Event

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

(SHEET 9 of 10)
Well Noj| OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-8DUP OHM-A7-9 QHM-A7-10 OHM-A7-11 OHM-A7-12 OHM-A7-13 OHM-A7-45 OHM-A7-46 OHM-A7-51 OHM-A7-52 || JO-AQ7-M61 || JO-AQ7-MB2 JO-A07-M63
MCP GW-1 mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L
PARAMETERS Standard
mg/L

ANIONS (300)

Nitrate {(as N) - 0.62 UJ 0.63UJ 0.58 0.63 0.35 0.46 WD 0.64 LJ 0.34 J 0.67 29 1.0 0.82 0.39

Orthophosphate (as P) - 020U 0.42 UJ 0.26 UJ 0.20U 0.28 UJ 0.20U WD 0.20U 020U 020U 0.20 U 0.20U 020U 0.20U

Chloride - 4.9 5.3 1.7 1.6 56 2.0 WD 1.2 UJ 38 2.6 1.8 2.0 1.7 8.4

Sulfate - 34.9 31.0 16.5 13.7 19.6 10.1 WD 5.1 7.8 11.0 10.2 11.0 14.4 9.4
AMMONIA (350.1)

Ammonia as N - 1.40 1.3 0.03% UJ 0.031 UJ 0.043 UJ 0.085 UJ WD 0.1UJ 2.0 0.026 UJ 0.039 UJ 0.024 U 0.024 U 0.66 J+
COD (410.4)

Chemical Oxygen Demand - 54.6J 20.0W 585 200U 200U 200U WD 88.1 31.0 32.9 200U 20.0U 200U 20.0U
TDS (160.1)

Solids, Total Dissolved - 142 142 73 61 134 62 WD 26 N 80 83 70 66 116
CYANIDE (335.4) L/l Hg/lL pa/k Hg/L rg/l Lg/L pgil HQ/L ugil pafl Hg/L Mg/l Hg/L Ho/l pa/L

Cyanide, Total {(GW-3) 10 10.0U 100U 10.0U 10U 10U 10U WD i0U 10U 10U i0.0U 10.0U 100U 10.0U
FIELD WATER QUALITY PARAMETERS

Temp {initial} (deg C}) 11.56 11.56 10.76 10.16 10.31 10.00 WD 10.07 10.10 11.00 10.97 8.71 10.04 9.70

Temp (final) {deg C) 12.10 12.10 11.11 12.60 11.13 10.90 WD 12.37 10.48 13.97 12.62 12.17 11.98 13.35

Spec Conductance (uSfcn]  pS/cm 227 227 82 72 175 77 WD 39 208 126 84 63 78 157

pH (std units) pH 5.60 5.60 5.46 5.41 8.08 5.93 WD 5.83 599 6.01 5.47 5.52 5.66 6.44

ORP/Eh (mV) mv 161.7 161.7 271.5 258.2 159.2 241.5 WD 235.6 17.2 214.3 255.3 237.6 263.4 44.6

DO mg/L mg/L 4.02 4.02 1.45 0.82 1.32 6.66 wD 10.89 0.79 0.84 3.77 1.83 1.78 1.94

Turbidity (NTU) NTU NC NC 1.72 1.51 NC 1.80 WD 0.43 NC NC 0.52 0.70 0.48 18.2

* MCP Standard: Concentrations are compared to the more stringent or lower value of the Massachusetts Contingency Plan GW-1 or GW-3 standards [310 CMR 40.0974(2)]
Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCP GW-1 standard exceedance.

U = Analyte not detected above laboratory's reporting limit

UJ = Analyte tentatively not detected at reported concentration due to blank contamination
J = Estimated value less than reporting limit or based on data evaluation of laboratory results

J+ = Value may be biased high based on blank contamination
NC = Not Collected: turbidity at OHM-A7-08, OHM-A7-11, OHM-AT-46 (turbidity meter malfunctioning); turbidity meter reporting negative values at OHM-A7-51.

Table 5 {SHEET g of 10)




Table 5

Groundwater General Water Quality Parameters Analytical Results - September 13-14, 2005 Sampling Event

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

(SHEET 10 of 10)
Well No] OHM-A7-8 OHM-A7-83DUP | OHM-A7-9 || OHM-A7-11 | OHM-A7-12 || OHM-A7-46 | OHM-A7-51 || JO-A07-M63 ||
PARAMETERS MCP GW-1
Standard *
COD (410.4) mg/L mg/L mgy/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L
Chemical Oxygen Demand - 21 18 10U 10 U 10U 10U 10U 16
CYANIDE (335.4) ua/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L
Cyanide, Total (GW-3) 10 5U 5U 5U 5U 5U 5U 5U 5U
FIELD PARAMETERS
Temperature °C 20.03 20.03 14.22 19.9 17.8 25.97 21.25 N/A
Specitic Conductance 236 236 134 179 87 187 137 N/A
pH pH 5.21 5.21 N/A 3.4 5.6 5.63 -5.14 N/A
Oxidation Reduction Potential mvVimV 232.8 232.8 649 388 512.6 246.8 579.7 N/A
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L mg/L 2.17 2.17 1.1 9.8 4.69 4.48 0.57 N/A
Turbidity NTU 3.39 3.39 11.2 0.65 3.5 7.01 2.13 N/A

* MCP Standard: Concentrations are compared to the more stringent or lower value of the Massachusetts Contingency Plan GW-1 or GW-3 standards [310 CMR 40.0974(2}]
Shaded area with bold numbers indicates MCP Standard exceedance. -
U = Analyte not detected above laboratory’s reporting limit
UJ = Analyte tentatively not detected at reported concentration due to blank contamination
J = Estimated value less than reporting limit or based on data evaluation of laboratory results
Q = Elevated reporting limit, The reporting limit is elevated due to high analyte levels.

N/A = Number not available.

Table 5

(SHEET 10 of 10)



¢

Contarninants of Gancarn Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Training Annex- Area of Congarn A7
{9HEET 1 OF 10}

MCP GW-1 OHM-A7-8

Paramater | Units [ Siandard | 25.un-82 | 4-Nov-92 1Dec®d | zJuh | 10-OctsE | Apr T octe7 j0c-9? wuml apros [ Aprssow) | Ocioe [ octweiow) | Ape0s  [Aprso o] Oci-99  [OcI-09 tiuy)

Valatila Organic Compoungs — .

_ Chiomiom gL 5 24 54 360 48 ¥ i ] ] 3 14 Tu Ou 0u 10u i0u 1ou Su
cis-1 3«fchioropropana uglL 65 A __NA NA | _NA NA [} U iU 10 HA NA NA NA
1,2: Dichiorosthana ugil .5 A A NA D5u 054 U 50 5y 50 el EU sU 50 FY] 50 50
Naphthalene “umgl 20 D 7 ND NA Ty 25 u i » 36 ¥ E: ] 2% 1 12 15 17
1,1.2,2-Telmohileroethana ug/L 2 ND ND ND 05ty o5 <2 2 <2 <2 < < 2 < <2 <2 <2
Teimchioroathana uyl 5 13 15 a 12 [ 1d 120 140 100 o ] 130 1% 84 85 n [
Trichiemalhens _uyl 3 MO ND WD 05y <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5

I?gsl_lddIﬂPCBs
gamma-BHG {Lndano) [ ul 02 11 126 048 o8N 28 17 0052u 0053 u 1 17 4 2 12 12 [%] 7.7
4,4'-0PE ugiL ol A ENA A A A <01 <01 <01 «<5.0 <60 5.8 <57 <20 <10 = 5.0 <58
4,4'-DDD ug/ll 91 A A A A ¥hUA WA 0.35 0.48 < 5.0 <5.0 <858 [  <B.7 [ X] 0294 <80 =56

{Metals [Tatal) ] j . . _ —

Arsenic | owgt ] s [__nD 298 NA NA <50 <50 = <50 <50 P T <50 <50 50
& _ 5y NA LTI -]
[ ) ND A NA NA <100 <100 <160 <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <160 =100 <100
[} ND 595 WA, NA NA a8y A5 200 i 15 [ 35 17 115 18 43
it I NO 5] NE WA NA 57 18 0.9 13 FX] [ QZu G2u T G924 a3s
ol | 80 - - - - - o 51 a [ wm 180 50 53 1 | s | w 41
Thallium T 20 - 1T_ - I - - - [ <2 1. @0 i Y hu | [ _fou
NP GW-1 . 77 - " OHM-A7-8 Conil ) i

Pararmeter o | unite | Standard Apt-00 _ | apr-00 dup) 00 | Gol00tup) | Map0l  Jmy2001 ud oei0i  [oct0ljdup)| Aproz | fprf2duw} | Oct02 | Oet0zicupl | Apr08  [Apr03idup)|  Oct03 [0oi03 (dup)

Volatile Qrganic Compounds o
Chiaraform 1w =2 <2 <1 ot < <2 <5.2 <2 0244 6254 0294 1y 1U 1y <1 <1
i1 3dichicrepropens T NA NA_ | NA_ NA 0 ] 20 2U 1] Y] Ty Y] iy [} Y] 1y
1.2- Owhiorosthane gl 2 <2 « <t <t | _«2 B ] 2 < < <t <1 < <1 <1 <1
Naphihalene ug/L <z =2 93] 120 184 X €3 2 <1 o 0494 0430 PN 042 d <1 <1
1,1,2.2-Tetrschicraethana uglL <2 2 <1 <1 <1 <2 <82 <2 <l <1 < <1 <1 <1 <1 <1

| Tairachioromthens oL 8 (] TE I ET 59 7| ia 18 B 1] 24 2 2 234
Trichioroethana ugilL <2 2 2 Fi a67J 21 23] 21 <5 <5 CEN] oty T 13 AE] <1 <1

Pasticides
gamma-BHC (Lindans) ugll 0.2 9.5 9.6 514 T4 7 [-X] 430 isq 14 1.4 28 24 2.8 23 0 2.0
4.4'-DDE g/l o1 <1 <% <1 <2 <1 <01 <1 <1 <01 <01 <2 <2 <01 <0.1 <4 «< 0.4
44-D0D oo o1 [ PR <z 0524 (XN 013 | 025J | 6369 | 0.3 [ 0184 <2 <3 = [F] <40 | <4d

Metals (Total) j
Arserec L ] 7aJ 674 13 13 [T+ 556 15 1B 878 858 24 2 168 158 21 27
Antimony L 3 Y] G0 160 [TN] 10U 1§10 478 3EB 100 ou FTEN 04z Derd 0e7 d 100 0y
Chromium . ] L 180 Z2] 304 274 25) [X] PET:] 258,/ LN 258 228 384 39 <20 <20 58 EY
ead ug'L 15 N 11 58 53 o 56 428 | _48B 520 740 79 ¥ 050 B0 150 14 16
Mereury ] [ 20 0704 NA NA 08 J 055 G168 0128 G2 <02 0081 J 0064 J [PEE] 034 0.2 <02
Hickal ) T 80 &7 [E] 20J 2. | & Ll 238 358 78 |88 51 52 32 3 S 26

[ Thallium gl 20 10U 10U [ a1B 10u 1oy | oses [ owe | 1u 1y
MEP GW-1 L OHM-A7-8 Continued
Paramator | Unita standard  [10:03 08 dup]  Aor-0s Ap0d (dup) | Ooi0d_ ] Oet04 dup) [10/04 QA dup]  Jun-05 | Jur-05 (dup) un-05 QA dul  Sep-05 Sep-05__|Sep-05 A dup)
Volatile Organic Compounds ]
Chicroform C B <1 <1 1 <1 <1 <3 <ia <10 104 1Y

I cis-1,3-dichlorapropens ugll 05 1oy iU 10U [ 10y 10U 1.0 101 [X] 05U 1oy
1,2+ Dichloroathane L ER <1 1 1 <1 <1 <3 <1 <10 100 0y
Naphthalene ugL 20 <1 079JB 063.J,8 <1 024 <& <1 0244 10U 0U
1.1,2.2 Telmchlorosihane gL 2 <1 <1 <1 [N 0957 <2 <1, <10 05 50
Tetrachlaroethens o 5 24 21 Fil 1 k] 19 87 LX) 0.8 254 274 200
Trichiompinens gL s a78J T4 13 13 [ 124 0577 CECR] 074 il () (L]

i Paaticides

B BHC (Lindane wgll 02 14 14 14 [T=f 144 1.0 1 11 1.02 1.84 1.7 18
44'-DDE ugl a1 <0013 =010 <010 0.17 07 0012.J <021 <020 nesy oosU Dosy
4,4'-0DD ug, o1 018 29 b2¢ [RERT] 032U 8.37 <021 <020 009 [NF] 01 0.42 U

Matals (Total}

Arsenic L 5010 a4 13 12 (] 139 8 LT 058 54 75U 25U 28
Antimony ufl G 544 15 144 234 24 .68 J GEY] paouy 25U FI
(O raaul B.5 J)

Chramiom gl 100 6574 33 36 €5 56 Bard 066U 074U G0y 00y 75
Tead uglt 15 EER] B X 93 85 [H 15U Y 37 Jr 250 250 T34
Mercury gl T 0r2J 032 938 0100y 816 0d 0a72d o8t _ 0.60 0.5d 054 a5y G174
Nicka! g 20 F a7 49 ) 259 07 Fo] ME 74 714 208 | 221
Thallum ugL 20 3] D35 E 0368 011J [EIY) ] 0.28 J 010U (17} 6y Y]

Arssmc EPA's MCL lor As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ugil 1o 10 uglL.
:I&m area with bold numbers indicate MCP GW-1 exceadanca
u. analyte not dalectad at or abave reporing lime
ND* nol datected
NA not anniyzed
D Greater than 20% RPD betwaen field duplicalas.
J {alse B in metals resullsleslimaled value lass than PGL orbased on data avaluation of Ishoratory rasutts QOHM-AT-8



( ( Tahle 6 (

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Training Annex - Area of Concern A7

(SHEET 2 OF10)
MCP GW-1 OHM-A7-9
Parameter Units Slandard 3-Cct-01 | 25-Jun-92 | 5Nov-92 | 2-Jul-96 | 10-Oct9s | Apr-97 | Octo7 [ Apr-98 | Octos Apr-89 | Oct99 | Apro0o Oct-00
Volatile Grganic Compounds
Chloroform ug/l. 5 ND .ND ND 05u o5 <5 <5 <5 <5 =5 <5 <1 <1
cis-1,3-dichloropropens ug/L 0.5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1U 1U NA NA NA NA
1,2- Dichioroethane ug/L 5 NA NA NA G5u 0.5u <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1
Naphthalene ug/L 20 ND ND ND NA NA <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <1 <1
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ug/L 2 ND 16 ND 051u 051u 05u 05u <1 <1 <1 0.53 J <1 <1
Tetrachloroethena uglL 5 ND ND ND 18u 16u 3 65y <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Trichloroethene ug/L 5 ND ND ND 05u 3.5u <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1
Pesticides
gamma-BHC (Lindans) [ ugl ] 0.2 | N> T No [ WND [ o05u [ 0050 | <2 [ <2 | <2 | <2 <2 [ <2 | <0.05 <0.05
Metals (Total)
Arsenic ug/l 50 ND ND ND NA NA <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <10 <10
Antimony ug/l 5] 5U NA 5U 2U ou 10U nou 10U
Chromium ug/l 100 ND ND ND NA NA <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <1.2J 134
Lead ug/lL 15 ND ND 4.35 NA NA <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 <5 <5
Mercury ug/l 1 ND ND ND NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Nicksl ug/lt 80 - - - - - - 25 <10 1.3 3dJ 134 < 40 3.7J
Thallium uglt 2.0 - - - - - - 2y U 1y 10U 10U QU ey
'_" MCP GW-1 OHM-A7-8 {continued)
Parameter Units Standard May-01 | Oct01 | Apr-02 | Qct02 [ Apr-03 | Oct03 | Apr-04 | Oct04 | May-05 | Sep05 | | |
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chloraform ug/lL 5 <1 <1 <1 0274 1U 1U 1U 1u 10 1.0U
cis-1,3-dichloropropene ug/L 05 11U 1uU 1U 1Ud 14 10U 1.0U 1.0U 10U 05U
1.2- Dichlorcethane uglt 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 14U 1U 1y 1U 1V 10U
Naphthalene ug/lL 20 15J <1 <1 0.34 J iU 1y iU 1U 078U 1.0UJ
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ug/L 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 1U iU 1U 1U 1 05 U
Tetrachloroethene ug/L 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 1U 1U 1yU 1U 11U 10U
Trichlarogthene ug/L 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 10U
Pesticides
gamma-BHC (Lindane) [ gl | 0.2 ] <0050 | <0050 | <0050 | <0050 | 00500 | 0.050U [ 0050U | 00s5U [ 0.052U 005U |
Metals (Total)
Arsenic ug/l 50, 10 8658 968 <10 < 2.0 20U 2.0U 20U 0.10U 010U 2.5 U
Antimony ug/l 6 10U 388 10U 2V 2u 20U 20U 15U gaou 25U
Chromium ug/l 190 ] 1.3B 1.3B 3J 254 4.3J 28.J 1.0J 0.35 UJ 10.0U
Lead ug/L 15 <5 <5 | <5 <10 10U 1.0U 1.0U 0.10U 0.50 UJ 25U
Mercury B ol ugn 1 <02 | <D2 [ <02 <02 naza.Jd o2u 02U P 0toud o (1Y) 05U
Nickel | ug/lL 80 44) _25J < 40 3.7J 0.99B 28 | 3B ] 11d 0.50 UJ 10 L
Thailium ug/l 20 19U 338 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 1.0U gio0y 10U
Notes: Arsenic: EPA's MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L to 10 ug/L.

__|Shaded area with bold numbers indicate MCP GW-1 axcesdanca
LJ: analyte not detected at or above reporting limit
ND: not detected
MNA not analyzed
J: estimated value {based on data evaluation of laboratory resulis) CHM-A7-8




(..;le 6

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Training Annex - Area of Concern A7

(SHEET 3 OF 10)
MCP Gw-1 OHM-AT-11
Parameter Units Standard Apr-97 | Cct97 | Aprgs | Oct98 | Apr99 | Qct-99 | Apr-00 | ©ct00 | May-01 Oct01 [ Apr-02 | Octn2 Apr-03
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chloroform ug/L 5 0.5U o5l 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U iU 1U 1U 1U iU
cis-1,3-dichloropropene ug/L 0.5 NA, NA iU 1u NA NA NA NA 1U 1uU 11U 1 1U
1,2- Dichloroethane ug/L 5 05U 05U iU 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U iU 1U 1uU 1U 1U
Naphthalene ug/L 20 0.9 2 iU 1U 1U 1U 1U 0.8z2.J 1U 10 1U 1uU 1U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorcethat  ug/l 2 05U osu 1L iU 1U 1U 1U 1 1u 1U t U 1U 1L
Tatrachloroethene ug/l 5 054y o5y 1U 1U 1U iU iU 1y 1U 1U Tty ) 1u
Trichlaroethensg ug/L 5 0.54U 0.5 U 11U iy iy Tty 11 1 IR 1y 1U iU 14U
Pesticides
gamma-BHC (Lindane) | ug/L 0.2 | 0033u | 00560 | 00s5u | oos6U | dosoU | o5y | oosol | oosou | oosou | oosoU | 6osoU | oopsou | o0so0u
Metals {Total}
Arsenic ug/L 50 10U tou 5U 2y 10U oy 10U 10U U 10U 10U 20U 1.04J
Antimony ug/L 6 s5U NA 5U 2y jle]¥] 10U 10U 10U U 388 10U 20U 2U
Chromium ug/L 100 2ouU 20U a7 14 54 5U 5U 5U 10U 5 374 23U 3.94
Lead ug/L 15 icU 10U 3u 1U 5 5U 51 5L 5.4 5U sU 1.0U 1.0U
Mercury ug/L 1 02U Q.20U 020U a.20U 0.077. c2ou 020U NA sU 0055 B 02U 02U 0.094 J
Nickel ug/L BO 20U 36 20U 10U 40l L] 1.7.) 40 Ut Q.21 40 9] .84 24 14J
Thallium ug/L 20 - 2u 10U 1U 10U oy 10y 10U 10U 438 10U 10U 1.0U
MCP GW-1 OHM-A7-11 (confinued)
Parameter Units Standard Oct-03 | Apr-04 | Oct-04 | May05 | Sep05 | | [ ] [ |
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chiaroform ug/L 5 1.0U iU 10U 1.0U 10U
cis-1,3-dichloropropene ug/L 0.5 1.0U 1.0U iouU 1.0 05U
1,2- Dichlerogthane ug/L 5 1.0U iU 10U 1.oU 1.0U
Naphthalere ug/L 20 .ou iU 10U .oy 10U
1.1.2,2-Tetrachloroethar]  ug/L 2 iou 1U 1.0U 10U 054U
Tetrachloroethene ug/L 5 1.0U 1U 1.0U 10U 1.0U
Trichloroethene ug/L 5 10U 1U 1.0U 1.0U 10U
Pesticldes
gamma-BHC (Lindane) [ ug/l 0.2 [ oosou [ oasow [ cosiu [ 0354 | oosuU | I I | i [ I
Meatals (Total)
Arsenic ug/ll 50; 10 200 204 174 0.354 25U
Antimony ug/L & 20U 20U 1.7J 0.30U 25U
Chromium ug/L 100 20U 14U 0.48J 0.57 U 10.0U
Lead ug/L 15 1.0U 0.26.J 0.10U 0.65 U 25U
Mertury agll 1 020U 020U 0.1o0U 010U 05U
Nickel ug/L B0 20U 20U 0.33J 50U 10.0U
Thallium ug/L 2.0 10U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U
MNotes: Arsenic: EPA's MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L to 10 ug/L.
| |Shaded area with bold numbers indicate MCP GW-1 exceadance
U: analyte not detected at or above reporting limit
ND: not detected
NA: not analyzed
J. estimated value (based on data evaluation of laboratory results) OHM-A7-11
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Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Welt
Sudbury Training Annex - Area of Concern A7

{SHEET 4 OF 10)
MCP Gw-1 OHM-AT-12
Parameter Units Standard 3-Oct-91 | 25-Jun-92 | 4Nov-02 | 2-Jui96 [ 10-0ct:96 | Apr07 | Octo7 | Apr98 | Oct-98 Apr-00 | Oct0o | Apr00 Oct-00
Valatlle Organic Compouitds
Chlorotorm ug/L 5 ND ND KD 3.2 0.96 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1
cis- 1, 3-dichkloroprapene ug/L 05 NA NA 1U 1uU NA NA MNA NA
1,2- Dichlorosthane ug/L ] NA NA NA 05u 05u <5 <5 <5 <5 <h <5 <1 <1
Naphthalene ugil 20 ND ND ND NA NA =20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <1 <1
_1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ugill 2 ND ND ND 051u 051u <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <1 <1
_ Tetrachlorogthene ug/L 5 ND ND ND 18u 16U <5 <5 <f <5 <5 <5 <1 <1
Trichlcroethene ug/L 5 ND ND ND 05U 0.5u <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1
Pesticides
gamma-BHC {Lingane) | ugt | 02 [ ~No ] WD T WD ] 005u | 005u | <2 ] <2 | <2 | <2 <2 | <2 [ '<DD5 <0.05
Metals (Total)
Arsenic ug/L 50 ND ND ND NA NA <50 <50 <50 <30 <50 <50 <10 <10
Antimony ug/L <] 5U NA, 5U 2y o 10U 10U 10U
Chromium ug/L 100 ND ND ND NA NA <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 1.0J <5
Lead ug/L 15 6.89 18.7 4.26 NA NA 10u 17 Ju 1u 5u Su <5 <5
Mercury ug/L 1 ND ND ND NA NA <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <0.20 NA
Nickei ug/L 1 36 <10 4.4 1.8J 3J < 40 164
Thallium ug/L 2.0 2U wgu iU ey o 14U 104U
L MCP GW-1 OHM-A7-12 - continued
Farameter Units Standard May-01 | Oct-01 | Apro2 T Oct02 [ Apr03 | Oct-03 | Apr04 | Cct-04 | MayCs Sep05 |
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chloroform ug/L 5 <1 <1 <] < <1 <1 < 1U 1.0U 1.0U
cis~1,3-dichloropropeng ug/L 0.5 1U iU 1U 1y 1y 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 05y
1.2- Dichloroethane ug/L 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1U 1.0U 1.0U
Naphthalene ug/L 20 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1uU 1.0U 1.0U
1.1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ug/L 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1U 1.0U 1.0U
Teteachloroethena ug/L 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1U 1.0U 1.0U
Trichloroethene ug/L 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 < 1 <1 1.0U 10U 1.0U
Pesticides
gamma-BHC (Lindane) | ug/ll | 0.2 [ <0050 | <0050 | <056 | <0050 | <0050 | <0050 | <0056 | cos51U | 0.051U 005U |
Matals (Total)
Argenic ug/L 50; 10 <10 <10 <10 <2.0 < 2.0 < 2.0 <20 0.10U 0.10U 25U
Antimony ug/L. B8 438 3.6B 25B 2u 2u 1.1B 20U 1.3 030U 25U
| Chromium ug/L 100 42 8.6 7.7 234 3.44d 2 314 17J 0.47 U 100U
Lead ug/L 15 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1 | 00%8)J <1 niou 087U 25U
Mercury ug/L 1 <0.2 <02 <0.2 <0.2 0.0694J <02 <0.2 0.10WJ o1gu 10.00
Nickel ug/L 1 43 484 55J 284 144J 2 0.924J ~ 204 0.30U 10.0U
Thallium ug/L 2.0 10U 10U 10y 10U 1.0U iou 10U 01U 0.10U 1.0U
Nates: Arsenin: EPA’s MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L to 10 ug/L.
[ | shaded area with bold numbers indicate MCP GW-1 exceedance
U analyte not detected at or above reporting limit
ND: not detected
NA: not analyzed
J OHM-A7-12

estimated value (based on data evaluation of laboratory results)




Table 6

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Resulis by Well

Sudbury Training Annex- Area of Concern A7

(SHEET 5 OF 10)
[ 1 mCP Gw-1 OHM-A7-46
Parameter [ Units | Standard | 25-Jun-92 | 5-Nov-92 | 1-Dec-93 | Apr87 |Apr87(dup)] Oct97 | Apr98 | Oct-98 Aar99 | Oct99 T  Apr0D Oct-00
Yolatlle Organic Compounds N _ .
Chlorolorm ug/l _ 5 ND ND NA <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1J
cis-1,3-dichloropropene ug/L 0.5 NA_ [ NA NA 11U 1U NA NA NA NA
_1.2- Bichloroathane ug/L 5 L NA__ NA <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1J
Naphthalene o1 ugt 20 ND NA NA <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <1 <1J
1.1.2,_2_-Tatrach|0rnmhan9 ug/L 2 ND ND NA <2 @ <@ <2 <P <2 <2 <1 <1
Telrachloroethens ug/L 5 12 51 NA 05 | o7 t 1u 1u 1u 0.44 . <1 44
Trichloroethena ug/L 5 ND ND NA <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 1 <iJ
Peslicides
garnma-BHC (Lindane) [ wpl | 02 [ 28 [ ~Na [~ 31 J oo5lu | 0058u | D09 | 048 | 014 15 [ 007 [ oay 031J
Metals (Total)
Arsenic ugil 50 ND NA NA 841 87.3 NA 5u 238 10u 10u <10 <10
Antimony uglL [ ‘ 5U Y NA ] [4] 10U 104 100 10U
Chrornium ug/l 100 ND NA NA <100 <100 NA <100 <100 <100 <100 2J 5
_ Lead | upll 15 268 NA NA <15 <15 NA <15 <16 <15 <15 =5 <5
Mercury ug/L 1 ND NA NA <1 < NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Nickel ugll 80 24 15 10J 65 74 44
Thalliurn ug/L 20 NA 10U 1u 10U 0L 10U 10U
Zing ugil ) - - - 10u 11 NA 330 1,100 390 16 574 29
I | [ WGP GW-1 OHM-A7-48
Parameter [ Units | Standard May-ol [ Oct01 | Apr0z | OctG2 | Apr-03 [ Cet:05 | Apr0d [ Oct-04 [ Jun05 | Sep0s ]
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chloroform ug/L S <1 MNA <1 No sampla <1 <1 <1 1u 1.0U 10U
cis-1,3-dichlaropropene ug/L 0.5 10 NA 1u Mo sarnple 10U 1.0U 10U 1.00 1.6U 05U
1,2- Dichlorgeihang ug/L 5 <1 NA <1 No sampleg < <1 <1 14 1.0U 1.0U
Naphihalene ugrlL 20 <1 NA <1 No sample <1 <1 <1 1y 10U GLY]
1.1,2.2-Tetrachigraethana ugll. 2 <1 NA <1 No sample <1 <1 <1 1U 104 05U
Tatrachloroethene ugl 5 <1 NA <1 Np sample <1 <1 <1 1U 10U 10U
Trichluroethena ugll 5 <1 NA <1 Nao sample < 1 <1 <1 10U Y OU 10U
Pesticides
parmma-BHC {Lindana) [ ugll | 0.2 T <doe NA 0.027J | Nosample | ©.018J | <0050 | <QO5C | 0052U | 0051U | OOSU |
Metals (Total)
Arsenic ugi 50; 10 <10 NA <10 Nosarmple | <2.0 <20 11B 0,67 . 154 25U
Antirnony a/L 3 3B NA oy No sample | 0065 B 20U 00474 1.5J .30 U 25U
Chromium ugll 100 288 NA 23 Nosample| 160J £X] 25J 184 14 1000
Lead ugll 15 <5 NA <5 Mosample ! 026 <1.0 0228 0.56.J 055U 25U
Marcury T 1 D056 B NA <02 | Nosamgle| <0.2 <02 <02 C.10UJ 0.98 o5y
i Nickel ugil 80 824 NA 321 o sample 140 75 12 524 404 gou
! Thatiium ug’l 20 100 ] NA_ | 10U | Nosample 1.0U 16U 10U afrd o1y tou
|_Zing ugrl 900 [ BBEB.J NA 6§3J |MNosampie| <50 49) 90 1.9J 42UJ 250U
Notes: Arsanic; EPA's MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L 10 10 ug/L.

]shaded area with bold numbars indicate MGP GW-1 exceadance

u: analyte not detected at or above reporting limit

NO: not detecled
MNA: not analyzed
blank: below MCP BCGW-1 1or 1987, 1898, and 1999 Monitoring Data (with rG previous axceedances)
B: Analyle was also present in equipment blank at a reportable leval.

J: estimated value lgss than FQL or basaed on dala evaluation ol labaratory results.

OHM-A7-46




Table 6

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Training Annex- Area of Concern A7

{SHEET & OF 10)
| MCF GW-1 OHM-A7-51
|Parameter _ Units Standard 1-Dec93 | 2Jui96 [ 10-0c-96 [ Apr87 | Oct97 | Aprs8 | Gu-88 | Apr9d | Oct83 | Apr0 (cl-00
Volatile Organlc Compounds
Chiaratorm ug/L 5 120 100 54 13 B 42 2.2 238 3z 16 <1.1
. _cis-1,3-dichloroprapane ugriL 0.5 - 1. NA NA iU 1y NA NA NA NA
| Dibromochloromethane |  ug/L 5 - - [ - 05u 05u 20 1u 1u 1u <1 <1
1,2- Dichlorethana ugiL & NA 05u 1.7 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1
Naphthaléne: ug/lL 20 ND NA NA <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <1 <1
1.1,2.2-Ti ugil 2 200 88 85 34 29 11 ['] &5 18 7.T 4.9
Tetrachioroethene ug/lL S 130 72 &5 26 20 7.3 84 7.8 13 8.3 6.8
Trichloragthena | ug 5 50 18 34 12 10 41 38 3 4.4 2.8 2.7
Pesticides
garnma-BHC (Lindane) | ugl | 0.2 [ Tas | 0147 ] 1 017 | 047 [ 02F [ 08 | 026 ] 042 | 025 0.37
[Melals (Total) o .
Arsenic ug/l 50 NA NA NA <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <10 <10
Antimony ug/l [ 1Y) NA sy 2U ey ou 10U j[+3Y]
Chromium ug'l 100 NA NA NA <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <5 <5
Lead uryfl 15 NA NA NA <16 <15 <15 <15 18 <15 <5 «b
Mercury ug/l 1 NA MNA NA NA NA NA NA& NA NA NA NA
Nickel ugfl 80 <20 <10 4.6 444 414 45.) 52
Thatlium ugll 20 | 2y 10U 1U 35d oy wu 1wy
I | MCP GW-1 - OHM-AT-51
Parameter Units Standard | May-01 | Oct-01 | Apr02 Out02 | Apr-03 | Qcl-03 | Apr04 | Oct04 | Jun05 | Sep-05
Volatlle Organic Cempounds
Chlorotaorm uyl 5 <1 0.80J <1 <1 0.45J <1 0.58 .39 J 025 U 10U
cis-1,3-dichlgropropana g/l Q5 1U 1U 1U 14 1U 10U 1.0U 10U 1.0U 05y
Dibromochioremethane ug/l 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.0 10U SO0
1.2- Dichloroethanae ug/l 5 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 10U 10U
| Naphthalene ug/L 20 <1 0.95J <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1.0u 10U
1,122 Tetrachloroethar  ug/L 2 <3 6.0 <1 6.1 4.8 24J 2.7 4.4 2 1.4
Tetrachloroathense ug/lk 5 2.1J 6.5 5.3 7.8 6.4 584 4.6 4.0 R 3.8
Trichforosihena ug/t 5 0.82 J 1.9 2.0 2.7 1.6 1.3J 0.85 J 1.4 299 ) 1.3
Pesticides
gamma-BHC (Lindane) | gl | 02 0.078 0.35 013 0.19 021 [ o1z | oas1 | ‘oa7z [ ooes | oo
Metals (Total)
Arseflic ugil. 50. 10 <10 <10 <10 <2 < 2 <2 < 2 0.38.J 010U 25U
Antimony ugéL [ 10U cu 1ou 0.037 J 2U 20U 20U 14J o30u 25U
Chromium U/l 100 45B 45B 1.2B 2.8J 2.3J 25J 224 .66 J 029U 10.0U
Lead eyl 15 <5 =5 _ <5 0074 <10 <10 <10 <010 066U 25U
Merzury upfl ! 0056 B QU056 B <002 = (20 < 0.20 <020 <020 <D1¢ g10U osu
Nickei ugylL 30 _23J 53J 274 7 4.6 42 3.8 42 204 100U
Thallium ul 2.0 auy 10y 10U 1.0V 1.0U oy 1.0U 1.0U 10U NA
Notes: Arsanic: EPA's MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 Trom 50 ug/L 10 10 ugiL.
Shadad area with bold pumbers indicats MCP G3W-1 axceedance
U: analyte not detected at or above reporling limit
ND: not detected
NA: not analyzed
B. Anaiyte was aiso present in eyuipmant blank sample al a reportable leval.
J: estimaled value {(based on dala evaluation of laboraiory results). OHM-A7-51




Table 6

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Training Annhex- Area of Concern A7

(SHEET 7 OF 10)
I [ MCP GW-1 OHM-A7-52
Parameter uUnits Standard 1-Dec-93 [ 2-Jul-86 | 10-Oct96 [ Apr97 | Octd7 Apr-08 | Oct-98 | Apr89 | Oct-09 | Apr-D0 Oct-00
¥otatile Organic Compounds
Chlorgfom up/L -] NA 3 4.4 <5 <5 <5 <5 <9 <5 <1 <1
cis-1,3-dichiaropropane ug/L 0.5 NA NA 1U 10 NA NA NA NA
1,2- Dichloroethane ug/L 5 NA 36 0.5u <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1
Naphthalens ug/l 20 NA NA NA <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <1 <1
1,1,2, 2-Tetrachloroethane ug/lL 2 NA 9.7 17 ] 14 3.6 4.2 1.4 34 21 2.8
Tetrachlorosthene ug/L 5 NA 5.8 7.3 5 9 4.6 4.1 2.2 38 3.2 3.5
Trichlorosthene ug/L 5 NA 8.9 3.1 [ 14 25 1.8 1.1 1.1 17 1.9
Pesticidea
gamma-BHE {Lindana) [ ugl [ 0.2 ] otess | o085 | ©14 | o1 [ 0085 @15 | D0.085 00692 | 01 | 0085 0.31
Metals (Total
Arsenic ugiL 50 NA NA NA <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <5 <10
Antimony ug/L 6 51U NA 5U 2U 10U 164U 19U 10U
Chromium Lk 100 NA NA NA 3112 41 5u 22 S5u Su <5 0.91J
Lead ug/k 15 NA NA NA Aa 10u Ju 1u 5u Su <5 <5
Mercury uglht i NA NA NA_ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Nickel ug/L L NA NA NA NA 23 <10 8 154 124 16J 24
Thallium uglht 20 2U 10U 11U 354 10U R 10U
] | MCP GW-1 OHM-AT-52 continued
Parameter Units Standard May-01 | Oct01 | Apr02 ] OctG2 [ Apr03 Oct-03 | Apr0d4 [ Oct-04 | Jun-05 [ Sep-05
Volatile Organic Compounds
_ Chigrotorm ugiL 5 0.78 J <1 0.24J <1 0.15J <1 <1 <1 10U NA
tis-1,3-dichloropropens ugiL 0.5 Y] 1U 1y 1y 10 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U NA
1.2- Dichloroethang ug/l ) <1 1.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 =<1 <1 1.0U NA
Naphthalene ugiL 20 <1 <1 <1 0.21J <1 <1 <1 <1 10U NA
1,1,2,2- Tetrachiprosthane ugil. 2 52J <1 <1 1.4 1.2 1.2 0734 .58 J 1.0U NA
Tetrachlorogtheéhe ug/L 5 €1J 6.7 2.4 25 24 22J 1.9 0.86 G54 J NA
Trichloroathena ug/L 5 164 9.6 0.85. 0.34 4 1.5 <1 0.754 <1 10U NA
Pestlicides
gamma-BHC (Lindane) [ upl | 0.2 J <005 [ <005 | 0054 [ 0097 [ 0045 0.025) [ <0.05 <0.053 T G05TU T NA
Metals (Total)
Arsenic ugll 50; 10 <10 =i} <10 <2 <2 <2 <2 <010 0104 NA
Antimony vl [ 01 278 1oy U 2y 20U 20U 1.4 RET] NA
Chromium ugh 100 1.3 138 168 23J 4.0J 224 2.2 1.1 064 U NA
Lead ugh 15 <5 <5 <5 <1 __00704 <1 <1 < 010 0.57 U NA
Mercyry ug/ll 1 0.2 <02 <02 <02 0068 J <02 < 0.2 <010 0.10 U NA
Nickal ugiL 80 58 J < 40 18J <20 21 1.1J 118 14J 0.50 U NA
Thallium up/L 2.0 10U 10U 10U 1.0U 10U 16U 1.0U 10U 10U NA
Notes: Arsenic: EPA's MCL for As in drinking waler was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L ta 10 ugfl.

[

u or Ll analyte not detacted at or above reparting limit

ND: not detected
NA: not aralyzed

B: aralyta is alsa present in equigmertt bank samplg {arganics} or lab blank {malais}

|Shaded area with bold numbers indicate MCP GW-1 exceatance

J: Estimated values less than the PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results.
September 2005 Results: Well not included in sampling regimen from Septamber 2005

OHM-A7-52




Table 6

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Training Annex- Area of Concern A7

(SHEET B OF 10)
| I MCP GW-1 JO-AD7-M61
Parameter Units Standard 2-Ju-98 | 10:0ct86 | Aprr87 | Oct97 | AprS8 | ©Oct88 | Apr99 | Oct-98 |  Apr-0 Oct-00
Volatlle Organic Compounds
Chloroform ug/L 3 15 a5 0.8 [] Tud tu 1.1B 077J <] <1
cis-1,3-dichloropropene ug/L 0.5 NA NA 1u iU NA NA NA NA
1,2- Dichloroethane ug/lL 5 0.5u 05u <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 5.3
Naphthalene ug/ll 20 NA NA <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <1 <1
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ug/ll 2 16 20 E] Fal 1J 1.6 23 2.2 1 2.8
Tetrachloroetheng ug/L 5 9.1 13 2 12 114 A1 as 3 15 36
Trichlaroethene ug/L 5 22 2.8 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 47 J
Pesticides
gamma-BHC (Lindane) | ugll | 02 | 032 { 028 | 013 | 026 0050 J 013 | 008 [ 016 | 0066 0.16
Metals {Total)
Arsenic ug/L S0 NA NA <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <10 <10
Antimony ug/lL 6 5U NA 5U 2u 10U 1GU 10U 10u
Chromium ug/L 100 NA NA <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <5 0.91J
Lead vg/L 15 NA NA <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 <5 <5
Mercury ug/L 1 NA NA Na Na& NA NA NA NA <0.20 N2
Nickel ugiL a0 NA NA NA < 20 27 3.8 28J 5J <40 22J
Thallium ug/l 2.0 2U 10U 1U 0u 100 0U
I 1 MCP GW-1 JO-A07-M61 continued |
{Parameter Units Standard May-01 | Oct01 | Apr-02 | Oct02 [ Apr03 [ Oct-03 | Apr-0d | Oct-04 May-05 Sep-05 |
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chlorotorm gL 5 <1 NA 251J NA 0.19J <1 0204 1.0U 10U NA
cis-1, 3-dichloropropens ug/L .5 1uU NA 1 NA 14 1.0U 10U 10U 10U NA
1,2- Dichloroethane _ugll 5 <1 NA <1 NA <1 <1 10U 10U 1.0U NA
Naphthalene ug/ll 20 <1 NA <1 NA <1 <1 10U 1.0U 10U NA
1,1,2,2-Telrachloreethane g/l 2 1.2 NA 0.97J NA <1 <1 Q.58 J 0.954 Q.28 J NA
Tetrachloroethene ug/L 5 1.2 NA 1.6 NA 0.70J 1.6 1.5 1.2 0.904J NA,
Trichloroethene ug/L 5 <1 NA <1 NA <1 < 1 1.0U 1.0U 10U NA
Peslicides
gamma-BHC (Lindane) | ugL | G2 ] 016 | NA | @052 | WA | 0022J | 0.037J | 0050U [ 0051U | Q051U NA |
Metals (Total)
Arseni¢ ugL 50; 10 <10 NA <10 NA < 2.0 <20 20U 010U 0.35J MA
Antimony ug/L [+] 3a1B NA 268 NA 2u 00788 20U 14.J 030U A
Chromium ugL 100 438 NA 158 NA <20 39 294 0.8 J 338 NA
Lead ug/L 15 <5 NA <5 NA <10 0.15J 0095 B ¢.10U 078U A
Mercury _ ug/L 1 <0.2 NA <0.2 NA <020 < 0.20 020U 010U 010U NA
Nickel ug/L B 41B NA <40 NA 138 4 108 1113 171 NA
Thallium ug/L 20 10U ou NS 5B NS 1.0 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U NA
Notes: Argenic: EPA’s MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 ug/L to 10 ugiL.
[ |shaded area with bakd numbers indicate MCP GW-1 exceedance
u or U: analyte not detacted at or above reporting fimit
J: Estimated values less than 1he PQL or based on data evaluation of laboratory results.
NI not detected
NA: not analyzed
tlank: below MCP RCGW-1 for 1597, 1998, 1999 and 200C Monitoring Data {with no previous exceedances)
B: analyte s also present in eguipment blank sample
September 2005 Results: Well not included in sampling regimen from September 2005 JO-AD7-MB1



Contaminants of Congern Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Tralning Annex- Area of Concern A7

Table &

{SHEET % OF 10}

MCP GW-1 JO-ADT-ME2
Par; L J Unils. ‘ Standard 20166 T 10-0ct96 [ Aor@7 | ©ct87 | AprB8 | ©OctB8 | Apr89 | a9 | Apr00 Cot-00 May-01 Qct-01
| volatiie Grganic Compounds ) e
Chlovolorm ugl 5 05v 05w <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1 <1 <1
Gcts-1,3-dichloropropene vl 0.5 NA NA 1y 1u NA NA NA NA 1u iU
1,2- Dichlcrosthana ugl 5 054y Q5u =5 <5 <5 <5 <b <5 <1 <1 <1 <1
| Naphthalensa ugl 20 NA N& <20 | <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 <1 <1 <1 <1
_1.1,2.2-Tetrachloroethane ugl 2 051u a5lu <2 2 <2 <2 «2 <2 <1 <1 <1 <1
Talrachlorpethane uglL 5 164 16U <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 5 < 40) PE) 1
Trichloroatheng UL 5 054 a5y =<5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1 <1 <1 <1
gamma-BHC (Lindane) | upt | 02 | osu 05u 2 | <2 | <oz @z | <62 | 02 <0.050 0.84 <0.050 | <0050
Metals (Tatal) I .
Arganic ugl 50 NA NA <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 | <50 <10 <10 <10 <10
Antimony upL & 5U NA U 2U gy 10U oy 15 i mny
Chromium wgl. | o0 A NA <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 15J 184 12 316
Lead 1w 15 NA NA 27.4 10u 31 1y 5u 5u <5 <5 <5 <5
Margury ugl 1 NA NA NA NA NA MNA NA NA <0.20 MNA <0.20 «0.2
Nickel upl 80 NA NA NA < 20 18 16 184 <40 < 40 424 148 638
Thallium ugll 20 NA 20 10U 10 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 338
Iron Ll no standard NA NA NA 2700 610 < 100 < 100 < 100 < 100 200 510 270
Anigns
Sulfate ugl no standard NA ] NA | Na T 23400 20,800 | 27,500 21,600 25800 1 16700 | 22,300 15800 [ 23600
[eH (std units) na stangard NAa | NA | HA [ Na | 3er [ 586 | 544 | S&0 [ 568 | 563 [ 508
MCP GW-1 JO-AQT-ME2
[ one | specn [Sriens [ oo | omo [opos [oopos | | [
FParameier Units Standard Ape02 Oct-02 Apr-00 | {TAL oniy} Ont-03 Apr-04 Qct-0d May-05 Sep-05
Valatile Organic Compounds
Chioroiorm ugl 5 1y 1oy 10U NA 1.0U 1.0U 1.0U 190 NA
| cis-1,3-dwhioropropens ugyL D5 1U [ 10U NA 10U 101 1.6u 1QU NA
1,2- Dichlorggthana ugl 5 iU 1ou 10U NA 10U 10U 10U iQu NA
Naphthalena ugl 20 92848 1.0y 10U NA 10U 1.0U 1oy 10U NA
1.1,2 2-Tetrachlcrosthane upl 2 1U 1.0U [} A 10U 10U ipuU Lu NA
Tetrachioroethena upl 5 1u 1.7 oy NA ol 104U oy au NA
Trichloroethene uglL 5 1U 1.0U [ A 1.0U 10U 10U [V NA
~gamma-BAC (Lindane) [ wpl | 0.2 ] 0050U T @050U [ 00500 | nA- | 40500 [ apsou | gostu [ Q053U NA | [ [
Metals (Total)
Arggnic upl 50, 10 ou 12J 2.0U 20U Q.88 J 2.0U 0.20J Q1au NA
Antimany ugh [ 10y .38 .J 0.040E 043 B 0.057 B 20U 14J 030Uy 25U
Chromium ugll 100 12B 180 76J 77d 1.24d 164 1.64J 045 1) MNA
Lead uglL 15 5U 3 0.5 0.16J 0.082J 0.14B ofou 0570 NA
Marcury ugh 1 02U 02U 0.0764 0.078 J 02U 0.20 U 010U 0.18U NA
Nickel 1 owpr 80 4oy 170 71 68 35 18B.J 204 0.50 U NA
Thailum | upt 20 | Twu | _1ou ToU 1oy .00 TGy 1.0U Tou NA
Irgn ugl 324 ] T7a00 “aba 470 660 B 539J 750 NA
Anions
Sulfats | upl | rosandard | 10000 ] 11,400 | 10300 | NA__ | 19800 | 12000 [ 190004 | 14400 1 NA | | I
pH {std units) [ | _nostandard 572 | 552z | 878 | 678 | &6¢ | 570 | 562 | 566 ] NA | 1 |
Netas: Arsenic: EPA's MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 from 50 up 1o 10 ugrl.
Shacad araa with bold numbers indicate MCF GW-1 excasdance
u: analyta not delectad ai or abova reporting limit
ND: nel detected
NA. ngt analyzed; in September 2005 this was becausge of low groundwaler and low expectad recharga rate.
J: esUMAted value (DASAN ON BATA GvAILATON Of IADOFALDrY IRSUIS)
B: analyte is also present in equipmenl blank sarmpla inorganics) of lab blank [matals) JO-AQT-ME2




Table 6

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Well
Sudbury Tralning Annex- Area of Concern A7

{SHEET 10 OF 10)
[ MCP Gw-1] T JO-AT7-ME3
Parametar Units Standard 2-jul-96 | 10-0c186 [ Ap.97 [ Qct57 Apr-98 | Oct98 Apr-9% | Cct99 | Apr-00 Ocl-00 May 07 [ Get0l
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chigraiorm uglL 5 13 1.4 3 06 28J 25 158 14 14 <1 <1 1
ci5-1,3-dichlorcpropena ugll 0.5 MA NA 14 14 N& NA A NA 10 1U
|_1.2- Dichiorozthane ] et 5 34 56 3 & | 674 59 6.7 46 27 5.3 1 36
MNaphthalena ugL 20 NA NA <20 <20 <20 <20 =20 <20 < <1 21 21
1.1.2.2-Talrachioroethana ugl z 13 F1] 24 26 204 31 23 2 12 20 12 14
Tetrachloroelhena ugl 5 14 14 28 K4l 284 32 a0 23 17 25 40 18
Trichloroaihena uglL 5 10 15 24 258 11U 36 36 30 Fil 37 17 29
Pesticides I .
gamma-BHG (Lindane} [ wr 1 a2 ] coses | oasma 0.1 0.31 017 0.38 0.32 0.33 022 <0 950 025 | 031
Matals (Totaf)
Arsanic ugyL 50 NA NA =50 «50 <50 <50 <60 <50 <10 <10 <10 <10
Antimany ugl 8 51U NA 55U z2U oy 1oy 10U 10y 2.7B 1oy
Cadmium ugh 5 NA NA 10U QU H] [Y] 5U 1Y 5U 0.55 . .28 208
Chramium ugll 1) HA NA <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 264 23J izB 56
Laad ugL 15 NA NA <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 18J <Q.050 <5 <5
Marmury ugh 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA <0.20 NA <0.2 00748
Nickal ugl B0 NA NA NA < 20 15 4.4 46 26J 27 azl 4B 458
Thallium ugh 20 NA 2y 12U 1U mu oy oy 19y Wwu 10U
Iran ugl_ ] WA NA NA 25,300 5500 | 9800 8500 | 20100 9,600 13000 10,500 7600
[ i MCP GW-1 JO-AQT-MES
Parameter Units. Standard Apr-02_ | Oct-02 Apr-03 [ Oct-03 Apr0d | Oct-0d4 May-05 [ Sep-05 | T
Volatile Organic Compounds
Chiarofarm uglL 5 1.BJ 1y 0254 1U 0.34 J Ty .40 UJ 1.6 Ud
cis-1 3-dichioropropena uglL 05 11U 10 14 101 10U 10U 1oy 05U
1.2- Dichlorpethana ugll 5 4.4 3.1 054 J 1.5 15 qa86J a3y 25
Naphthalang ugl 20 2U 1y iU 1y 1J 14 10U 1.0y
1,1,2,2-Tekrachloroethane uglL 2 20 13 5.1 3.8 4.8 1.8 2.0 4.1
Tetrachlorcethane uglL 5 23 14 1.9 3.0 2.3 0.524 15 11.6
Trichloioaihene wglL 5 40 -3 59 11 17 9.3 38 254
Pesticides
gamme-BHG (Lindane) [ ugr | 0.2 0.25 0.24 012 00410 | oos0U a.10 0,058 017
Metals {Total}
Arsanic gl 50, 10 59B 6.2 1.584 1.1d 0.598 4.1 0174 39
Antimony ugh 5] qu 013 0.042 B 00798 0138 1.54 0.30U 25U
Cadmium upll 5 5U 1.2 0.95 B Q.80 B 1.7 1.3J 7.3 250
Chromiym ugl 100 348 T8d 13 9.7 23] iZs 130 100U
Lead upll 15 5U 2 1.4 046 J 2.7 34 062 UJ 25U
Marcury ugll 1 02 L c2u 220U 0067 J Q.2o0U g.1ou d.10U 05U
I Nirkel ugll B0 3B a7 15 10 49J 64dJ 213 106U
| Thallum ~ uglL 2.0 10U 1oy | “iou 10U [N 1oy Y] 1oy
| Iron ugll 14.500 9,300 4,500 18,400 | 15800 35,400 4,430 20,700
Notas: Arsenic: EPA's MCL for As in drinking water was reduced January 23, 2006 frem 50 ug/L to 10 ug/L.
| Shaded area with bold numbers indicate MCP GW-1 exceedance
U: analyle nol datected at or abova raporting limil
ND: not detected
MNA. not analyzed
J: estimatad value (basad an data evaluation of laborafory results).
B: analyte is also present in equipment blank sampla (inorganics) or lab blank (metals),
UJ (May 2005, VOCs): Analytes tentatively not detected at reported concentration due 1o blank congentration or reporting limit is estimatad dua 0 kw recovary.
J+ {May 2005, matals) Value may ba biased high basaed an blank contamination. JO-AR7-ME3




Contaminants of Concem Summary of Analytical Results by Analyte
Page 1 of 6: Lindane (gamma BHC)

Table 7

Lindane (BHC gamma) ppb
MCP GW-1 Standard = 0.2 ppb
Date Well Number Sampled by:
A7-8 AT-46 AT-51 A7-52 A7-61 AT-62 A7-63

Jun-92 1.1 2.8 - OHM
Dec-93 0.49 3.1 as 0.07 - OHM
Jul-96 0.54 . 0.15 0.08 0.33 <0.05 0.06 ABB-ES
Oct-96 2.8 .- 1.0 0.14 0.28 <0.05 0.10 ABB-ES
Apr-97 17.0 <0.05 0.17 0.10 013 <0.05 0.10 Waeston
Oct-97 <0.05 0.09 0.17 0.09 0.26 <0.05 0.31 Weston
Apr-98 16.0 0.48 0.27 0.15 <0.05 <0.05 0.17 NAE
Oct-08 13.0 0.14 0.59 0.09 0.13 <0.05 0.38 NAE
Apr-99 12.0 0.15 0.29 0.09 0.08 <0.05 0.32 NAE
Oct-99 6.7 0.07 0.42 0.1 0.16 <0.05 0.33 NAE
Apr-00 9.6 <0.05 0.25 0.095 0.066 <0.05 0.066 NAE
Oct-00 5.1 031 0.37 0.11 0.16 0.34 ND NAE
May-01 7; 6.6 <0.06 0.078 0.26 0.16 <0.05 0.25 Weston
Oct-01 43; 4.9 NA 0.35 <0.05 NA <0.05 0.31 NAE
Apr-02 14; 1.4 0.027 J 0.13 0.054 0.052 < 0.05 0.25 NAE
Oct-02 26;24 NA 0.19 0.097 NA < (.05 0.24 NAE
Apr-03 2.6; 2.3 0.018J 0.21 0.045 0.022 J <0.05 0.12 NAE
Oct-03 2.0;2.0;1.8 < 0.050 0.18 0.029J | 0.037J < 0.05 0.041J | NAE
Apr-04 14;1.4 < 0.050 0.1 <0050 | <0050 | <0050 [ <0.050 | NAE
Oct-04 0.82J;14J;1.0| <0052 017 <0.053 < 0.051 < 0.051 0.10 NAE
Jun-05 1.1; 1.4 < 0.051 0.084 < 0,051 <0.051 < 0.053 0.06 NAE
Sep-05 1.84;1.76;1.02 | oo5U 0.10 NA NA NA 0.17 NAE
Legend

---- Wells not installed at the time of sampling
ND Not detected
NA Not analyzed

** With regulatory consent, A7-46 was assumed to be similar to A7-8; Sampling goal was to look at
possible offsite migration

J - Estimated result. Result is less than RL.

E - Estimated result. Rasult concentration exceeds the calibration range.
"Double-entry" used for sample-and-duplicate results.
“Triple-entry” used for sample;duplicate; QA split-sample results.

Shaded blocks indicate MCP exceedances




Table 7

Contaminants of Concem Summary of Analytical Results by Analyte
Page 2 of 6: 4,4-DDD

4,4'-DDD ppb
MCP GW-1 Standard = 0.1 ppb
Date Well Number Sampled by:
A7-08 A7-46 A7-51 A7-52 A7-61 AT-852 A7-63
Oct-97 0.35; 0.48 <011 <0.11 <0.11 <0.1 <0.1 <0.11 Weston
Apr-98 <5.0 <(.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0,1 NAE
Cct-98 <56 <0.12 < 0.11 < 0.11 <012 <0.11 <0.12 NAE
Apr-99 0.3J; 0.29J <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <01 NAE
Qct-99 < 5.0 <0.1 <01 <0.1 <01 <0.1 <0.1 NAE
Apr-00 0.28 J <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.1 NAE
Oct-00 0.52 J <0.1 <0Q.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 NAE
May-01 0.86 J; 0.63 J 0.1 0.1J 0.14 014 0.14J 014 Weston
Oct-01 0.25 J NA 0.14J 014 0.1.J 0.14J 01J NAE
Apr-02 0.13J; 0.16 J <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 NAE
QOct-02 <2 NA <0.1 <0.1 NA <0.1 <0.1 NAE
Apr-03 0.21; 0.20 <(.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0,1 <0.1 <Q.1 NAE
Oct-03 <0.4;<0.4; 0,16 <0.1 <0.} <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 NAE
Apr-04 0.29; 0.26 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 NAE
Oct-04 <0.11; <0.32; 0.27 < 0.052 017 < .053 < 0.051 < 0.051 0.10 NAE
Jun-05 <0.21; <0.20; 0.09 < 0.10 <0.10 < 0.10 < 0.61 < 0.11 <0.11 NAE
Sep-05 0.12; 0.10; < 0.42 < 0.05 < 0.05 NA NA NA < 0.05 NAE
Legend

---- Wells not installed at the time of sampling

ND Not detected

NA Not analyzed

** With regulatory consent, A7-46 was asaumed to be similar to A7-8; Sampling goal was to look at

ossible offsite migration

J - Estimated result. Result is less than RL.

E - Estimated result. Result concentration exceeds the calibration range.

"Double-entry* used for sample-and-duplicate results.
"Tripie-entry" used for sample;duplicate; QA split-sample resulis.

Shaded blocks indicate MCP exceedances




Table 7

Contaminants of Concern Surnmary of Analytical Results by Analyte

Page 3 of 6: 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ppb
MCP GW-1 Standard = 2.0 ppb

Date Well Number Sampled by:
A7-8 A7-45 A7-51 A7-52 A7-61 A7-82 A7-63

Jun-92 ND ND OHM
Dec-93 ND NA 200 NA OHM
Jul-98 <0.51 * 66 9.7 16 <0.51 13 ABB-ES
Oct-96 <0.51 - 85 17 20 <0.51 21 ABB-ES
Apr-97 <0.5 <0.5 34 9 3 <0.5 24 Weston
Oct-97 <0.5 <0.5 29 14 21 <0.5 26 Weston
Apr-98 <1.0 <t.0 11 3.6 i <1.0 20 NAE
Oct-98 <10.0 <1.0 9 4.2 1.6 <1.0 31 NAE
Apr-99 <10.0 <1.0 6.5 1.4 2.3 <1.0 23 NAE
Oct-99 <10.0 <1.0 19 3.4 2.2 <1.0 22 NAE
Apr-00 <1.0 <1.0 7.7 2.1 1 <1.0 12 NAE
Oct-00 ND ND 4.9 2.8 2.6 ND 20 NAE
May-01 <1 <1 <1 52J 1.2 <1 12 Weston
Oct-01 <6.2; <2 NA 6.0 2.9 NA <1 14 NAE
Apr-02 <1 <1 <1 1.6 0974 <1 20 NAE
Oct-02 <1 NA 6.1 1.4 NA <1 13 NAE
Apr-03 <1 <1 4.8 1.2 <1 <1 5.1 NAE
Oct-03 <1 <1 244J 1.2J <1 <1 3.8 NAE
Apr-04 <1 <1 2.7 0.73J 0.58J <1 48 NAE
Qct-04 0.95J <1 44 0.58J 0.95. <1 1.8 NAE
Jun-05 1.0 UJ; 1.0 | 1U 2 1U 0.28 1U 2 NAE
Sep-05 0.5 05U 0.5U 1.4 NA NA NA 4.1 NAE
Legend

---- Wells not installed at the time of sampling

ND Not detected
NA Not analyzed

** With regulatory consent, A7-46 was assumed to be similar to A7-8; Sampling goal was to look at

possible offsite migration

J - Estimated resuit. Resuit is les Shaded blocks indicate MCP exceedances

J - Estimated result. Samples A7-51, 52 were received at excessive temperature in October 2003.

E - Estimated result. Result concentration exceeds the calibration range.
"Double-entry” used for sample-and-duplicate results.
"Triple-entry" used for sample;duplicate;QA split-sample results.




Table 7

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Resutts by Analyte

Page 4 of 6: Tetrachloroethene

Tetrachloroethene ppb
MCP GW-1 Standard = 5.0 ppb
Date Well Number Sampled by:
A7-8 A7-46 A7-51 A7-52 A7-61 A7-62 A7-63
Jun-g2 13 12 - OHM
Dec-93 38 NA 130 NA OHM
Jul-96 12 . 72 5.6 9.1 <1.6 14 ABB-ES
Oct-96 27 - 65 7.9 13 <1.6 14 ABB-ES
Apr-97 120 0.6 26 6 2 <0.5 28 Weston
Oct-97 120 1.0 20 9 12 <0.5 21 Weston
Apr-98 92 <1.0 7.3 48 1.1 <1.0 28 NAE
Oct-98 130 <1.0 8.4 4.1 3.1 <1.0 32 NAE
Apr-95 94 <1.0 7.9 2.2 25 <10 30 NAE
Oct-99 92 0.44) 13 3.8 3 53J 24 NAE
Apr-00 43 <1.0 8.3 3.2 1.5 <1.0 17 NAE
Oct-00 TE 444 6.8 36 A7 J 40 J 25 NAE
May-01 40; 37 J <1 214J 6.1J 1.2 <1 40 Weston
Oct-01 59; 77 NA 6.5 6.7 NA <1 16 NAE
Apr-02 14;16 <1 6.3 2.4 1.8 <1 23 NAE
Qct-02 33; 3 NA 7.8 25 NA 1.3 14 NAE
Apr-03 24; 24 <1 6.4 2.4 0.70 J <1 19 NAE
Oct-03 23J;23J;24 <1 58J 22 18 <1 3 NAE
Apr-04 21;21 <1 4.6 1.9 1.5 <1 29 NAE
Qct-04 13; 13; 19 <1 4.0 0.86 J 1.2 <1.0 0.62. NAE
Jun-05 8.7:9.0;10.9 <10 3.1 0.54 J 0.90J <1.0 15 NAE
Sep-05 25.4;27.4;20{ 10U 3.8 NA NA NA 11.6 NAE

Legend
---- Wells not installed at the time of sampling
ND Not detected
NA Not analyzed

** With regulatory consent, A7-46 was assumed to be similar to A7-8; Sampling goal was to look at

possible offsite migration

Shaded blocks indicate MCP exceedances

J - Estirmated result. Result is less than RL.

J - (October 2003): certain sample concentrations were estimated after they arrived at the lab at excessive temperature.
E - Estimated resuit. Result concentration exceeds the calibration range.
"Double-entry” used for sample-and-duplicate results.
“Triple-entry" used for sample;duplicate; QA split-sample results.




Table 7

Cantaminants of Concern Summary of Analytical Results by Analyte
Page 5 of 6: Trichlorpethene

Trichloroethene ppb
MCP GW-1 Standard = 5.0 ppb

Date Well Number Sampled by:
OHM-A7-8 QHM-A7-51 I OHM-A7-52 | JO-A07-M63

Oct-97 0.8 10 14 25 Weston
Apr-98 <1 4.1 2.5 <1J NAE
Oct-98 <10 3.8 1.8 36 NAE
Apr-99 <10 3.0 1.1 36 NAE
Oct-99 <10 4.4 1.1 30 NAE
Apr-00 <2 2.6 1.7 21 NAE
Oct-00 24 2.7 1.9 37 NAE
May-01 0.67 J; 2.1 0.82J 1.6J 17 Weston
Oct-01 2.2J;21 1.9 9.6 29 NAE
Apr-02 0.37J;0.40 J 2.0 0.85J 40 NAE
Oct-02 0.96J;0.81J 2.7 0.34J 33 NAE
Apr-03 1.3;1.5 1.6 1.5 5.9 NAE
QOct-03 <1;<1;< 1 1.3J <1 1J NAE
Apr-04 1.4,1.3 0.85J 0.75J 17 NAE
Oct-04 1.3;1.4; 1.2 1.4 <1 9.3 NAE
Jun-05 0.57 J; 0.58 J; 0.7 J 0.99 J <1 3.8 NAE
Sep-05 1.1; 1.1,0.85J 1.3 NA 25.4 NAE
Legend

---- Wells not instalted at the time of sampling
ND Not detected
NA Not analyzed

| Shaded block indicates MCF exceedances.

J - Estimated result. Result is less than RL.

J - (in JO-AQ7-M63, October 2003) Sample qualified due to high temperature of cooler on receipt at the lab.
"Double-entry” used for sample-and-duplicate results.
"Triple-entry” used for sample;duplicate;QA split-sample results.



Table 7

Page 6 of 8 Thallium

Contaminants of Concern Summary of Analylical Results by Analyte

Thallium
MCP GW-1 Standard = 2.0 ppb
Date Well Number Sampled by:
DHM-A7-§ QHM-AT-9 OHM-A7-10 OHM-AT-11 OHM-AT-51 OHE-A7-52 JO-ADT-ME1 JO-AQ7-MB2 JO-AD7-ME3

Ocl-97 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 Waston
Apr-98 <30 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 NAE
Ocl-33 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 NAE
Apr-39 <10 <10 < 10 < 10 <10 354 <10 <10 <10 NAZ
Oet-99 <10 <10 <10 <10 < 10 < 10 <10 <10 <10 NAZ
Apr-00 | 3.54J; 3.44 <10 <10 <10 <10 < 10 <10 <10 <10 NAE
Qct-00 <10 < 10 <10 <10 <10 <10 < 10 <10 <10 NAS
May-G1 < 10 <10 < 10 <10 < 10 < 1¢ <10 < 10 <10 Waston
Ocl-1 41B 33B 408 43B 33B <10 NS 3B <10 NAZ
Apr-02 <10 <10 < 10 <10 318 < 10 58 <10 <10 NAE
Oct-02 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 NS <10 <1.0 NAE
Apr-03 059B,057 8 <10 < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 NAE
Oe1-03 <, <1, <6 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <10 < 1.0 NAE
Apr-04 035B,0.36 8 <1.0 <10 <10 < 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <1.0 NAE
Qctl-04  p11J; 010 U: 5.0 <10 <10 <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 NAE
Jun-05 0.28J:.0.10U <010 <1.0 < 1.0 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 NAE
Sep-05 10U, 1.0U;1.0U 1.0U NA 10U 10U NA NA NA 10U NAE
Lepend

---- Wells not instailed at the time of sampling

NS No sample
ND ol delected
NA Nol analyzed
Shadad block indicates MCF exceedances.
J - Estimaled result. Aesult is less than RL
E - Estimated result. Result concentration exceeds the calibration range.
B - Estimated value, result is less than the reporting limit.
“Double-ertry” used for sample-and-duplicate resulis.
"Triple-entry” used tor sample;duplicate;QA splil-sample results.




Table 8
Sudbury Annex
Surface Water Analytical Result - April 25, 2002
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Sample Location: Trench south of the capped landfill

Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Pesticides (ug/L) —- Method 8081

Chemical Name

Concentration (ug/L)

alpha-BHC <0.050
beta-BHC <0.050
delta-BHC <0.050
Qamma—BHC (Lindane) <0.050
alpha-Chlordane <0.050
gamma-Chlordane <0.050
Heptachlor <(0.050
Aldrin <(.050
Heptachlor epoxide <0.050
Endosulfan | <0.050
Dieldrin <0.10
4,4'-DDE <0.10
Endrin <0.10
Endosulfan || <0.10
4,4-DDD <0.10
Endosulfan sulfate <0.10
4,4'-DDT <0.10
Endrin aldehyde <0.10
Methoxychlor «0.50
Toxaphene <2.0




Table 9. GV-1 Landfill Gas Monitoring Results

April 1998 to May 2001
Summaries Oct | Apr | Oct | Apr | Oct | Apr | Oct | June | Sept | May
2001 | 2002 | 2002 | 2003 | 2003 | 2004 | 2004 | 2005 | 2005 | 2006
Max Median Min
Yolatile
Organic 2 (April
Compound 1999) 0 0 { 0 0 ] 0 0 0 33 1.8 0
(ppm")
209
{April 20.3 in
Oxygen (%) | 1998, 20.5 | October | 208 | 188 | 21.2 | 208 | 206 | 21.5 | 205 | 208 | 202 | 197
Qctober 2000
1999)
Lower
Explosive 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Limit (%)
Carbon
Dioxide (%) 0 0 0 0 0.7 0 0.2 0 0.1 0 0 y; 0.7
Methane %) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
Atmospheric 30.20 2935
Pressure (October | 29.76 | in April | 299 | 204 | 30.] | 2063 | 30.1 | 2975 [ 29.5 | 302 | 299 | 297
(Inches Hg) | 1998) 2000

1 — As measured using a photoionization detector (PID)

Table 10. GV-2 Landfill Gas Monitoring Results

April 1998 to May 2001
Summaries Oct | Apr | Oct | Apr | Oct | Apr | Oct | June | Sept | May
2001 | 2002 | 2002 | 2003 | 2003 | 2004 | 2004 | 2005 | 2005 | 2006
Max Median | Min
Volatile
Organic
Compound 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 | 03 0
(ppm")
207
(April 13}'7
Oxygen (%) 1998, 05 | May | 193 [ 197 1212 | 210 | 204 | 214 | 206 | 208 | 20.2 | 19.0
October 2001
1999)
Lower
Explosive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Limit (%)
0.8
Carbon
. (May 0 0 09 | 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 1.3
Dioxide (%) 2001)
Methane (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atmospheric 30.2 29th5
Pressure (October) | 2976 |, o | 299 | 294 | 300 | 2963 | 30.1 | 2975 | 205 | 302 | 299 | 297
(Inches Hg) 1998 | 2000
]

1 — As measured using a photoionization detector (PID)




Table 11. GV-3 Landfill Gas Monitoring Results

April 1998 to May 2001
Summaries Oct | Apr | Oct Apr Oct Apr Oct | June | Sept | May
2001 | 2002 | 2002 | 2003 | 2003 | 2004 | 2004 | 2005 | 2005 | 2006
Max Median Min
voC
0 0 0
(ppm") 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 | 24 | 0
209in
April 203
1998 in
0: (%) and 205 | ocober | 197 | 197 | 211 | 210 | 208 [ 209 | 206 | 21.2 | 206 | 203
May 2000
2001
LEL (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.2 in
CO, (%) | May 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0.3
2001
CH, (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
:l::m 30.2in 29.35 in
inches | October | 2976 | April | 599 | 204 | 30.1 | 2963 | 30.1 [ 2075 | 29.5 | 302 | 299 | 29.7
1998 2000
Hg
1 — As measured using a photoionization detector (PID}
Table 12. GV-4 Landfill Gas Monitoring Results
April 1998 to May 2001 Oct | Apr | Oct | Apr | Oct | Apr | Oct | June | Sept | May
Summarics 2001 | 2002 | 2002 | 2003 | 2003 | 2004 | 2004 { 2005 | 2005 | 2006
Max Median | Min
vVOC
0 0 0
(ppm’) 0 h) 0 0 0 0 0 IR N 0
209 in 20 in
0; (%) | October | 205 | October | 597 | 192 | 213 | 209 | 205 | 21.1 | 206 | 21.2 | 203 | 206
1999 2000
LEL (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CO; (%) 0 0 0 0 0.2 | 0 0 0 0.1 0 D 0 0.1
CH, (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
:l::ure 30.2 in 29.35 in
inches October | 29.76 April | 299 | 294 | 301 | 29.63 | 301 | 2975 | 205 | 302 | 299 | 297
He 1998 2000

[ — As measured using a photoionization detector (PID)




Table 13. Bioremediation Scores Summary

Well Identity Spring 2001 to Spring Fall 2001 to Fall 2002 Score
2002 Score

OHM-A7-08 13 14

OHM-A7-09 -1 14

OHM-AT-10 2 4

OHM-A7-11 1 4

OHM-AT-12 1 1

OHM-A7-13 -1 No sample—well decommissioned June 2002.

OHM-AT-45 -1 2

OHM-A7-46 5 Water too low to sample in Fall 2002.

OHM-A7-51 7 9

OHM-A7-52 5 3

JO-A07-M61 1 Water too low to sample in Fall 2002.

JO-AD7-M62 1 8

JO-A07-M63 10 12

Evidence for biodegradation of chlorinated organics:
Inadequate: 0 to §
Limited: 6 to 14
Adequate: 15 to 20
Strong: over 20.




TABLE 14

HISTORICAL GROUNDWATER LEVELS (ft NGVD}

1997 Water Elev. 1998 Water Elev. 1999 Water Elev. 2000 Water Elev. 2001 Water Elev. 2002 Water Elev.
Well Elev. Top of

Well ID PVC Apr-97 Qct-97 Apr-98 Oct-98 Apr-99 Qct-99 Apr-00 Oct-00 May-01 Oct-01 Apr-02 Oct-02
QHM-A7-8 219.91 196.41 192.95 185.81 194,84 195.50 194.21 196.56 193.51 195.96 192,95 185,16| 192.71
QOHM-A7-9 186.23 179.43 176.09 178.95 177.44 177.89 177.13 179.43 176.63 178.22 176.32 177.63| 176.69
OHM-AT-10 181.24 179.47 175.93 178.89 176.95 177.62 176.64 178.99 176.34 177.89 176.15 177.14| 176.34
OHM-A7-11 181.65 180.64 176.65 180.54 181.45 180.75 181.15 181.45 181.65 181.15 180.65 181.28] 180.55
QHM-A7-12 186.97 180.26 176.47 178.26 177.84 178.38 177.26 179.82 176.87 178.65 176.57 178.09] 176.83
OHM-AT-13 231.25 230.20 217.64 228.08 22277 227.06 221.67 229.00 218.53 226.95 217.65 227 41 ~
OHM-A7-45 210.09 198.19 194.69 197.41 196.70 197.00 196.14 198.14 195.30 197.14 193.95 196.76] 193.67
OHM-AT7-46 218.00 202.56 200.40 202.52 202.40 202.41 202.42 202.77 201.46 202.27 198.80 202.50] 198.57
OHM-A7-51 189.28 182.34 177.98 181.58 180.31 180.73 180.52 182.50 178.83 180.93 177.88 180.63] 178.73
OHM-A7-52 188.17 185.17 179.19 184.47 182.88 184.32 183.37 183.87 178.97 184.33 179.47 183.87] 1B80.58
JO-A0T-MB1 180.84 180.32 176.44 179.73 178.59 178.94 178.59 179.97 177.34 178.80 176.35 178.94] 175.81
JO-AQ7-MG2 181.60 178.08 175.88 177.45 176.46 176.75 176.40 177.86 176.15 176.20 176.00 176.70] 176.08
JO-AD7-MG3 177.99 176.97 175.85 177.06 176.24 176.47 176.26 177.39 176.14 176.48 175.29 176.47| 176.05

2003 Water Elev. 2004 Water Elev. 2005 Water Eiev. 2006 Water Eley,
Well Elev. Top of

Well ID PVC Apr-03 Qct-03 Apr-04 Jun-04 QOct-04 May-05 | Sep-05 Qct-05 Apr-06
OHM-A7-8 219.1 196.78] 184.21 196.56 195.47| 195.23 196.37 194.32 195.08 185.51
OHM-A7-9 186.23 179.86| 176.76 179.75 177.11] 177.43 175.46 176.38 180.09 178.21
QHM-A7-10 181.24 179.54| 17643 179.27 176.80| 176.75 178.59 175.95 178.73 177.74
OHM-A7-11 181.65 180.53( 180.61 180.55 180.95] 180.73 180.53 180.55 180.57 180.48
OHM-A7-12 186.97 180.05| 177.09 180.17 177.64] 177.50 175.44 176.43 179.73 178.36
OHM-A7-13 231.25 — ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ —~~ —— ~—~
OHM-A7-45 210.09 198.05| 195.88 198.54 196.53] 196.65 198.18 195.29 198.41 196.79
OHM-A7-46 218.00 202.52| 201.90 202.60 210.34] 20243 202.56 201.58 202.54 202.40
CHM-AT7-51 189.28 182.42| 178.88 182.54 179.58] 180.16 181.84 178.18 182.85 180.66
OHM-AT-52 188.17 182.74] 180.32 184.75 182.53] 18217 183.37 178.96 184 .89 183.97
JO-AD7-MB1 180.84 179.75| 176.81 179.28 177.89] 17840 178.90 176.47 179.94 178.93
JO-AD7-MB2 181.60 177.93{ 176.09 177.90 176.11] 176.42 177.65 175.87 178.24 176.90
JO-AD7-MB3 177.99 177.14) 175.99 177.03 175.79] 17612 177.08 175.68 177.36 177.45

Note: Well OHM-A7-13 was decommissioned in June 2002
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Groundwater Analytical Monitoring - Regulatory Guidelines 1998 LTMMP and 2006
Sudbury Training Annex - Landfill at AOC A7

Volatile Organic Compounds (column 1 of 2) Volatlle Organic Compounds (column 2 of 2} Pasticides Metals o Wet Chemistry
LTMMP GW-1 2006 MCP GW-1 LTMMF GW-1 2006 MCP GW-1 LTMMP GW-1 2006 MCP GW-1 LTMMP GW-1 2006 MCP GW-1 LTMMP GW-1 2008 MCP GW-1
Compound Standard * Standard * Compound Standard * Standard " Compound Standard * Standard * Element Standard * Standard * Paramater Standard * Standard *
wa/l, pgiL Ha/Ll Ha/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/l. pg/L gl
Aluminum - - ANIONS

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane & 5 Carbon Disulfide - - 4.4'-DDD 0.1 0.1 Antimony 3] 8 Nitrate (as N - -
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 200 Carbon Tetrachloride 5 5 gamma-BHC {Lindane)™ 0.2 0.4 Arsenic  (note 4) 50 | 50 Crthaphosphate {as P) - -
1.1,2 2-Tetrachloroethang 5 z Chlorobenzene 100 100 4,4'-DDT 0.3 0.3 Barium 2,000 2.000 Chloride - -
1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-triflucroethana - - Chioroethane R 1,000 Alkdrin 0.5 a5 ] Berylium 4 4 Suffate - -
1,1,2-Trichloraethane 5 g Chiloroform 5 5 alpha-BHC (note 3) - - Cadmium 5 5 AMMONILA

1,1-Dichloroethane 0 70 Chloromethane - 1,000 alpha-Chlordane (note 1) - 2 Cakium - - Amimonia as N - -
1.1-Dichloroethene 1(2) 1 cis-1,2-Dichioroethene 70 10 beta-BHC {note 3} - - Chromium 100 100 coD

1,1-Dichioropropene - - cis-1,3-Dichloropropeng 0.5* 05" Chlordane (tolal} {(note 1) 2 2 Cobalt - 5,000 Chemical Oxygen Dema - -
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene - - _"Cyclohexane - - |[detta-BRC {note 3} - - Copper - 10,000 'TDS - Total Dissolved Solids )
11,2,3-Trichloropropane _ - 1,000 |[Dibromochlargmethane 5 5 Diekdrin 0.4 01 liron - - TDS - -
1,2 4-Trichiorobenzene 70 70 [[Dibramomethane - | _sp00  _ |[Endosuffan| (GW-3) GA(3) 0.1 Lead 15 15 [CYANIDE (335.4)

1,2 4-Trimethylbenzene Dichiorodifluoromethane

- - Freon 12} - 10,000 Endosulfan I {note 2) - - Magnesium - - Cyanide, Total 10 10

1,2-Dibramo-3-chleropropane - 100 Ethylbenzene 700 700 —"E'ldosulfan sulfate (note 3) - - Manganese - - FER IRON (HACH B146)

1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) - X [[Hexachlorobutadiene 0.6 06 [Endrin 2 z Mercury 1{3) i Fermous Iron [ - -
1,2-Dichiorobenzene 600 800 [Isopropyberzere - 10,000 Endrin aldehyde (note 3) - - Nickes ] 80{3) [ ]

t,2-Dichloroethane g 5 [IMetr Acetate - - Endrin ketone {note 3) - - Potassium - -

t,2-Dichloropropane 5 5 |[Methyl tert-Butyl Ether - 70 gamma-BHC {Lindane} _ 0z 0.2 Selenium 50 50

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene - - Methylcyckohexane - - gamma-Chlordane (note 1) 2 2 Silver 7{3) 7

1.3-Dichlorobenzene 600 600 Methylene Chigride 5 5 Heptachlor .4 04 Sodium - -

1,3-Dichloropropang 5 - Naphthalene 20 20 Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 02 Thallium 2 2

1.4-Dichlorobenzene . & 5 n-Butylbenzene - - Hexachlorobenzene - 1 Vanadium 50 50

1-Ghlorohexane - - n-Propylbenzene - - Methaxychlor 2(3) 2 inc 900¢3) 900

E—chhloropropane - - sec-Butylbenzene - - Toxaphene {note 3) - -

2-Butanone s - - Styrene 100 100

|2-Chlorotoluene - - tert-Butylbenzene - -

|2-Hexanone - - Tetrachloroethene 5 5

4-Chlorctoluene - - Tetrahydrofuran - -

(4-1sopropyttoluene - - Toluene 1.000 #,000

4-Methyl-2-Pentanone - - trans-1,2-Dichlorogthene 100 100

Acetone - 3,000 |ltrans-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 g.5*

Benzene ) 5 . 5 Trichloroethene 5 5

Bromobenzene Trichlorofluoromethane

- 1,000 (Freon 11) - 10,000

Bromochloromethane - - Vinyl Acetate - -

Bromodichioromethane 5 5 Vinyl Chlaride (chloroethene) 2 2

HBromoform g 5 c-Xylene 6,000 ** 8,000 **
|Bromomethane __2(2} 2 m-Xylense & p-Xylene 5,000 6,000 **

Volatile Organics Footnotes

" MCP Slandard: Concentrations are compared to the more stringent or lower value of the Massachusetls Contingency Plan GW-1 or GW-3 standards {310 CMR 40.0974{2)]
** Reguiatory standard is for total 1,3-dichloropropene and total xylepes

Pesticides and Metals Footnotes

* MCP Standard: Concenirations are compared 1o the mere stringent or lower value of the Massachusetts Contingency Plan GW-1 or GW-3 standards [310 CMR 40.0974{2)]
** synanym for gamma -BHC/Lindane = gamma hexachlorocyclohexane
Note 1: Alpha-chlordane: MCP GW-1 standard Is based on technical chlordane or tatal chlordane {the surn of all mutti-=component isomers, Including the alpha and gamma chlordane isomers, found in technical chlordana).

Note 2: Endosulfan |l: MCP standard is for endosulfan GW-3.

Nate 3: Alpha-BHC, beta-BHG, gella-BHC, Endrin aldebyde, Endrin ketone, Endosulfan sulfate, Toxaphene: no MCP standard.
Note 4: Arsenic: EPA's MCL for As In drinking water was reduced January 23, 2008 from 50 ug/L tc 10 ug/L.

Wet Chemistry Footnotes

€00 and Cyanide are t& be retained In the revised LTMMP. Ammonia, anlons and TDS will be removed from the analyte list in 1hat revisign.

Groundwater Analytical Monitoring - Regulatory Guidelines 1998 LTMMP and 2006

Table 15




Table 15A
ARARS from 1995 ROD Appendix C

The ARARsS tables contained in this report are reproductions of those contained in the Final
Feasibility Study Report for Fort Devens Sudbury Annex, Middlesex County, Massachusetts
submitted by OHM in May 1995. The original table numbers were retained for ease of
comparison in the 1995 ROD, and they are unchanged in the five pages following.

The FS carried the ARARSs as Table 3-2 (four pages) and Table 3-3 (one page).
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TABLE 3-2

FORT DEVENS SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX - AOC A7

ARARs FOR EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OF

LABORATORY WASTE AND CONTAINMENT BY RCRA SUBTITLE C LANDFILL CAP

Reguirement Synopsis

Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR

ACTION-SPECIFIC

I§ Laboratory Wasie - Pederal

RCRA - [dentification and Listing of | Relevant and " Establishes definitions for solid and hazardous wastes. Sers forth Laboratory waste inclades soil and debris contaminated by iquid
Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 261} Approprisse criteriz used 1 identify hazardous waste and 10 list particular wastes. | -containers. ‘The wasie is assumed to be classified as F0O02 spem

Idemtifies characteristics of a' hazardous waste and contains a solvents.

particular list of twzardous wastes.
RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions ‘Relevant and Identifles hazardous wastes that afe restricted from land disposal and Removal of laburatory waste and associzied comaminated soils triggers
(40 CFR 268) Appropriate defines excmnptions.  Subpart D contains treamment sandards for LDRs. Since the wasies huve been clussified as FOO2 spent halogenated

’ RCRA -listed wastes. solvents, the wastes will be transported off site for ceamment amd
disposal in accordance with the requirements of the LDRs.
Off-Site Rule (40 CER §300.440) Applicable Requires that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants Laboratory waste material will be transported 10 a TSDF thar is in n
. transfesred off site for trextment, stotage, or disposal during & compliance.

CERCLA response action be mansferved to a facility operating in

compliance with §3004 and §3005 of RCRA and other federal laws

and all applicable state requirements.
Labormlory Waste - State
HWR - Requirements for Generators Relevant and chui;r.mmu for generators, including accumulation of waste prior Generator requirements will be complied with duriny excavation and
(310 CMR 30.4000-30.416) Appropriate 10 off-siie disposal, . removal of laboratory waste maserials.
HWR - Use and Management of Relevant and Requirements for use and management of containers. Packing of laboratory waste materials wilt adhere 1o these
Containces (310 CMR 30.680) Appropriaie . requirements, i
Soil - Federal "
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart B - Relevant and General requirements regarding waste analysis, secarity, training, Requircments regarding security, training, and inspections will be mef.
General Facility Standards (40 CFR Appropriate inspections, and location for any facility that treats, swores, or

264.10 - 264.18)

" disposes of hazardous wastes (a TSDF).




TABLE 32 .

conditions, including exposure pnhmys of concemn,

: (CONTINUED)
Requirement Reguiremant Synopsis Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR ]
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart B - Relevant sad Forall surface impoundments, waste piles.. and landfil} ynits, this ACQA prugram will be developed arid implemented for the
Construction Quality Assurance Appropriats - reguiation requires chat & construction quatity assutance (CQA) construction of dhe Jandfill cip at Arca A7. ’
Progran, (40 CFR 264.19) program be developed and implementad. A written CQA plan must :
i - ‘ idennfylhcmpsﬂmw:llbcusedmmommranddocummum
. quulity of materials and their inawllation. ‘
RCRA, Subtide C, Subpart C - Relevan: and Requirsments applicable to the design, opecation, equipment. and Since these regulrtions are primarily ifterded foe facilities with indoa
Preparedness and Preparation (40 Appropriate -communications associated with & TSDF, and to arrangenients with aperations and a landfill cap is being constructed at Area A7, only

- CFR 264.30 - 264.37) local response departmemts. requirements regarding communications equipment will apply Juring

‘ - construction activities, .

RCRA Subtide C, Sobpart D- ‘Relevant and Outlines general requirements for eomlngency and emesgency During all remcdul action, a coftingency plan with emcrgcncy

- Consingency Pian and'Emergency Appropriate phmm. procedures for TSDF operations, procedures will be developed.
Procedures (40 CFR 264.50 - 264.56) ) )
RCRA - Subgart N, Landflll Closurs | Relevant and Pinal cover st a landfill requires the cover (o be designed snd Cap design will meet performance standards. Runoff and ninon

and Pozt-Closure Cm (40 CFR Appropriate constructed 10 meet certain performance standards. Cover 1o provide prevention measures will be ken. Surveyed benchmarks will be
264.31) long-term minimization of infiltration. Settling and subsidence must protected.

be accommosdated, Post-closure use of property must be resiticied as -
necessary to prevert damage to cover. Famoff and runon must be

. Protect and maintain surveyed benchmarks, References
§264.117 - 264,120 for mainterance and, monitoring requircments.

.RCRA Subdide C, Subpart G - Relevant and " Details general requirements for closure and post-closure of Becauss Area A7 is being closed as a landfill, paris of this requirement,
Closure ant Post-clasure (40 CFR Appropriate hazardous waste facilivies, including insiaffation of a ground water concerning long-term monitoring 2od mainienance of the site are
264,137 - 264.120) monitoring program and beginning a period of 30 years of post relevane and appropriate. Sets a minmum of 30-year post-closure can

closure care. §264.119 requires the placement of deed restrictions. period. Deed resirictions will be placed restricting the future uses of -
. . the site. A post-closure plan will be prepared. The plan will identify
monitoring and maintenance activities, and their frequency.

RCRA Subtitle C, Subpayt F - Relevant and Specifies compliance poinrs and ground water monitoring Ground watey monitaring will be conducted following the cunstruction
Releases from Solid Waste Appropriste requirements for TSDFs during active-care and clasute-care petiods. of the cap. Cnmmve action may be taken if monitoring warrants
Mamagement Units (40 CFR 264.90 - Correciive action program must be-developed if mummnng shows action,

264.101)- exceedences in limits. .
| RCRA Amendments for To Be Considered Provides an np!lon for the apptication of ylternative closure and post- Cap and post-closure monitoring will be desxgn:d waking into account ‘
Landfil] Closure (52 FR £712) - | closure requirements based on a consideration of site-specific - expostre pathways of concern.



TABLE 3-2

Preparedness, and Prevention (310
CMR 30.520)

include: procedures to be used following emergency sinations and to
prevent hazards to public bealth, safety, or welfare and the
environment. Copiet of the plan shat! be subminted to the Jocal police

and fire departments, hospitals, and emergency response teams.

site operations. Plans will be developed and implemtented during site
work. Copies of plans will be kept on site.

(CONTINUED)
quﬁruum Ruguirement Synopsis Actiont To Be Taken To Atain ARAR
] RCRA - Land Dispotal Restrictions Applicable | Lad disposal of RCRA hazardous waste is restricted without IF soil a1 Areas A7 and AY fail TCLP (esting, soil must be ireatcd
{ (LDRs) (40 CFR 268) 4} specified treatment. [t must be determined that the waste meets the before the fina] dispusal. Soils that Fail TCLP igsting could not be
definition of one of the specified restricted wastes and the remedial consolidated under the landfill cap at Area A7.
action must constitute “placement” for the land disposal restrictions 1o
be considered applicable. For each hazardous waste, the LDRs
spesify that the waste must be treated either by a treatnment S|
sechnology of to a concentration level prior to disposal in a RCRA -
Subtile C-permitted facility.
USEPA Guidznce: Design and To Be Considered USEPA guidance that provides technical guidance on the design and Guidance will be considered in the design and construction of the
f Construction of RCRA/CERCLA construction of RCRA/CERCLA final covers. landfill cap at Area A7,
Final Cavers (EPA/625/4-91/025) .
| USEPA Guidance: Quality To Be Considered | USEPA guidance that provides techaical guidance on quality A construction guality assurance program will be developed for the
Assurance and Quality Control for : assurance and quality control measures for containment facilities. remedial action at Area A7 based on this guidance document.
Waste Containment Facilities :
i (EPA/GOO/R-93/182) -
| Clean Water Act: Final NPDES Relevamt and Addresses NPDES permits for construction sites. For construction . | During construction, storm water management practices will be
3 General Pormits for Storm Water Appropriate sites greater than 5 acres, develop and implement storm water implemented.
Discharges From Construction Sites; ’ pollution prevention plans. Storm water comirols inciude stabilization
i Notice (57 FR 44412-44415) ‘practices, such ag aceding and geotextiles, and structural praciices, |1
' . . such as sile fences, swales, sediment traps, basins, eic. ldcnufy .
mzintenance procedures. Lhal “
Soil - State o
HWR - Gencral Management "Relevant and Esublishes requirements for operation of facilitics including security, | Requirements regarding security, inspection, and uaining will be met
{ Standards for All Facilities (310 Appropriate inspection, and personnel training. during and afier construction of the Jandiill cap.
CMR 20.510)
i HWR - Contingency Phan, Relevant and Requiremenis for notification, safety equrpm:m. and spill controf for During the remedial construction, safery and comnwnication equipmen
Emergency Procedures, Appropriste hazardous waste facilities. A facility's contingency plan shall will be kept at the site, and local duthorities will be familiarized with
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pravides ambient air qualiry criteria such as particulats maner
stapdards. The primary ambient air quality standards for particulate
sroager are: 50 pug/m’ annual ambicot air quality standard, agained
when the expecied annval mean arithmetic concentration is less than
or equal ta 30 pp/m’; and 150 pgfm® - maxinwm 24-houc
culwertration, attained when the expected number of days per

calendsr year with & 24-hour l\rerue cancentration above 150 pg/m?® -

is lcssdmloreqml to one.

engineering controls during construction activities at Area A7.

- (CONTINUED)
Requirement - Seatwy - Requirement Synopsis Actlon To Be Taken To Attdiin ARAR
 HWR - Landfill Closure and Post- Relevant and Sets forth performance requirements for the closure of & landfill, For’ Landfill cap at Area A7 will be designed o meet performance standards
Closure Care (310 CMR 30.633(1) & | Appropriats closure, the final cover must be desigoed and constructed to: provide | for this requirement. Following construction, long-tarm monioring and
By - long-term migimization of migration of liquids through the closed ‘maintenance requirements fur the landfill will also apply-
> land(iB}; function with minimum maintenance; promote drainage and
minimize erosion or abrasion of the cover; and accommodate serling,
Postclosore, long-term maintenance, and moniorng reguitements
from 310 CMR 30.592 apply. Esmblishes a 30-yezr posi-Closure care
period (310 CMR 30.590) and ground water monitoring (310 CMR
30.660).
HWR - Post-Closure (310 CMR Relevant and Requiremem‘lhl establishes So:ycar period of operations and Requires a minimum of 30 years for post-clusure care at Area A7, and
30.591(b) & 30.59201)) Appropriate maintenance for owners and operators of all facilities at which at any other site where hazardous waste will remaisn in place,
) ) T hazsrdous waste will remain on site afier closure. : -
m Land Dupoal Resmcﬂons Relevant and Mdeniifies and describes those hazardous wastes which are restricted - If soils from Areas A7 and A9 fail TCLP test, hen this requiremenr,
(310 CMR 30.750). - Appropriate from land disposul. These regulations also define the limiled which requires treatment prior to disposat, is applicable. Soil that fails
clrcumstances where prohibited land disposat is permissible. “TCLP testing coutd not be consolidated under the lzndﬁll cap as part of
. ) the necessary subgrade,
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality. | Relevant and M\muhumts 401 certification for the Clean Water Aci requires ' Duiring consiruction. any ncw discharge outfilt pipes will be designed 1o
Standards (310 CMR 4.00) (se¢ also Appropriate additlona) measures for surface water discharges during construction. | be set back from the Assabet River. Receiving swales, infiltration
S7FR 444264“17) ’ . | Serbacks and best management practices (BMPs) are identified and trenches or basing, filier media dikes or other BMPs will be prepared
are dependent upon the classification of the receiving water. with the goal 10 minimize erusion yet maximize infiltration or utherwise
. ) o * improve water quality prior to discharge.
Msssachuserts Ambient Alr Quality Applicable Bsublishes the s;andards and requirements for ambient air quality ‘The: emissions limits for parﬁculzn: maftar will be managed through
Suaodards (310 CMR 6.00) ' smndards in the Commtonwealth. Specifically, Section 6.04(1)
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FORT DEVENS SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX - AOC A9
ARARs FOR CONTAMINATED SOIL EXCAVATION

AND CONSOLIDATION AT AOC A7

Requirement Synopsis

mopss |

e — —

Action To Be Taken To Attain ARA

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC

Federal
Human Health Evaluation Manuai - To Be Considered USEPA guidance used to develop preliminary remediation goals for Using the guidance, risk-based cleanup levels were developed for
{Part B, Development of Risk-based ’ ' carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic contaminants in various media. arsenic and thallium. Arsenic and thallium contaminated soils at
Preliminary Remediation ’ ADC A9 will be excavated o 30 and 20 parts per million, respectively,
GoalsXOSWER 9285.7-01B) Confirmatory samples will be 1aken (o ensure that all contaminated soils
. above the cleanup level are removed.
LOCATION SPECIFIC - None, "
ACTION-SPECIFIC “
Federal
RCRA - [dentification and Listing of Applicable Establishes definitions for sclid and hazardous wasie. Sets forth Soils at Area A% will be TCLP tested 10 determine if it is hazardous.
Hazardous Wasie (40 CFR 261) criteria used to identify hazardous waste and to list particular wasics. .
. Jdentifies the characteristics of a hazardous waste and contains a list
of paricular hazardous wastes.
: 1
Prepamtion of Soil Sampling To Be USEPA guidance document for use in the development of soil During remedial design, a soil sampling plan wifl be developed for
Protocols: Sampling Techniques and Considered -sampling protocols, A particulate ssmpling theory is‘the basis for implementation during excavation of soil. The goal of the sampling...
Sirategics (EPA/600/R-92/128, July - proper soil sampling. Other soil sampling scenarios are discussed will be 1o detzrmine whether 50i) can be consolidated as part of the
1992) . including sampling from stockpiled material. subgrade of the landfill cap or must be shipped off-site for
- treatment/dispasal. .
st i
HWR - Idcatification and Listing of Applicable Establishes provisions for classifying waste as regulated hazardous Soil will be TCLP 1ested for arsenic 10 determine if it is hazardous by
Hazardous Waste {310 CMR 30.100) : wasie, Two metheds are employed to identify wases as hazardous, characteristics.
characieristics and listing.
Massachusens Air Pollution Control Applicable Establishes the siandards and requirements for ambient sir quality _JF necessary, emissions limits for particulate maiter will be managed

Regulations {310 CMR 6.00)

standacds in the Commonwealth. Specifically, Section 6.04(1)
| provides ambient sir quality criteria such as particulate matter
standards. The primary ambient air quality standands for particulate
matter are:  50ug/m® annual ambicnot &ir guality standard, anzined
when the expecied annual mean arithmetic concentration is bess than
or equal to SDug/m'; and 150ug/m® - maximum 24-hour
conceniration, attained when the expectad nomber of days pec
calendar year with a 24-hour sverage concentration above 150ug/m’

through engineering controls duting cxcavation activities at all sites.

is less than or equal to one, :
e — - — -

|

—



Table 16. IRIS Database Assessments of ROD Chemicals of Potential Concern

Compound or Element Most Recent Assessment Date
Dieldrin Oral RfD Assessment  9/1/1990
Carcinogenicity Assessment 7/1/93
DDT Oral RfD Assessment 2/1/1996
Carcinogenicity Assessment 5/1/1991
Chlordane Oral RID Assessment 2/7/1998
Carcinogenicity Assessment 2/7/1998
PCBs Oral RfD Assessment 6/1/1994
Carcinogenicity Assessment 6/1/1997
Benzo(a)anthracene IRIS information not located
Benzo{a)pyrene Carcinogenicity Assessment only 11/1/1594
Phenanthrene Inhalation Assessment 9/1/1994
Carcinogenicity Assessment 12/1/1990
Lead Oral RfD Assessment (discussion only):

7/8/2004
Carcinogenicity Assessment 11/1/1993

Arsenic (inorganic)

Oral RfD Assessment 2/1/1993
Carcinogenicity Assessment 4/10/1998

Barium Oral RfD Assessment  7/11/2005
Inhalation Assessment  3/30/1998
Carcinogenicity Assessment 3/30/1998

Copper Carcinogenicity Assessment only 8/1/1991

Nickel (soluble salts)

Oral RfD Assessment 12/1/1996
Carcinogenicity Assessment 8/1/1994

Lindane Oral RfD Assessment  3/1/1988
Carcinogenicity Assessment 10/1/1993
Heptachlor epoxide Oral RfD Assessment  3/1/1991
Carcinogenicity Assessment 7/1/1993
Tetrachloroethene Oral RfD Assessment only 3/1/1988
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethene Carcinogenicity Assessment only 2/1/1994
Trichloroethene Oral RID Assessment 8/1/1992

Carcinogenicity Assessment 7/1/1989

RfD: Reference Dose
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Photograph 2 - Sudbury



Photograph 3 — Broken limbs and smal trees faln omopcrimc!cr fence near northeast comner.

Photograph 4 — Example Photo of Damaged Wells Between the Landfill and the Assabet River.



Photograph 5 — Reconstructed Wetland

Photograph 6 — Road Currently Being Regraded



APPENDIX A

WETLAND INSPECTION REPORT (2004)

The September 14 2004 wetland inspection report is included in this appendix.

The EPA Comment 6 to the draft 2005 annual report mentioned the wetland and requested a meeting to
determine the future of monitoring at this location.

Following the text and photographs of the 2004 wetland inspection report, the EPA comment 6 of
November 2005 and the USACE response are included, since these outline the appropriate care and
management of the wetland through 2006 and likely maintenance requirements in the future.



Observations/Comments Sudbury Annex Wetland Visit September 14, 2004

Personnel from the Fish and Wildlife Service, Elizabeth Herland and Debra Kimbrell-Anderson, the
Environmental Protection Agency and the USACOE Wetland Evaluation Team, Robert Davis and Peter
Trinchero visited the Wetland B Mitigation Site adjacent to the RCRA Cap in Study Area A7. This
replacement wetland site is approximately 50x60 feet at the base of the landfill, contained within a north
facing berm reinforced with large boulders. This area approximates the size of Wetland B that was
eliminated in the remediation of the landfill. The north facing berm is vegetated with primarily red
maple and the topography slopes from the berm down to the Assabet River. Although there was no
specific evidence cited, Wetland B was described "as providing important vernal pool habitat which is
not provided by the natural undisturbed bordering vegetated wetland (bvw) associated with the unnamed
perennial stream located down gradient of the SA A7 replication area”. (1)

At this visit there was no standing water within the several deeper areas of the wetland. Broadleafed and
narrowleafed cattail were well established in the several most profound areas. The soil surface in these
areas was moist indicating water was recently present, water was close to the surface in these areas
and/or there was a heavy dew or recent rainfall. Not to disrupt the impervious layer of the wetland, soil
cores were not taken. When the soil surface in these areas was disturbed, there was about 4 to 5 inches
of rich topsoil with the clay liner under the topsoil. The only invasive/exotic observed in the wetland
area is purple loosestrife, with about 12 clumps scattered over the site. A few clumps where the flowers
had not progressed to seed were easily pulled. There are several red maple seedlings, all less than 12
inches, established at the edge and on the slopes, naturally seeded (wanderers), probably from the red
maple forest adjacent to north facing berm.

The wetland was constructed in fall 1996, inspected in 1997, June and July 2000. There is no question
the area has been successfully restored to a functioning wetland, and there is evidence it also functions
as a vernal pool. Observations on June 6, 2000, indicated breeding wood frogs and mole salamanders,
obligate vernal pool species, were in the pool. Another visit on July 25, 2000 found there no water
remained in the wetland.

The dominant vegetation observed during the September 14, 2004 visit:

Genus/Species (common name) *(not previously recorded) Wetland Status
Typha latifolia (Broadleafed cattail) Obligate
Typha angustifolia (Narrowleafed cattail) Obligate
Leerzia orzoides (Rice cut-grass) Obligate
Scirpus cyperinus (Woolgrass) FacW+
Carex lurida (Lurid sedge) Obligate
Iris diversicolor (Blueflag) Obligate
Juncus effuses (Softrush) FacwW+
Sporangium americanum (Eastern bur-reed)* Obligate
Phalarus arundinaceae (Reed canarygrass) FacW+
Carex stricta (Tussock sedge)* Obligate
Lythrum salicaria (Purple loosestrife) FacW+
Mimulus ringens (Monkey flower) FacwW
Several grasses Epilobium coloratum (Purple-leaved willow herb)* Obligate
Gratiola neglecta (Overlooked Hedge Hyssop)* Obligate
Dioscorea villosa (Wild yam)* Fac+
Acer rubrum (Red maple)* seedlings-3years Fac
Euthamia graminifolia (Grass-leaved goldenrod) Fac

Polygonum pensylvanicum (Pinkweed)* FacwW



Fauna Observed

Deer sign/browse
Dragonflies (Upland/Wetland)

Comments/Suggestions

With the use of survey, a couple of staff gauges should be fixed in the deepest areas to measure the
amount of water and the duration of the presence of the water in these areas. Rainfall data for the
immediate area should be recorded. Weekly data collection is recommended. As suggested in previous
reports, this data will determine whether the area is a successful replacement vernal pool. Monitoring
could be completed by a volunteer group from a local high school or as a part of a civic engagement/for
credit project sponsored by an area college. If this data over a couple of years indicates the area lacks
the 2-3 month presence of standing water, small depressions in the deepest area of the wetland could be
excavated. The disruption in the clay lining will require the reapplication of clay in these areas. These
areas will naturally revegetate.

The area should be inspected at once a year for invasives/exotics with special interest in Phragmites.
The loosestrife can be manually removed before it sets seed. There are a few small areas on the slope
immediately above the wetland that lacked cover. These areas should be re-covered with loam and
reseeded to prevent additional erosion.

1. Memorandum For the File, 26 September 1996, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury,
MA, Source Control Remediation, Wetlands Replication Recommendations at A7 & P39






EPA COMMENT: The Army created a wetland as part of the remedy for this site, but had not included
the inspection of the wetland in the annual reports. It is understood that the 2004 inspection report will
be provided under separate cover. On September 14. 2004 the Army Corps of Engineers, USF&WS,
EPA, and DEP inspected the wetland. It was designed as a vernal pool, and as it is September, it was
fairly dry. This wetland should be inspected several times in the spring/summer of 2005 to determine if
it is still functioning as a vernal pool. During the review of the 2005 Annual Report, EPA, DEP,
USF&WS, and Army should meet and discuss the results of the inspections and determine if any
follow-on actions are warranted. Wetland inspections should be included in the semi-annual AOC A7
inspection reports in the future.

The USACE is currently completing the 2004 Draft Inspection Report based on the September 14, 2004
site inspection of the AOC A7 wetland conducted with the USACE, USFWS, EPA, and DEP. The AOC
A7 wetland was created (replicated) in the fall of 1996 as mitigation for "Wetland B" that had ponded
seasonally and is now incorporated as part of the landfill. In the Wetlands Delineation Report, Wetland
B was classified under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations (MWPAR) as an
"Isolated Land Subject to Flooding " resource area but based on its size (40 by 60 feet or 2,400 sq. ft.)
was not subject to regulation under the MWPAR. Consequently Wetland B was replicated at the time
pursuant to Corps Federal policy of "No Net Loss of Wetlands" and the requirements of Army
Regulation 200-3, "Natural Resources - Land, Forest and Wildlife Management." Wetland B replication
was designed as a vernal pool albiet it had never been observed or certified formally to function as a
vernal pool. Vernal pools typically go dry during the June-August time frames so it not unexpected to
see them dry in September. Based upon the September 14, 2004 inspection, the AOC A7 wetland
exceeds relevant performance standards and therefore semi-annual inspections are not warranted. No
long-term monitoring requirements for this replicated wetland were included in either of the two RODS
for AOC A7 in 1995 and 1997 and consequently long-term wetland monitoring was not included in the
April 1988 Long Term Monitoring & Maintenance Plan for the Landfill at Area of Concern A7.

The USACE had planned to conduct subsequent inspections in mid-May/early June 2005 to see if the
wetland is functioning as a vernal pool, as discussed last year during the September 14, 2004 inspection.
However, these inspections were not conducted during the spring of 2005 and are consequently planned
for the spring of 2006.

Accordingly the USACE: 1) plans to complete the 2004 report based on the September 14, 2004
inspection along with including any prior observations, inspections and a historical background section
specific to A7 to take us from 1995, the year of initial involvement, to present; 2) conduct the additional
observations during the spring/summer 2006 to determine if it is functioning as a vernal pool; and 3) to
discuss these results with the EPA, DEP & USFWS to determine if any follow-on actions are warranted.
The 2006 report will include recommendations that the monitoring, based on program results relative to
achieving the performance standards, is no longer required or should be continued for discussion and
approval by the BCT (i.e., EPA, DEP, USFWS & Army).



APPENDIX B

1999 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL (IC) ADDENDUM



ADDENDUM TO:

Long Term Monitoring & Maintenance Plan for The Landfill at Area of Concern A7 January 1998.
Sudbury Training Annex. Prepared by Department of the Army New England District, Corps of
Engineers.

1. Semi-annual groundwater monitoring for arsenic at Study Area P58 wells no.
E3-P58-M01
E3-P58-M02
E3-P31-M01
E3-P58-M24
Shall continue through fall 2001 as part of this LTM& M for AOC A7 and will include 3 more
rounds of sampling and analysis: Spring 2000 Fall 2000 Spring 2001

2. Sampling and Analysis of these four wells shall conform to the Quality Assurance and Quality
Control criteria specified in this LTM& M Plan for AOC A7 for groundwater.

3. After the spring 2001 sampling & Analysis is complete all of the groundwater data from AOC
AT and SA P58 will be reviewed by the Army, the MADEP and the U.S. EPA in accord with
current Army, EPA and MADEP 5-year review guidance. Any levels of arsenic in these four
wells specified in item (1) above (excluding E3-P31-M01) that exceed the MCL of 50 ppb
arsenic shall be cause for the Army to extend semi-annual monitoring of all four of the specified
wells (none excluded) for an additional 5 years, until the review of data in the fall of 2006.

4. In accord with the Source Control ROD for AOC A7 the Army will execute Institutional Control
inspections on an annual basis (or more frequently, if required) in accord with the criteria
specified in Attachment I to this addendum. The Army shall prepare an Annual Inspection
Report for submittal to the U.S. EPA New England District, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.



(Attachment 1)

FORT DEVENS - SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL (IC) INSPECTION CRITERIA

Annual Inspection. An annual inspection of the Property will be performed to ensure 1C compliance.
The first annual inspection shall be performed within twelve (12) months of the execution of the
"Memorandum of Agreement among the U.S. Army, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection”
pertaining to the Fort Devens-Sudbury Training Annex NPL Site Institutional Controls, and each
subsequent annual inspection shall be performed no later than twelve (12) months following the
preceding such inspection. Inspections will be performed annually in connection with the Source
Control ROD at the Site. The inspection may be accomplished more frequently than annually. The
annual inspection will include the following components:

A. Document Review - Prior to taking the Interview and the Physical On-site Inspection (described
below), the party conducting the inspection will inspect relevant documents generated during the
preceding year, in order to confirm that
@) there have been no changes to the use of the Site
(b) no activities have been undertaken at the Site that have disturbed the integrity of the

landfill containment system or the function of the monitoring system in place at AOC7
() no activities have been undertaken at the Site that have disrupted or otherwise negatively
impacted the subsurface soil below four (4) feet and
(d) there has been no negative impact on the monitoring well network or water table at
AOCT7 and SA P58.

These documents may include: Such other documents as the Army, EPA and MADEP project
managers may determine are necessary to evaluate the continued protectiveness of the
institutional controls established in the Source Control ROD and the Memorandum of
Agreement.

B. Interview - The party conducting the inspection shall meet with each owner of the Property, its
property manager or other appropriate designee with knowledge of day-to-day activities on the
Property to review compliance with the institutional controls. As part of this review, the
following types of information shall be discussed:

Status of past redevelopment or other construction or demolition activities;

Review of approved conditional exemptions, amendments and/or releases;

Review of any unauthorized uses and activities;

Review of corrective action to resolve unauthorized uses and activities;

Overall effectiveness of the institutional controls; and

Status of anticipated future redevelopment or other construction or demolition activities

SouswWNE

Responses will be annotated on an inspection checklist.

C. Physical On-Site Inspection - After reviewing the documents assembled and performing the
necessary interviews, the party conducting the inspection will undertake a physical, on-site
inspection of the Property to determine compliance with the institutional controls. The physical
on-site inspection shall include examination of the following:



Land use conditions (presence of buildings and level of recreational use of the Site);
Evidence of any changes to the use of the Site;

Evidence of any disturbance to the integrity of the landfill containment system at AOC7;
Evidence of any disturbance to the function of the monitoring system in place at AOC7,
Evidence of any significant excavation or surface or subsurface soil disturbance at AOC7;
Evidence of any activities that have disrupted or otherwise negatively impacted the
subsurface soil at the Site below the depth of four (4) feet; and

7. Such other conditions as the Army, EPA and MADEP Project Managers may determine are
necessary to evaluate the continued protectiveness of the institutional controls. The party
conducting the inspection will annotate all observations, on an inspection checklist.

S wWNE

I1. Annual Report. A copy of the annotated inspection checklist, a written summary of the findings for
each separately owned lot or parcel of land within the Property, and all supporting documentation
shall be provided to the Army, EPA and MADEP within thirty (30) days after completion of the
inspection. The Annual Report shall explain the basis of any known or suspected violations
identified during the Annual Inspection.

Il. Five-Year Review. During the second five-year review to be conducted in connection with the
Source Control ROD, the Army, EPA and MADEP will re-evaluate the scope and frequency of such
inspections. The 1C Inspection Criteria may be revised as necessary to ensure institutional control
compliance with the designated Army, EPA and MADEP project managers.

This listing of IC Inspection Criteria was signed for the U.S. Department of the Army by Thomas H.
Strunk, BRAC Environmental Coordinator, for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency by Christine
Williams, Remedial Project Manager, and for the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection by Robert Campbell, Federal Facilities Manager.



APPENDIX C

INTERVIEWS



Institutional Controls Review for 2001 - 2006 Five-Year Review

The institutional control review consists of document review and interviews. For the 2006 Five-Year
Review document review was discussed in the body of the report and the interviews are included below.

Interviews

Informal interviews for the 2001 Five-Year Review were conducted by Weston with Mr. Tom Strunk,
former Base Environmental Coordinator (BEC) for the Sudbury Training Annex. During the interviews,
Mr. Strunk confirmed that as a result of the source control (SC) and removal actions, no residual
contamination remains at any of the eight AOCs Al, A2, A9, P2, P16, P23, P28, P39, or P41, which
would pose a threat to human health or the environment. He also indicated that none of the other AOCs
mentioned in the 2001 five-year review had ongoing O& M activities or residual contamination posing
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment.

Formal Interviews were conducted annually from 2002 with the start of e-mail and telephone
interviews with agencies (USFWS, USAF, FEMA) that control portions of the former Annex
surrounding AOC A7. These have been conducted in accordance with the 2001 LTMMP requirements.
Interviews have been summarized annually in Institutional Control Appendices of the AOC A7 Annual
reports. The Town of Maynard was contacted in preparation for, and then soon after, the exercise in
2002 to decommission unused wells throughout the Annex.

The most recent responses are summarized below. E-mail correspondence is included in this appendix,
following the summaries.

The requirements for the interviews are repeated below:

"Interview - The party conducting the inspection shall meet with each owner of the Property, its
property manager or other appropriate designee with knowledge of day-to-day activities on the Property
to review compliance with the institutional controls. As part of this review, the following types of
information shall be discussed:

Status of past redevelopment or other construction or demolition activities;

Review of approved conditional exemptions, amendments and/or releases;

Review of any unauthorized uses and activities;

Review of corrective action to resolve unauthorized uses and activities;

Overall effectiveness of the institutional controls; and

Status of anticipated future redevelopment or other construction or demolition activities."

SourwWwNE

The questions in the interview questionnaires were phrased to cover the respective periods since the
responses to the previous set of questions had been generated.

In addition to the concerns raised in these six items, the USFWS undertook in the September 28, 2000
Memorandum of Agreement with the Army to block any residential development along a strip of land
50 feet either side of the centre-line of certain roads and former railroads unless it could be
demonstrated to the EPA at the time that the parcels to be developed were protective of both human
health and the environment. This concern was addressed in the USFWS response to the first question of
the USFWS questionnaire.

The most recent annual interviews for review of institutional controls are summarized in the checklists
that follow. B. 1, B. 2, B. 3 and B. 4 are the numbers assigned to the checklists from the interviews with
the USFWS, FEMA, USAF and Town of Maynard DPW.



B.1

B.1 - USFWS
Interview Checklists

Summary

OK?

B.1.1

Changes to the use of the site?

Q1 : Refuge now open to the public, with
seasonal hunting in the winter.

Uncertain: the
hunting may lead
to ground-level

ordinance.
B.1.2 | Approved conditional Q7: No known releases/spills. Y
exemptions, amendments
and/or releases
B.1.3 | Unauthorized uses and Q5,6,7: No. Y
activities
B.1.4 | Review of corrective actionto | Q5: No trespassing noted. Y
resolve unauthorized uses and
activities
B.1.5 | Overall effectiveness of the Q8: No known spills or dumping. Y
institutional controls
B.1.6 | Status of anticipated future Q8: Kiosks have been constructed for visitors;a | Y
redevelopment or other visitors' center is planned, likely to be built near
construction or demolition Puffer Pond.
activities
B.2 B.1- FEMA Summary OK?
Interview Checklists
B.2.1 | Changes to the use of the Q 1,2,3,4: FEMA has instituted no changes. Y
site?
B.2.2 | Approved conditional Q7: No known releases/spills. Y
exemptions, amendments
and/or releases
B.2.3 | Unauthorized uses and Q5: No known trespassing Y
activities
B.2.4 | Review of corrective (No known need for corrective action). Y
action to resolve
unauthorized uses and
activities
B.2.5 | Overall effectiveness of Q8: No known activities creating Y
the institutional controls environmental issues.
B.2.6 | Status of anticipated future | Plans for the FEMA parcels were not reviewed. | N/A
redevelopment or other
construction or demolition
activities




B.3 B.1 - USAF Summary OK?
Interview Checklists

B.3.1 | Changes to the use of the Q1,2,3,4,5, 6: No known changes. Y
site?

B.3.2 | Approved conditional Q7: No known releases. No changes reported Y
exemptions, amendments | through September 2005.
and/or releases

B.3.3 | Unauthorized uses and Q5: No known trespassing. Y
activities

B.3.4 | Review of corrective (No known need for corrective action). No issues Y
action to resolve reported through September 2005.
unauthorized uses and
activities

B.3.5 | Overall effectiveness of Q8: No known activities creating environmental Y
the institutional controls Issues.

B.3.6 | Status of anticipated future | Plans for the USAF parcel were not reviewed. N/A
redevelopment or other
construction or demolition
activities

B.4 B.1 - Maynard DPW Summary OK?
Interview Checklists

B.4.1 | Changes to the use of the Routine maintenance: Intention to create a refuge Y
site? for turkeys, pheasants, and deer.

B.4.2 | Approved conditional Q7: No known releases/spills. Y
exemptions, amendments
and/or releases

B.4.3 | Unauthorized uses and Q5: All-terrain vehicles are used inside the former Y
activities annex. No known environmental concerns.

B.4.4 | Review of corrective Regular patrols of the perimeter road by the DPW Y
action to resolve are complemented by official USFWS patrols.
unauthorized uses and
activities

B.4.5 | Overall effectiveness of Q8: No deterioration noted. Y
the institutional controls

B.4.6 | Status of anticipated future | The plan to develop a production well in the vicinity | Y

redevelopment or other
construction or demolition
activities

of TW14 has been set aside for now. Its
development will require a pipeline at depth below
4 ft and formal applications to DPW/EPA/USACE.
No imminent development plans.




INTERVIEWS

Non-Army agencies in control of the Sudbury Annex land parcels are US Fish and Wildlife Service
(Interview 1),

Federal Emergency Management Agency (Dept. of Homeland Security) (Interview 2)

The US Aiir Force (Interview 3: Annual response and Five-Year-Review-Specific responses).

The Maynard Dept of Public Works (Interview 4) was a less formal review of site conditions.

EPA and MassDEP were contacted in the spring of 2006. While no response was received from
MassDEP as of May 23, 2006, EPA replied (Interview 5), giving details of what would be expected in
the 2006 Five-Year Review.

The agencies were contacted and interviewed as indicated in the following sections.
INTERVIEW 1: US Fish and Wildlife Service (Eight questions)

The USFWS were contacted by e-mail, and they responded in June 2003 and in January 2004. A simple
response in January 2004 indicated that the response covering the period June 3, 2003 to January 15
2004 was "No" for all eight questions asked). The USFWS replied on January 5, 2005, to a further
request, indicating that there were no changes in the state of the Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge
that affected the institutional or other controls in the Site NPL ROD.

In August 2005, USFWS acknowledged the Corps' e-mail informing them of the groundwater sampling
schedule for September. They also informed the Corps that the area would be more open to the public,
beginning in October 2005, that hunting in the refuge would begin on October 13 2005, that drivers
should be advised to use caution since pedestrians might be using the roads, that dogs would not be
allowed in the area except for hunting dogs, and that workers in Area 7 (the landfill enclosure) should be
locked inside the enclosure while they were working so as to avoid having the public, or hunters, enter
the AOC A7 site.

In October 2005, the Corps inspected wells following unusually high water levels. At that time, USACE
left a copy of the key to the AOC A7 enclosure with Mike Sowa at the Air Force offices at the Sudbury
site, so that this could be collected by USFWS, who needed the key so as to insert a USFWS lock into
the chain at the entrance to the AOC A7 enclosure.

On December 7, 2005, USFWS completed a request for updated responses to the annual
questionnaire, and the answers are presented below:

1. Are you aware of any changes that may have occurred to the way the property is used since
January 20057
The refuge is now open to the public. Ten miles of trails are now open for wildlife
observation, photography and hunting.

2. Are you aware of any changes that may have occurred to any buildings, boundary walls or
fences since January 2005?
No

3. Areyou aware of any clearing of trees or bushes that might have occurred since, January 20057
A number of trees were cut along Craven Lane with a hydro-ax and in a small field off of
Patrol Road near the East gate(FEMA). Additionally, a number of trees were cut down with
chainsaws along the north side of Craven Lane.



. The army has a concern with any activities that might disturb or negatively impact the soils,
especially below a depth of four feet: are you aware of any new construction or repairs to
existing buildings that might have occurred since January 20057

No.

. Are you aware of any trespassing that might have led to any environmental damage since
January 20057
No.

. Are you aware of any excavations by either animals or people that might have disturbed or
negatively impacted the soils, particularly below a depth of four feet, since January 20057
No.

. Are you aware of any spills or dumping processes that may have disturbed or negatively
impacted the soils since January 2005?
No.

. Are there any other circumstances that you are aware of that might be disturbing the soils,
especially below four feet, or otherwise negatively affecting the integrity of the institutional
controls (fences, landfill caps)?
We installed entrance signs and kiosks at the Hudson Road entrance and the North Gate
(White Pond Road) entrance, and trail signs that required minor soil disturbance, but
nothing of any significance. We removed several invasive Purple Loosestrife plants from the
wetland within the AOC 7 site.

We are proposing to locate a 7,000 square foot Visitor Center and associated infrastructure
(well, septic system, utility lines, and parking) along Craven Lane, approximately 0.3 miles
from the Hudson Road entrance. This is in the vicinity of buildings labeled T267 and T206
that were removed in 2003. We don't have the exact location yet. A draft environmental
assessment is being written and will be released for public review and comment in January
2006. We would appreciate your review and would be happy to meet with you on-site if there
are specific concerns we should know about.



The USFWS were contacted again in April 2006 to establish whether they had any updates that
should be included in the 2006 Five-Year Review, with particular emphasis on the AOC A7
landfill site, and they responded as shown below.

From: Debra_Kimbrell-Andersonffws.gov
[mailto:Debra_Kimbrell-Andersonéfws.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2006 10:43 AM

To: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Cc: 1libby_herlandeéfws.gov; Hugh, Peter NAE; Dan_Stotts@fws.gov
Subject: Re: Sudbury Annex 2006 5-Year Review Updates

Patrick,

Responses to your questions are highlighted in beold below. If you need
further information, please let me know.

Debra

Debra Kimbrell-Anderson

Refuge Manager, Assabet River & Oxbow NWR's
Eastern Massachusetts Refuge Complex

(978) 443-4661, x16

(978) 443-2898 FX

----- Original Message-----

From: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 12:59 PM

To: Debra_Kimbrell-Anderson@fws.gov'

Ce: Hugh, Peter NAE; 'libby_herland@fws.gov'

Subject: Sudbury Annex 2006 5-Year Review Updates
Debra:

I have been preparing the 2006 Five-Year Review report for the Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Annex and have developed a few questions which will help me complete the report. Your
replies will be welcome!

e Has the USFWS decided on a preferred location for the planned visitors' center? [s there a
formal document | should cite in my Five-Year Review (and my annual report) to report the
"official” choice of the USFWS?



Yes, a site has been selected off of the eastern perimeter road (Craven Lane) and
southwest of Puffer Pond for the construction of the Eastern Massachusetts
National Wildlife Refuge Complex Visitor Center. The specific location is at the
junction of Craven Lane and a bunker road. This is across the road from the
building T210 site.

The Environmental Action Statement (EAS) was approved on March 1, 2006 with a
finding of no significant impact. The EAS document will be available soon. The site
will need to be surveyed for ordnance as it was not included in the earlier
Environmental Baseline Survey conducted by the Army that covered from the
surface down four feet.

This comment concerning excavation and ordnance led to an update from USFWS as
shown below:

From: Libby_Herland@fws.gov fmailto. Libby Herland@fws.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2006 12:31 PM

To: Debra_Kimbrell-Anderson@fws.gov

Cc: Dan_Stotts@fws.gov, Blumeris, Patrick M NAE; Hugh, Peter NAE
Subject: Re: Sudbury Annex 2006 5-Year Review Updates

Debra:

As a followup to your earlier email to Patrick, we have not yet determined
whether an ordnance survey will be conducted at the visitor center site or
along Craven Lane. That area was not previousiy surveyed by rthe Army
because it had never been used in such a way where Ordnance and Explosives
might be found. Other parts of the base were surveved, no OF wus ever
found in those investigations. The risk is extremely low but no one can

state categorically that there is no UXO below 4 feet deep anywhere on the
refuge. We are in the process of determining the appropriate action we

need fo take on this issue and will hopefully have a final decision within

a month.

Libby Herland, Project Leader
Eastern Massachusetts NWR Complex
73 Weir Hill Road

Sudbury, M4 01776

Voice: 978-443-4661 x11

Fax: 978-443-289%

Home ViHome F: 508-843-1587

hitp: /easternmanwrcomplex fws.gov

* Are there any changes (Construction; Excavation; changes in how the site is used) to the
USEFWS parts of the former Annex (since your last questionnaire response to us)?

The refuge was opened to the public in March 2005. Trails totaling approximately
12 miles have been opened for walking, wildlife ohservation and wildlife



photography. The trails follow existing roads and pathways within the refuge. In
the fall of 2005 a hunt program was implemented at Assabet River NWR and
included white-tailed deer (shotgun and bow), turkey shotgun and bow), American
Woodcock, ruffed grouse, cottontail rabbit and gray squirrel. The hunt program
follows Massachusetts State and federal regulations. The hunt program will be
assessed annually, necessary adjustments made and annual hunt information made
available prior to each hunting season.

e Are there any issues that you would like me to mention in the review?

We have installed a number of signs but, none should have disturbed or negatively
impacted the soils, particularly below a depth of four feet. Invasive plant control
continued in 2005, none of the activities should have negatively impacted soils.

A small number of trees were cut and/or removed throughout the refuge without
negative impact to soils.

Some interior fencing, razor wire and trash was removed from the refuge without
negative impact to soils and no disturbance to the AOC7 site.

Trespass did occur on the refuge during 2005, some resulting in environmental
damage. This was limited to minor tree cutting, surface disturbance from dirt bike
and ATV trespass, but none that would affect the institutional controls on the
refuge.

A culvert was installed at Taylor Brook on Old Puffer Road to reduce flooding.



INTERVIEW 2: Federal Emergency Management Agency (Homeland Security) (Eight
questions)

The Federal Emergency Management Agency were contacted by e-mail on October 5, 2005, and
they responded as recorded below.

From: Perkins, Roger [maifto:Roger.Perkins@dhs.gov]

Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2005 9:47 AM

To: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Cc: Godfrey, Randy N NAE; Greene, Nathan, Iorio, Maryellen NAE; Donahue, Michael
Subject: RE: Sudbury Annex: Properties under FEMA control

Hello Patrick,

We are pleased to report that there is no change in status for all items. 1 through 8. We are
aware of no additional circumstances that may be pertinent.

Regards.
Roger Perkins

Soedivanmrponestia: X by YManaroeen:

Poneral Baoviom B0
Aoty Sha oo dant g L
Yo h Y )
Office (978) 461-5360
24/7 Cell (978) 793-1999
SatPhone (254) 378-2768

From: Blumeris, Palrick M NAE [maifto: Patrick.M.Blumeris@nael2.usace.army.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2005 3:59 FM

To: Perkins, Roger

Cc: Godfrey, Randy N NAE; Greene, Nathan, Iorio, Maryellen NAE

Subject: Sudbury Annex: Properties under FEMA controf

Roger:

It's once again time for me fo update the instilutional controls section of the next Sudbury Training
Annex annual report, and so.

Please let me know if there is any change lo the state of the property that FEMA operates at the
former Sudbury Training Annex facility.

Our concerns are with changes in land use, trespassing, and excavations especially befow 4 feet
depth. You most recently replied to these questions on September 21 2004.

Qur 8 questions are:

1. Are you aware of any changes that may have occurred to the way the property is used since
September 20047

2. Are you aware of any changes that may have occurred to any buildings, boundary walls or
fences since September 20047



3. Are you aware of any clearing of trees or bushes that might have occurred since September
20047

4. The army has a concern with any activities that might disturb or negatively impact the soils,
especially below a depth of four feet: are you aware of any new construction or repairs fo existing
buildings that might have occurred since September 20047

5. Are you aware of any trespassing that might have led to any environmental damage since
September 20047

6. Are you aware of any excavations by ejther animals or people that might have disturbed or
negatively impacted the soils, particufarly below a depth of four feet, since September 20047

7. Are you aware of any spills or dumping processes that may have disturbed or negatively
impacted the soils since September 2004?

8. Are there any other circumstances that you are aware of that might be disturbing the soils,
especially below four feet, or otherwise negatively affecting the integrity of the institutional
controls (fences, landfill caps)?

Patrick Blumeris, Hydraulic Engineer
US Army Corps of Engineers

696 Virginia Road

Concord MA 01742

Tel 878-318-8094

FEMA was contacted again in May 2006 to establish whether they had any updates that should
be included in the 2006 Five-Year Review, with particular emphasis on the AOC A7 landfill site,
but their response was not received as of May 17, 2006.

Details of this contact follow:

From: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 3.02 PM
To:  'Roger.Perkins@dhs.gov’
Cc:  Godfrey, Randy N NAE; 'Nathan.Greene@dhs.gov';
'‘Michael Donahue@dhs.gov';, Hugh, Peter NAE
Subject: Sudbury Annex: 2006 Five-Year Review Inputs (FEMA)

For Roger Perkins at FEMA:

Lam writing to ask for any inputs you would want to make into our five-vear review of the
Sudbury Annex Five-Year Review. I am drafting our report based largely on the annual
reports we have received from field inspections, groundwater testing, and the interview
questions [ have been sending to you and others on an annual basis. 1t is possible that 1
am not capturing the latest information, or that you are aware of relevant information
that the "routine” questions would not capture.



A list of standard questions is included here. They are focused on the landfill site that we
monitor (A0C A7), not on the FEMA areas covered by our annual questionnaire.

L. What is your overall impression of the clean-up efforts at the Sudbury Annex AOC A7
Site? (general sentiment)

2. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site administration related to
clean-up activities? If so, please give details.

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

4. Are you aware of any issues that may require changes to the completed remedial
actions or the decision documents?

5. Have any problems or difficulties been encountered regarding land-use/ institutional
controls?

6. Do you feel the completed remedies are functioning as expected? Why or why not?

7. Are you aware of any issues, which may call into question the site's short-term or
long-term protectiveness?

8. Are you aware if there are any trends that indicate contaminant levels are increasing
or decreasing?

9. Is there a continuous O&M presence? Please describe staff and frequency of site
inspections and activities.

10. Have there been any significant changes in O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules, or saumpling routines? If so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness
of the remedies?

11. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site? If so, please give
details.

12. Do you have any other comments, concerns or recommendations regarding the site?

FEMA last reported on October 6 2005 with negative responses to all of the "usual”
guestions concerning changes to the land use, excavations, and trespassing at the FEMA-
controlled areas.

The scope of our five-vear review is summarized below, taken from a draft of a public
notice. I had planned to summarize your annual responses to the questions I had asked,
but I am sending this note out in case there is some issue that would not be discussed if [
limited our review to your responses lo the annual questions. If you have any
information that needs to be added 1o the five-year review, please contact me!

Thank you.

Fatrick Blumeris
978-318-8094
patrick.m.blumeris@usace.army.mil

Draft public notice follows:
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is preparing the second Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Five-Year Review of the remedial actions



implemented for the Sudbury Training Area, Sudbury Massachusents. The initial Five-Year
Review Report was completed by Roy F. Weston in 2001, under contract with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers.

The triggering action for the statutory review is the initiation date of the construction of the
landfill cap in Area of Concern (AOC) A7 on July 31, 1996. By statute, remedial actions
performed under Section 121 of the Comprehensive Environmental Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) and the Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), require site reviews no more than
five years afier initiation of a remedial action and every five years thercafier if upon completion of
the remedial action, hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminanis remain at the site above
levels that allow for unlimited use and unresiricted exposure. The purpose of a five-vear review is
to evaluate the performance of the site remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will be
protective of human health and the environment. Protectiveness is gencrally defined in the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) by the risk range and the hazard index.

Evaluarion of the site remedy and the determination of protectiveness will be based on the site
ROD and Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) if applicable, Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), long term monitoring, operation and maintenance data and
inspections of the sites. Each site will be visited to assess whether the remedy remains operational
and functional, in complionce, and whether existing institutional controls are appropriate and/or
whether additional institutional controls are recommended.  The baseline risk assessment will be
reviewed for appropriateness based on available annual monitoring data, ARARSs review, results
af the site visit, and other pertinent data, with a conclusion made concerning the protectiveness of
the remedy. The review will also identify any deficiencies, if any are found, and make
recommendations to address them.

The second Draft Five Year Review Report will be available for Public veview on June 17, 2006.
Comments are to be provided to the Devens BRAC Environmental Coordinator by July 16, 2006.
More information relating to this Report, the previous Five-Year Review Report, andfor other
BRAC environmental remediation activities at Devens, is available from the Devens BRAC
Environmental Coordinator, Mr. Bob Simeone at (978) 796-2203.



INTERVIEW 3: US Air Force (Eight questions)

The US Air Force was contacted primarily by telephone, although there were some e-mail
contacts that were used to find the correct person to ask.

For the USAF section of the former Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex:

Patrick Blumeris had contacted Robert Todd in June 2003 and January 2004, and the report of
those conversations is included in the 2003 annual report.

Bob Todd and Patrick Blumeris had a telephone conversation on 10/27/2004 and the resulting
series of negative responses to the questions was noted in the 2004 annual report.

In 2005, the Air Force was contacted by e-mail and the set of eight questions generated a
summary response that there had been no changes. The e-mail exchange is copied out below:

From: Todd Bob A Ctr AFRL/VSOSE [maifte:Bob. Todd. ctr@hanscom.al.mil]
Sent:; Wednesday, October 18, 2005 7:00 AM

To: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Subjyect: RE: USAF properly at Sudbury Training Annex: USAF Property

Patrick,

There have been no changes since we last corresponded.
Cheers,

Bob

----- Original Message-----
From: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE {maifto:Patrick.M.Blumeris@nael2. usace.army.mil]
Sent: Wednesdaay, October 05, 2005 4:36 PM

To: Todd Bob A Ctr AFRL/VSOSE
Cor Quinty Paul £ Civ AFRL/VSOSE; Sowa Michael Gv AFRL/SNHE; Salvas Raymond Clr 66

MSG/CERV,: Godfrey, Randy N NAE; loria, Maryellen NAE
Subject: USAF property at Sudbury Training Annex: USAF Property

Bob:

1 am updating the Army Corps records on institutional controls at the former Sudbury Training
Annex. and so am asking you if there have been any changes to the section of the former annex
that is now under Air Force conirol. You last answered these questions on QOctober 27, 2004.

The last set of replies was a set of "No" responses except for one more detailed response
concemning roof repairs that had been done in 2002, with no impacts to the environment.

Once again, our eight questions are:
1. Are you aware of any changes that may have occurred fo the way the property is used since
October 20047

2. Are you aware of changes that may have occurred to any buildings, boundary walls or fences
since October 20047



3. Are you aware of any clearing of trees or bushes that might have occurred at the site since
October 2004?

4. The army has a concermn with any activities that might disturb or negatively impact the soifs,
especially below a depth of 4 feet: are you aware of any new construction or repairs to existing
buildings that might have occurred since October 20047

5. Are you aware of any lrespassing that might have led to any environmental damage since
October 2004?

6. Are you aware of any excavations by either animals or pecople that might have disturbed or
negatively impacfed the soils, particufarly below a depth of four feet, since October 20047

7. Are you aware of any spilfs or dumping processes or accidents that may have disturbed or
negatively impacted the soils since October 2004?

8. Are there any other circumstances that you are aware of that might be disturbing the soils,
especially below 4 feel, or otherwise negatively affecting the integrity of the institutional controls
(fences, landfili caps)?

Please let me know!

Patrick Blumeris, Hydraulic Engineer
US Army Corps of Engineers

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

In May 2006, Patrick Blumenis contacted the USAF to learn of any more recent observations,
either at the USAF facility or at AOC A7.

The e-mail exchange is reported below:

From: Todd Bob A Ctr AFRL/VSOSE [mailto: Bob.Todd.ctri@hanscom.af.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 7:38 AM

To: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Cc: Sowa Michael Civ AFRL/SNHE

Subject: RE: Sudbury Annex: 2006 Five-Year Review Inputs (USAF)

Good morning, Putrick,

We have nothing o add that I am aware of. There have been no changes on the USAF
stele of the Sudbury site since our fast correspondence.

Cheers.,

Berh

From: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 3:03 PM



To: 'Michael Sowa@hanscom.af mil’; 'Bob. Todd@hanscom.af mil’

Ce:  "Paul Quinty@hanscom.af- mil’; "Raymond.Salvas{@hanscom.af mil’; Godfrey,
Randy N NAE, Hugh, Peter NAE

Subject: Sudbury Annex: 2006 Five-Year Review Inputs (USAF)

For Michael Sowa and Bob Todd at US Air Force:

[ am writing to ask for any inputs you would want to make into our five-year review of the
Sudbury Annex Five-Year Review. I am drafting our report based largely on the annual
reports we have received from field inspections, groundwater testing, and the interview
questions [ have been sending to you and others on an annual basis. It is possible that 1
am not capturing the latest information, or that you are aware of relevant information
that the "routine"” questions would not capture.

A list of standard questions is included here. They are focused on the landfill site that we
monitor (A0C A7), not on the USAF areas covered by our annual questionnaire.

1. What is your overall impression of the clean-up efforts at the Sudbury Annex AOC A7
Site? (general sentiment)

2. Are vou aware of any community concerns regarding the site administration related to
clean-up activities? If so, please give details.

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

4. Are you aware of any issues that may require changes to the completed remedial
actions or the decision documents?

5. Have any problems or difficulties been encountered regarding lund-use/ institutional
controls?

6. Do you feel the completed remedies are functioning as expected? Why or why not?
7. Are you aware of any issues, which may call into question the site’s short-term or
long-term protectiveness?

8. Are you aware if there are any trends that indicate contaminant levels are increasing
or decreasing?

9. Is there a continuous O&M presence? Please describe staff and frequency of site
inspections and activities.

10. Have there been any significant changes in O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules, or sampling routines? If so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness
of the remedies?

11. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site? If so, please give
details.
12. Do you have any other comments, concerns or recommendations regarding the site?

The Air Force last reported on October 19, 2005 with negative responses to all of the
"usual” questions concerning changes to the land use, excavations. and trespassing at the
FEMA-controlled areas.



The scope of our five-vear review is summarized below, taken from a draft of a public
notice. I had planned to summarize your annual responses to the questions I had asked,
but I am sending this note out in case there is some issue that would not be discussed if I
limited our review to your responses to the annual guestions. If you have any
information that needs to be added to the five-year review, please contact me!

Thank you.

Patrick Blumeris
078-318-8094
patrick.m.blumeris@usace.army.mil

Draft public notice follows:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is preparing the second Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Five-Year Review of the remedial actions
implemented for the Sudbury Training Area, Sudbury Massachusetrs. The initial Five-Year
Review Report was completed by Roy F. Weston in 2001, under contract with the U.S. Army Corps
af Engineers.

The triggering action for the statutory review is the initiation date of the construction of the
landfill cap in Area of Concern (AOC) A7 on July 31, 1996. By statute, remedial actions
performed under Section 121 of the Comprehensive Environmental Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) and the Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), require site reviews no more than
Jive years after initiation of a remedial action and every five years thereafier if upon completion of
the remedial action, hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the sife above
levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The purpose of a five-year review is
to evaluate the performance of the site remedy in order 1o determine if the remedy is or will be
protective of human health and the environment. Protectiveness is generally defined in the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) by the risk range and the hazard index.

Evaluation of the site remedy and the determination of protectiveness will be based on the site
ROD and Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) if applicable, Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), long term monitoring, operation and maintenance data and
inspections of the sites. Each site will be visited to assess whether the remedy remains operational
and functional, in compliance, and whether existing institutional controls are appropriate and/or
whether additional institutional controls are recommended.  The baseline risk assessment will be
reviewed for appropriateness based on available annual monitoring data, ARARSs review, results
of the site visit, and other pertinent data, with a conclusion made concerning the protectiveness of
the remedy. The review will also identify any deficiencies, if any are found, and make
recommendations to address them,

The second Diraft Five Year Review Report will be available for Public review on June 17, 2006.
Comments are to be provided 1o the Devens BRAC Environmental Coordinator by July 16, 2006,
More information relating to this Report, the previous Five-Year Review Report, and/or other
BRAC environmental remediation activities at Devens, is available from the Devens BRAC
Environmental Coordinator, Mr. Bob Simeone at (978) 796-2205.



INTERVIEW 4: Maynard DPW

The Maynard Town Superintendent Mr Walter Sokolowski (978-897-1017) called Patrick
Blumeris June 11, 2003 in reply to a previous telephone call. (The call was not repeated for
2004 or 2005.)

In the conversation that followed, Mr Sokolowski indicated that the Town of Maynard still
planned to develop a production well in the vicinity of TW-14, but that the plans were not
imminent. Bringing the well on-line would require a pipeline (probably 4 '» to 5 feet deep)
along a route that would need to be surveyed and approved (USEPA, USACE, USFWS,
Massachusetts DEP).

Maynard DPW personnel often inspected the forested area where the pipeline might be installed
and saw no obvious signs of vandalism, either there or in the enclosed mam Annex area, in
which they drive the perimeter road about every second week. The USFWS also patrols this
area, and the DPW and USFWS are on friendly terms.

Routine maintenance by USFWS included clearing exercises in the Assabet River Wildlife
Refuge. The equipment used, a Hydro-Ax, was available for this purpose at intervals of about
every two years, at which time areas near the roads and where habitat needed to be cut back for
intended species were cleared as appropriate.

The deer and turkey populations in the annex are reported as healthy, but the pheasant population
is less visible (WS postulated that it was not yet “established”).

The active FEMA office at the eastern side of the former Annex had on several recent occasions
increased its security posture. This would most likely deter trespassers and would-be vandals.
There was known unauthorized all-terrain-vehicle traffic in the former Annex, but there was no
known (visible) damage as a result, and WS was unaware of any dumping events.



INTERVIEW 5: US Environmental Protection Agency

EPA had been reviewing annual reports from the start of the monitoring program, but they were
contacted separately so that any particular concerns of the EPA could be integrated into the 2006
Five-Year Review report. EPA indicated that the report should focus on the AOC A7 landfill
site, where questions concerning the efficacy of the remedy should be added into the text that
had been used for the 2001 Five-Year Review. EPA also responded on 13 June 2006 to a query
concerning the attention to be paid to the Institutional Controls, indicating that two recent EPA
reports {September 2004 OSWER 9355.0-106 and October 2005 OSWER 9355.0-105) might be
useful.

Details of the e-mail exchanges are included in the pages that follow.



April 27 2006 Resolution on Treating Sites other than AOC A7:

From: williams.christine@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:-williams. christine@epamail. epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 27, 2006 3:44 PM

To: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Subject: RE: Sudbury Annex 5-Year Review Updates

Ok, I see what the question was, the 5 OUs finalized the AOCs with RODs
rather than NFADDs. I believe the text of the first S-vr review is in

good shape, just need to add the 3 question/answers about remedy
protectiveness from the new guidance for A-7.

Christine A.P. Williams

Federal Facility Superfund Section
US EPA New England

Suite 1100 (HBT)

I Congress Street

Boston, MA 02114-2023

phone - (617) 918-1384
Jax - (617) 918- 0384
e-mail - williams.christine@epa.gov

From:  Patrick M. Blumeris@nae0.2.usace.army.mil
To:  Christine Williams/R1/USEPA/US@EPA

04/27/2006 03:34 PM
Subject: RE: Sudbury Annex 5-Year Review Updates

Thanks, Christine.

There had been 5 OUs for which several AOCs were listed. The other AOCs
frnot in these 5 OUs) were reported in 2001 as being "Sites with no further
action decision documents.”" My concern had been that I should be looking for
equivalent NFADDs for the AOCs at the 5 OUs, but I now see that the last
S-year review maintains that the sites are not subject to five year

review (so I am leaving this language essentially unchanged in the updated
S-vear report).

Patrick 978-318-8094
From: williams.christine@epamail.epa.gov

[mailto:williams.christine@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 27, 2006 2:10 PM



To: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE
Subject: Re: Sudbury Annex 5-Year Review Updates

The delisting was in the fed register, Nov. 30, 2001, p. 59716.
not sure what you mean by updated OUs/NFADDs
I'tl be out of the office until the 8th

Christine A.P. Williams

Federal Facility Superfund Section
US EPA New England

Suite 1100 (HBT)

I Congress Street

Boston, MA 02114-2023

phone - (617) 918-1384
Jax - (617) 918- 0384
e-mail - williams.christine@epa.gov

"Blumeris, Patrick M NAE"
Patrick. M Blumeris@nae(2 usace.army.mil

To Christine Williams/R1/USEPA/US@EPA

cc "Hugh, Peter NAE" Peter. Hugh{@nae02.usace.army.mil
04/26/2006 11:41 AM

Subject: Sudbury Annex 5-Year Review Updates

Christine:

I have been preparing the 2006 Five-Year Review report for the Fort
Devens Sudbury Annex and have generated the following questions which
will help me complete the report. Your replies to these questions will
welcome!
Do vou have a copy of a document showing that the site is no
longer on the Superfund list? [ have in the past referenced one
of our internal publications, but would rather have an official
agreement if I can find one.
Some of the AOCs were in the five OUs: have any of these been
updated since the 2001 five-year review report?
In the aftermath of the AOC A7 landfill cap completion, are there
any further NFADDs that [ should include in my write-up?
Are there any other issues that you would like to incorporate into
the review?



Please let me know.

Thanks!

Patrick Biumeris 978-318-8094



June 13 2006 Resolution on Recent EPA Guidance for Institutional Controls:

Ms Williams suggested links to OSWER 9355.0-106 (September 2004) and to OSWER 9355.0-
105 (October 2005), and she attached a June 2005 draft of a guide concerning institutional
controls and ROD preparation.

From: williams.christine@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:williams.christine{@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2006 4:51 PM

To: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Cc: Cain, Lawrence G NAE; Hugh, Peter NAE; Godfrey, Randy N NAE
Subject: Re: Sudbury Annex 2006 5-Year Review guidance

2005 1C guidance - [attachment "5YrReviewICStrategy.doc” deleted by
Christine Williams/R [/USEPA/US] has not been made final yet as 1 can

sce...

[attachment "RODRDchecklistfinSept7.wpd" deleted by Christine
Williams/R1/USEPA/US] [attachment "ROD Interim Guidance.pdf" deleted by
Christine Williams/R1/USEPA/US]

Here's the ck Ist we're still using for R ODS...the document I deleted
had a similar ck Ist in it.

(See attached file: finalchecklist.doc)
Try these:
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/action/ic/icstrategy.pdf

or
URL:http://www.epa.gov/fedfac/pdl/pce_strategy_final.pdf (PDF)

Christine A.P. Williams

Federal Facility Superfund Section
US EPA New England

Suite 1100 (HBT)

| Congress Street

Boston, MA 02114-2023

phone - (617) 918-1384
fax - (617) 918- 0384
e-mail - williams.christine{@epa.gov



From: Blumeris, Patrick M NAE

Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2006 4:02 PM
To: 'williams.christine@epamail.epa.gov'
Ce: Cain, Lawrence G NAE; Godfrey, Randy N NAE; Hugh, Peter NAE

Subject: Sudbury Annex 2006 5-Year Review guidance
Christine:

I have been asked to ensure that the 2006 Five-Year Report for Sudbury complies with a 2005
guidance document for 5-year reviews, with attention to the institutional controls requirements.

We have been unable to confirm what the new 2005 guidance document might be, although we
have located a bibliography that EPA compiled in 2005. Is there another reference that we might
have missed?

Please let me know!

Thanks.

Patrick Blumeris 978-318-8094



APPENDIX D

Federal Land Transfer Documents



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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parties pursuant to the transfer of real property 4
RFTA), Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetf,
into this MOA is Defense Base Realipnment and|
10 U.S.C. 2687 note and 16 U.S.C. 667b.

A. INTRODUCTION

Fort Devens, Massachuseus closed on 31 Marc
1 1996. The property to be transferred to the
transfcr as excess property a parcel of approxi
it as a National Wildlife Refuge. The bound;

11996. The Devens RFTA was established on April
WS is part of the Devens RFTA. The Amy will
iely 2,205.2 acres to the FWS, which intends o use
ics of the property, hereinafier referred 10 as the
Transfer Parcel or the Parcel {remaining BRAC Barcels less 27(7) PS and 39(4) PS/PR) are identified
A4 in the official survey and lcgal description dale 25 September 1997 and 24 April 1997. Copies of
these docurnents are on file with the U.S. Amy i vrps of Engineers, New England District, Concord,
Massachusatts. '

The FWS has requested transfer of the Parcel :
Property and Administrative Services Actof |

US.C. Section 667b for inclusion in the Natiogg
determination that the Parcel has particular va
i

excess Federal property, pursuant to the Federal
149 (FPASA), 40 U.S.C. Sections 471-544 and 16
Wildlife Refuge System based upon the FWS's
in the exccution of the national migratory bird
t the transfer of this property includes specific
is MOA.

management program. Both parties agree
responsibilities and requirements as outlined irf

B. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS |

1. The FWS acceptance of the Transfer P
equiprment is at no cost to the FWS.

2. No provisions of this agreement shall b nterpreted or applicd so as to obligate the FWS or
the Army in excess or advance of appropriaffons or otherwise so as to result in a violation of the

Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. Section [341.

Eewsit 8




8)

Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended. }
since February 1990. Since that time, the CERCLA- regulated environmental investigations
have been underway. and in August 1996, remef ial actions to effect environmental cleanup and
restoration began, The Transfer Parcel contains [_ 4 Study Areas (SA) of potential environmental
contamination. Of the 74 SAs, 62 have No Fg Action Decision Documents (NFADDs)
signed, 6 have No Further CERCLA Action Regbrd Of Decision (ROD) signed, 4 have a Sousce
Control ROD and/or Management Of Migraticp ROD signed, 1 is pending a Removal Action
and 1 is pending sampling/analysis results. Thf Army agrees to provide the FWS copies of al!
work plans and reports relating to pending actipns at SA's P27 and P58 at the same time said
plans and reports are provided to Envim ental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Massachusetis Department of Environmental Hrotection (MDEP)

The Army shall provide the FWS with a copy Jif the Sudbury Training Annex Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA) entered into by the United Btales EPA Region 1 and the Army on 13 May
1991, and made effective on 15 November 1931, The Army agrees to provide the FWS with
prompt Notice of the initiation of any negotigfions t¢ amend the FFA. The Army agrees 1o
provide the FWS with any future smendmentsio the FFA within 30 days of execution of such
amendments. The FWS agrees to take no actifin inconsistent wilh the terms of the FFA. The
environmental semediation of the Sudbury Traghing Annex National Priority List (NPL) Site is
being undertaken by the Anny in accordancwilh the FFA ncgotiated with the EPA and in
cooperation with MDEP, The Army and FWY agree that, should a conflict arise between the
terms of the FFA as it presently exists or may Je amended, and the provisions of this MOA, the
terms of the FFA will take precedence over
the FWS of any such conflicts affecting the i'\ use of the Transfer Parcel. The Ammy reserves
the right to access the premises as it deems necgssary to fulfill its responsibilities under the FFA,
the Army’s Installation Restoration Program find this MOA.

2. Except as specifically provided for herein,
Govemment’s present or future potential li
hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, pe

e FWS does not assume any of the United States
ility or responsibility for hazardous materials,
flcum or any other contamination existing on or
fe to the Army's activities, on the date the Parcel
; to as the Date of Transfer). In addition, except
as specifically provided herein, the FWS doegnot assumc, and shall not have after the Date of

Transfer, any obligation to undertake the Unitgli States Government's defense or payment of any

the use, storage, management, release, or Ji
substance, hazardous waste. petroleum produd

06/705/03 0B:51 [y 108716 NO: fU4
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ance, hazardous waste, petroleun or any other
bsequently discovered and determined 10 be
farcel prior to the Date of Transfer.

including hazardous matenal, hazardous subs
comamination not presently known but s
attributable to activities or conditions on the

3. With respect to hazardous material, hazard us substance, hezardous waste, petroleum or any
other contamination existing on or emanating from the Transfes Parcel on the Date of Transfer,
except as otherwise specifically provided hereill, the Army warrants that it shall comply with and
retain all of the United States Government’s } ponsibility and present and potential liability, as
required by law and regulation, for funding ang implementing actions including, hut not limited
to, investigations, sampling, testing, cleanup, restoration, maintenance, monitoring, closure, five-
year reviews, sile inspections, removal actions remedial actions, corrective actions and any other
actions necessary 1o ensurc the protection of Buman heaith and the environment (all actions to

cctivcly referred to as Response Actions).

Should a release or threatened release of any hfgardous matenial, hazardous substance, hazardous
waste, peuroleum derivative or other contamingnt, attributable to the Amy’s activities, occur on
the Transfer Parcel after the Date of Transfer,fhe Army warrants that it shall be responsible for
conducting all Response Actions necessary b protect human heslth and the environment in
accordance with applicable laws and regulatfbns.  Except as otherwise specifically provided
herein, the FWS has not assumed and shall asume no liability or cosis arising out of, or related
to, such contamination. '

=} ising out of or in any way predicated on release
rccl occurring afler the Date of Transfer where
grcel by the FWS, its successors or assigns, its
plessees or third partics after the Date of Transfer.
dponsibilities to conduct Response Actions that are

|

H right of access to and over any and all portions

4. The Army hereby reserves an casement 2
i agenls, employees and contractors, for purposes

of the Transfer Parce! for itsel! and its office
pate of Transfer in order to fulfill the Army’s

of conducting Response Actions after the

environmental respoasibilitics under this Agriment, the FTA (including Section IX - ACCESS
of the FFA), and appticable faw. [tisthe intefgion of the Anmy and the FWS that such casement
and right of access shall run with the fand. ! n exercising this easement and right of access,
except in case of imminent endangerment to fuman health or the environment, the Army shall
give the FWS or the then record owner J the affected portion(s) of the Transfer Parcel
reasoasble prior written notice of the Responsfi Action(s) to be conducted on the Transfer Parccl,
and shall use reasonable means, to avoid and|
record owner's usc of the Transfer Parcel. §
except as otherwise provided for by law, the
have no claim or cause of action against the A
of the Army, for interterence with the use of
taken under this Subsection.

The Army shaif not be liable for any claims
of any hazardous substance on the Transfer
such substance was placed on the Transfer
agents, contractors, invitees, or its lessees or
This paragraph shail not affect the Army’s
required by applicablc laws and rcgulations.

IS, such record awner, and any other person shall
y, or any officer, agent, employee or contractor
e Trans(er Parcel based upon Response Actions
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8. Nothing in this Agrecment shall limi
respective rights of access to and over ¢
applicable faw for purposes including b

(i) conducting oversight activi
investigations, sampling, testing,
information submitted to EPA or
order to monitor the effectivenet of Response Actions and/or the
protectiveness of any remedy w lr h is required by {8) any ROD or
amendments thereto, which RO Ii was approved by the Army and
EPA and issued by the Amy purjuant 10 CERCLA or the FFA and
the modifications thereto belure } alter the Date of Transfer, or (b)
any decision document approved by MDEP and issued by the Army
under applicable state law beforejpr aftér the Date of Transfer;

s, including but not limited to
onitoring, verification of data or
DEP, and/or site inspections, in

|

{i)) Performing live-ycar reviews las required by CERCLA, and

(iii) Taking additional Response fctions in accordance with applicable law and the
FFA.
b. The FWS covenants on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns that the Army and
EPA shall have, to and over the Transfcl| Parcel, those rights of access set forth in Section
IX- ACCESS of the FFA in order 10 effqhtuate the purposes of the FFA in connection with
any Study Area or Area of Conmaminatiof] (as that term i3 defined under the FFA), including
where the Transfer Parcel itself becomel a Study Area or Area of Contamination after the
Date of Transfer. '

¢. The Army and EPA and their agents, dinployees, and contractors shall have access to and

over the Transfer Parcel as may be necejgary to conduct any Response Action pursuant to

CERCLA or the FFA found to bc necestary, before or after the Date of Transfer, on-the

Transfer Parcel or on other property compjising the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site. This

reservation includes the nght of access [p and use of, to the extent permitizd by law, any
b= Atmy or EPA.

d. In exercising the rights hereunder, k
successors or assigns reasonable prior ¥

ates, endeavor Lo minimize any disruption to the
if the Transfer Parcel.
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f. Prior to the determination by the Army
CERCLA and the FFA for the Sudbury
and assigns shall not undertake activities ¢
impede the completion of the CERCLA ¢
and shall give prior written notice to the
similar work on the Transfer Parcel thatn
the FWS shall comply with any institutio
relating 1o the Transfer Parcel which are
other applicable land use contrals related
by the Army and EPA and issued by the
after the Date of Transfer. Additionaily,
in the Transfer Parcel or any fee interest
legally binding compliance with the instit

¢. The FWS agrecs that notwithstanding by other provision of this Agreement, except as
jmes no liability, should implementation of the
FFA interfere with the use of the Transfer Jfarcel. Except as atherwise provided by law, the
FWS end its successors and assigns shall i
* ent, employee, or contractor thereof.
i ining Annex NPL site, (i) FWS, its successors
b the Transfer Parcel that would interfere with or
my and EPA of any construction, alterations, or
iy interfere with or impede said cleanup, and (i1)
l_ controls established or put in place by the Army

othcrwise provided by law, the Army assy
l ve no claim on account of any such interference

against the Army or EPA or any officer, af
id EPA that 2l} remedial action is eomplete under

b
anup at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site,

!
quired by any ROD or amendments thercto, or

? the Transfer Parcel, which ROD was approved
my pursuant to CERCLA or the FFA beforc or
he WS shall ensure that eny leaschold it grants
fonveyance of any portion thereof provides for
dtional controls required by any such ROD.

hject to a Response Action under CERCLA or
terest therein, the FWS and its successors and

ocuments provisions for allowing the continued
operation of any moniloring wells, t -! tment facilities, or other response activities
undertaken pursvant to CERCLA orthe I i\ A on sajd portion of the Transfer Parcel, and (ii)
shall notify the Army and EPA by ccniﬁ mail at least sixty (60) days prior to any such
canveyance of an interest in said propentyfiwhich notice shall include a description of said
provisions allowing for the continued ope : ion of any monitoring wells, reatment facilitics,.
or other response activitics undertaken pujpuant to CERCEA or the FFA.

g. For any portion of the Transfer Parcel
- the FFA, prior 1o the conveyance of an i
assigns (i) shall include in all conveyance §

d EPA that alf remedial action under CERCLA
Training Annex NPL site, the FWS and ali
fcrest in any portion of the Transfer Parcel will
ng such transaction to EPA and the Army by
er the effective date of such transaction.

h. Prior 1o the determination by the Army '
and the FFA is complete for the Sudbuy]
subsequent grantees or ransferees of an iy
provide copies of the instrument eviden

certified mail, within fourteen { 14) days af]

this Subsection C.4 in all subsequent lease jRransfer, or conveyance documents related to the
Transfer Parcel or any portion thereof thaflare entered into prior to a determination by the
Army and EPA that all remedial action is cffmplete at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL site.
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¢ FWS acknowledges that arsenic-haser|[herbicides were applied in the vicinity of the fence-
¢ along Patrol Road and on the former raijfoad beds on the northern and southem portions of
¢ Sudbury Annex, and that the Army Has concluded, after completing a facility-wide
investigation, that the resulting concentratio l of arsenic in the soil do not pose an unacceptable
risk to human health or the environment bagtd on the future dand use of the Transfer Parcel as
a National Wildlife Refuge. The FWS cotenants on behalf of itself and its successors and
assigns that na portion of a fifty (30) foot st of land on either side of the center of the above-
described fence line or former ratiroad bedgrhall be used for residential habitation unless the
then-owner of the Transfer Parcel can demalisirate to EPA that such usc is consistent with the
protection of human health and the environ
railroad beds wil] be established by survey. T
and assigns shall include in any deed or othej
any or all of the Transfer Paycel a restrictive
in this Subscction C.5 to all successors in i
Parcel. It is the intention of the FWS and th}
land comprising the Transter Parcel.

e FWS further covenants that it and its successors
conveyance document transferring any interest in
fovenant that identifics the use restriction set forth
erest 1o any interest in any or all of the Transfer
Army that this use restriction shall run with the

6. The FWS acknowledges that prior to the
informed the FWS that it had completed an
covering the entire Annex to determine if ex
ATtmy tepresents that no OF was discoveredffbut OE residue was found in Building T40S, and
was remediated in the fall of 1999. The Arm{l’s Conclusions of the Final UXO Characterization -
Report of |8 February 1998 states that: “Unlfiss 100 percent of the site is searched, it cannot be
positively determined with compiete accurac ! that no QE is present on the site. However, based

ransfer of the Transfer Parcel to FWS, the Ammy

upon the results of the surface and sub-surfste 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 ar OF. related dfaterial and can be excessed without further UXO
activities except the |8 earth covercd magaines. The interiors of these magazines require an
inspection prior to being released with the Ainex.” The FWS ackpowledges receipt of a copy
of the Conclusions of the Army’s Final UX{) Characterization Report of 16 February 1998,

l

the subsurface soil below the depth of fol

or OE-refated material as a result of past[f

covenants on behalf ol itsell and its succ !7

r {4) fect on the Transfer Parcel may comtain OE
rmy activitics on the Transfer Parcel. The FWS
ors and assigns that, except as provided herein,
he Transfer Parce] that might distupt or otherwise
dow the depth of four (4) feet. Such prohibited
Irbance of the subsurface soil below the depth of
t limited to construction activities such as filling,
drilling, excavation or change of opograjfhy. The 'WS covenants on behalf of iself and its
successors and assigns that if it or its sudfessor ur assign wants to undertake an activily or
use on the Transfer Parcel that will disrup - otherwise nepatively impact the subsurfece soil
below the depth of four (4) feet, incl ding any construction activities involving the
disturbance or disruption of the subsurfage soil below the depth of four (4) feet, FWS or its

negatively impact the subsurface soil b
activities and uses shall include any dis
four (4) feet in any manner, including but
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successor or assign shatl pay for all costs Bssociated with the clearance ot removal of any OF
or OE-related material discovered on thd|Transfer Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet.
it and its successors and assigns that it and 1ts

b. The Army covenants to FWS and its ghe
OE safety assistance at no cost to FWS af
or removal of any OE or OE-related matcf
of non-construction ectivitics, including fut not limited to landscaping, routine repair and
maintenance, security surveys, and otfer aclivities not involving the disturbance or
disruption of the subsurface soilonthe T r-, nsfer Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet. The
Army also covenants to FWS and iws sucfiessors and assigns that it shall be responsible for
the investigation and clearance or removd] of all chemical munitions and all OF refuse sites
found on the Transfer Parcel, Anr OF refige site is defined as a site where military munitions
have been collected and disposed of by b rial and there are ten (10) or more munitions in a
cubic yard. FWS covenants on behalf of Rself and its successors and assigns that it and its

of these covenants by the Army in any deed or
ny interest in any or all of the Transfer Parcel.

successors and assigns shall include noti
other conveyance document transferring

f

7. The Army has campleted an Environm al Baseline Study (EBS) dated 27 January 1997

- which characterized the environmental condilion of the property. The Army has also completed

an Eavironmental Condition of Propeny (E(OP) of the Transfer Parcel dated 8 August 2000,

The ECOP summarizes what is known about 1 ¢ envirolnental condstion of the Transfer Parcet

and reflects the Army's position that the Trangger Parcel is suitable for wansfer wnder the CERFA

as a Category 1.3.4.5.& 7 parcel. The Arm {1 complete asbestos and residual Unexploded

Otrdnance (UXO) cleanup work on the Tra ] er Parcel identified in the EBS. The Army will

provide the FWS with a copy of the EBS an ifinal ECOP.

8. The FWS cavenants on behalf of itself andjlis successors and assigns that, except as provided
herein, past-closure use of that portion of thg Transfer Parcel that is within the boundaries of
Area of Contamination (AQC) A7 (the Oldf[Gravel Pit Landfill) shall not disturb ¢ither the
integrity of the final covers, liners or any othdt components of the containinent system(s) or the
function of the monitoring system(s} in place % that AOC on the Date of Transfer or constructed
at that AQC after the Date of Transfer. Post-losure activities prohibited under this Section C.8

shall include but not be limited to:

fect the effectiveness of the containment systemy(s)

bff away from jandfilled matcrials, os impact the
underlying that portion of the Transfer Parcel that

a. Surface application of water thai could a
in preventing infiltration and directing rus

mtgm(mn of any contaminated groundwatey
is within the boundaries of AGC A7;

|
T




®]

b. Extraction. consumption, exposure otlhtlization of groundwater underlying that portion
of the Transfer Parccl that is within ‘i boundaries of AOC A7, except for the limited
purpose of treating and monitoring grouidwater contamination levels in accordance with
plans approved by EPA and/or MADRIP and issued by the Army, unless the Amny
determines that such extraction, consu

f . e .
ybtion, exposure or utilization will not have any
adverse impacts on any Response Actio
site;

or Remedy at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL

c. Any disturbance of the surface or subsirface of that portion of the Transfer Parcel that is
within the boundaries of AOC A7 in any [ anner, including but not limited to construction,
filling, dritling, excavation or change of! 0pography within AOC A7, that might interfere
with, negatively impact, or restrict access for any ongoing Response Action within AQC A7

at the Sudbury Training Annex NPL sitc

d. Any disturbance of the surface or subsjirface of that pottion of the Transfer Parcel that is
within the boundaries of AOC A7 in any 3 anner, including but not limited to construction,
filling, dnilling, excavation or change of fpopography within AOC A7, that might interfere
with, negatively impact, or jeopardize thefprotectiveness of any Remedy within AOC A7 at
the Sudbury Training Annex NPIL. site; 4

ni

e. Any activity within AOC A7 that wil§
transport of any hazardous substance, ha L
any other contaminant existing on or ema "
is within the boundanies of AOC A7 on

result in disturbance of the mobilization and/or
dous waste, petroleurn product or derivative or
ting from that portion of the Transfer Parcel that
e Date of Transfer.

[t

f. Jf the FWS or any of its successors or §§signs proposes an aclivity that may disturb either
the integrity of the final covers. linersora |y other components of the containment systemy(s)
or the function of the monitoring system{g) at AOC A7, FWS or such successor or assign
shall not undertake such activity unless 'l st oblains written approval from the Army and
EPA. The Army and EPA shall have the discretion to approve a disturbance of the final
cover, liners or other component of the dphntainment system(s), including any removal of
waste, if FWS or such successor or ussn demonstrates that such disturbance will not
increase the potential threat lo human calth or the environment. Any investigation,
remediation, or disposal of hazardous or dfher waste arising out of a disturbance of the final
covers, lincrs or other component of the cgntainment system(s) at AOC A7 by FWS or such

and the Administrator of EPA Region 1.

g. FWS also covenants that it and its succelisors and assigns shall include in any deed or other
convcyance document transferting any in

rest in any of that portion of the Transfer Parcel
that is within the boundaries of AOC A7 R restrictive coverant that runs with the land and
identifics all the use restrictions and ditions set forth in this Subsection C.8 w ali
successors to any intercest in any or all of b ¢ Transfer Parcel.

.\
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Army's continuing obligations with respect to
m Scctiun Cof lhis MOA, the Transfcr Parcel,

L rmy as to qualuy chamckcr condition, size, kind,
red for the purpose the FWS intends.

irfgs and structures with asbestos containing materials
! fixtures with Polychlorinated Biphenyl {PCB). To
ACM lead-based paint and PCBs on the property is
{ation gathering process regarding these issues are
insfcr, the FWS will be responsible for any and alt
remediation of any remznnmg ACM, tead-fased paint and PCB contaiming electrical fixtures

located within structures on the Transfer Puj

¢ been pantially surveyed fur historic properties.
i these surveys may be eligible for the National
ency, with the responsibility o comply with ajl
stment of cyltural resources, it will be the

properties discovered there.

D. ARMY SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES

Designate an installation program manager w

# will be the primary point of contact between the
FWS and the Army. )

E. FWS SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES

1. Designate an individual who will be the grimary point of contact between the Army and the

FWs.

2. Allow Army access to the Transfer Parced
described in Section C.

or completion of any remedial cnvironmental work



. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS Any fjou
eddressed to:

U.S. Army: Commander, Devens Reserve Foregs Training Area
31 Quebec Street }

Devens, MA 014324424

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Scrvice:

Refuge Manager

Assabet River Nationa) Wildlifc Refuge
Weir Hill Road

Sudbury, MA 01776

G. MODIFICATIONS OR AMENDMENTS

inated by the mutual agreement of both parties,
prescntative of the FWS and the Army.

1. This MOA may be modified, amended orfie
in writing, and signed by a duly authorized g

The duly authorized reprosentative of the | rmy is M. Pau] W. Jo ut istant

nstallations g
W is Reglonal Directoxr ./ piomer designee.

P fegtom5———
2. This MOA wil} be reviewed by both pa ies prior to the bepinning of each fiscal year. The
MOA will remain in effcct unless both

darties determine modification or lermination 15
necessary,

The duly suthorized representative of the F

3. Both parties to the MOA are requirc]
modifications or amendments to the MOAJ

10 provide notice to EPA and MDEP of any

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the partics pus exccuted this MOA effective on the date last

signed, the _ X§ day of

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

ot o

Paul W. Johnson  *
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Anmy

comuauo?; d Housing)
ComemonwezitvState of Ef %: ; Y
The foregoing Instrumess was sfibscribed ang

Swom ;emmk‘%

Yafarke,,

Dr. Mamie A. Parker
Acting Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5

10 aa&..é" W jg._”u"'?
ot /Z.J-(«;

VH | o s rA AL ,q{.éx-w:v‘
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YENT OF THE ARMY

IAND

THE DEPARTM a‘, T OF THE AIR FORCE
[FOR |

A FORMER FORT DEVENS,

CHUSETTS

The Sccretary of the Ay ("Armgy™). acting through Joseph W, Whitaker. Deputy
Assistant Secrexary of the Army (Inctall : ons and Housing). does hereby tensfer 1o the
Department of the Air Force (" Alr Focee]]). jusisdiction, cusiody, and conuol of
approximately 4.148 acres, more oc kessfncluding all facihities (hereupon. of the former
Fon Devens, Mussachusetts, Sudbury Tatining Asuica, more speeifically desenbed in
Exhibit A 10 this Transfer Agreemem (higeinaficr called the “Property™), and the
interests, rights, easements. and appurt hrices, as described and set forth herein, subject
to the following terms and conditions:
Article 1. Autherity: This ransfer of tie Propeny is made in accordance with Public
Law 101-510, section 2005(bX2}C). as fmended. This ransfer 1s without cost to either
the Arty or the Air Foree. This wransfedfs aiso detailed on Depariraent of Defense Form
1354, Exnibit B w this Tmosfer AgreempBnt, of even daic with this Transfer Agrecment.

Artcle 2 ~ Environment:
2.1 Both the Army a0d the Air Fyree acknowledpe that the Property was a
Nuijona] Prionities List (NPL) zite under jhe Comprehensive Eavironmental Response,
Compensation and Lisbility A of 1960 ’ amended, and such propernty was de-listed on
January 29, 3002, The Army has providgd the Aac Foree with a copy of the Sudhury
Training Annex Federal Faciliues Agreefhent (FFA) enieted into by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency Regio

§ 1 and the Army on |3 May 1991, and made
effective on § 5 November 1991, snd the fhir Porce acknowledges receipt of » copy of that
FFA. The Army agrees 10 pravide the ' Fotce with any future amendmend to the :
original FFA. The Air Force agrees to ule no action on the Property inconsistent with
the terms of the FFA. The enviroamentll remediauan of the contaminated portions of the
Propetty has been undertaken by the Amiy in sccordance with the FFA and m
cooperaton with the Massachuseus Depyunent of Environmental Prowection. Exceptin

Sodoury Asgcx Tompitor Aploviioal
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 the Air Force agree that should a conflicc anise
fuly exists or may be amendzd and the provisions
ine FFA will 1ake precedence over the provisions
)i inform the Air Foree of any such conflicts

} y. Thie Army tescrves the right (o access the
1t respanaibilities under the FEA and this

regard 10 propenty disposal, the Army
betwetn the terms of the FFA 33 it pre
of this Transfer Agreement, the terms o
of this Transfer Agreemen:. The Army
affccting the Air Force's yse of the Prop
Propeey. as it deems necessary, to fulfil
Transfer Agreement. |

2.2 The Air Force does not atsu ; e any of the U.S Govemnment's liability or
responsibility for contanunation caused §y the Armny’s use. management, or release of
hazardous substances, hazardous waste. Br petrnicumn products on any poruon of Font
Devens, the Sudbury Annex, or the Pro ey The Anmy 6oes not assume any of the U.S.
Goveroment's liability or respoasibility pr ¢ontaminarion caused by the Air Force’s use.
management, of release of hazardous sufstances. hazarduus waste, or peclrolcum praducts
on any portion of the Property. The

i and 1he Air Foree sctain, respectively. aay and
all iability and responsibility foc any re

ase of hazardous substances, hazardous waste.
or perroleum peoducts on any porton o ‘ he Property resulting from its use or
management of the Property prior 10 thEffecuve date of this Transfer Agreement.

2.3 The Army has compleied adEnvironmental Basaline Study (EBS). dajed 27
January 1997, which characterized the qjvironmental condition of the Property. The
Army has also completed az Envuon, dptal Condition of Property (ECOP), dawed § Feb
2001. The ECOP summurizes whal is igiown sbout the environmnental condition of the
Propezty and reflects the Azmy's positic j that the Propesty is suitable for transfer under
the Communiry Faviconmeatal Respondgt Pacilitation Act as a Category 4 parcel. The Air
Force scknowledges receipt of the EBS find the ECOP.

2.4 The Army has completed & jecord of Environmenta) Consideration (REC).
dated 16 January 1957, fur this usnsfer ¥nd the Air Force acknowledges receipt of she

REC.

2.5 The Property hus been parullly inventoried for historic properties. Kaown
archeological sites are present on the Prgiperty  The Air Force will be responsible for
compiction of any outstanding historic gfoperty shvercarics for the Propeaty and Lo fake
into account the effects of its undertakighs on historic propecies.

16 To the extent not inconsistelft with the Army’s continuing abligations with
respect o cnvitonmental remediation. tie Property, including al} butldings, structures.
and other improvcments, are ransferre [ ithout any rcproscntation, warranty, of
guaramee by the Anmy as 1o quality, chifacter, condition. size. kind. or that the same is in
candiiion ot fit 10 be uscd for the purpole(s) intended by the Air Force,

2.7 The Propeny may inciude b
macarials (ACM). lead-baged pant, undif
regarding ACM, lead-baced paint, and
Details of the informatdon gathaing prd
EBS. After the sffective date of this Trj
responsible for any and 4l eemedinion

PCBs on the Propeny.

Article 3 - Poasession and Accountab]

Bs. Yo the extemt avaifable, information

Bt on the property is contained in the EBS.
59 regarding these sssues are contaned in the
fer Agreemeat, the Adr Force will be

f any remaining ACM, lszd baged paint. snd

fry: Full administrative jurisdicuon and cuatrol

Suffoury Anect Trassler Agreswent
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for the Propecty will shift [rom the Arm
Agresment {its effective date)
Article & - Other Terms and Conditiols of Transfer:
4.1 No provisions of this agce
obligate the Army or the Air Forcein e
§5 1o zesull in 2 violation of the Anti-Dy
4.2 The Aur Force will be perm b
egress (o the property n accordance witf)
Forcc in the transfer of the propenty by § }
(USFWS). The same ingress and egres |
of the Prapenty at Exhibit A 10 this Trorjffer Agreement.

;

maintenance, and care of the roadways
Property. This includes snow removal,
roadways. Since the Army will no longt
areangements with the USFWS for accefy
will be responsible for the secunty, F

4.5 This Transfer Agreement

is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the]
detigooe. The duly authorized represe
Depoty Assistant Secretary of the Air Fg

Anticle § - Notice:

For the Army:
Commander, Devens Reserve

31 Quebec Street
Devenx, MA 014324424

yees Training Area

For dw Air Force:

Air Force Rend Estate Agency |
ATTN; AFREA/DR, Mr. Jon P
112 Luke Ave, Room |04
Bolling Air Force Base, D.C.

of auch other address o5 Ut pan

Sufvry Asvan Tronsfer Ageement
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1to the Aar Force as of the date of this Tranafer

nt shall be interpreted oc apphed 10 as 10

fess or advance of approprahiong or otherwise so
jciency Act, 31 US.C. § 1341,

fed 10 use 31! existing fuadways [or 1ngTess and
the ingress/egress casement reserved for the Air
¢ Asmy to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Semace
asements an: provided in the legal descripion

W reimbucse the Army far wtilities unril the
. After the transfer, (he Alir Force shal! make jts

ithin and outside the Property or leading ta the
Hleaning. maintenance. and tepar of the

own Lhe Propenty, the Aur Force wifl make

to the Property as necessary. The Air Foree

iy be modified or amended by the mutual
disigned by a duly authorized representauve of the

y (Installations and Housing) or his/her

htive of the Air Force for thit purposc is the
e (lnstallations) or his/er desiznec.

410 this Transfer A greement shall be addresscd
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NOW THEREFORE, in considcration{pf the foregosng, the Army and the Air Force
enter into this Transfer Agrezment thus 34 day of Tune 2002

|
|

FOR THE DEPARTMANT OF THE ARMY

By: Q’P‘!’{ W.U,M\ ! Date; __3 .t ML
Joseph W: Whitaker :
" Depoty Aseistant Secretary of the Army]|
(Insultations and Housing) ‘
QASA(&E)

FOR THE DEPARTM y' OF THE AlR FORCE
by Jitl ‘ Date: © 5 A 12
Fred W. Koho '

Deputy Assistant Secrenary of the Air Fgfee
{Instaliations) .

- Exhibits;

A - Legal Description
B - DD Form 1354

Sudbaary Ananrs Tvossaler A grec i 4
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON )

I, the undersignad, & Notary Pulllic in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia,

County of Adington, whasa Comemissid

L] ﬂ,:g,.,,é:i., , 2002 da hareb '

ma in the Commonwealth of Virginia, ¢

as such expirgs onthe _3e T4  dayof
certify that this day personally appeared before
ounty of Arlinglon, Joseph W. Whitaket, whose

ent and acknawledged this document is his free

y of }mg L2000, &

name is ‘signed 1o the foregoing docu

act and deed, dated this 3l db
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MODIFICATIONTOM |
BETWEEN THE D

ORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
PARTMENT OF THE ARMY

AND

ENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
IER OF REAL PROPERTY

§ING ANNEX, MASSACHUSETTS

THE FEDERAL EMERG
FOR THE TRANS
AT THE SUDBURY TRAI

WHEREAS, Amy and FEMA deslre 1o §
provisions relating to the proparty’s en
raspansibiiities of the parties,

end the MOA with respect to certain
onmental ¢conditions and compliance

NOW, THEREFORE, Army and FEMA §gree that the MOA is heraby amended as

follows:

2. The following text is substituted for tige texts of the introductory statement of
paragraph 7 and subparagraph 7.a of Syction D, ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION AND
COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITES: |

nic-based herbicldes were applied in the
vicinity of the fenca-line along Patrol Rogd and on the former railrcad beds on the
northern and southem portions of the Sfidbury Annex, and that the Ammy has
concluded, after completing a facility-wigle investigation, that the rasulting
concentrations of arsenic in the soil do ot pase an unacceptable risk to human health
or the environment based on the future fand use of the FEMA Parcel for operations
(offices, a communication center, storadgp space and communication antennas) and
tralning (in establishing mobile commungations centers in the field).

a. In order to protect human hes || h and the anvironment and further the common
environmental objectives and land use ans of the United States and Massachusatts, a
use restriction is needed to assure tha fllture use of the properly is consistent with the
potantial soll arsenic environmental congition of the Parcel. This restriction benefits the
United States and the public welfare geglerally and is consistent with stata and federal
environmantal statutes.

7. FEMA acknowledges that ars

. FEMA covenants on bahalf of

fsolf and its successors and assigns that no
portion of the FEMA Parcel shall be useg

for elther residential habitation or for any
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extended use by chlidren under six (6)
facilities), the FEMA Parce! having bee
oparations and training purposes. (Exte
time of 38 days per year used in the ris
itself, its successors or agsigns covena

remediated only for general business office

ded use is defined as more than the exposure
assessment for children ages 1-6). FEMA, for
ts that it will not undertake nor allow any activity
te the restriction contalned herein. This
restriction and covenant is intended to 3 binding on FEMA, its successors and assigns;
shall run with the land; and are forever gnforceable. Mothing contained herein shall
praciude FEMA, its successors and ass|pns, from undertaking, in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations and witigout any cost to the Army, such additional
remediation of arsanic in s0il necessaryfjo allow for residential or extended use of the
Parcel. Upon completion of such remediation required to allow for residential or
expanded use of the Parcel and if the thpn-owner of the FEMA Parcel can damonstrate
to EPA that such use Is consiatent with | e pretection of human health and the
environment, the United States agrees, fvithout cost, to release o, if appropriate, modify
this restriction by an amendment heretaipr recordation of an amendment to the deed if
transfarred from Federal ownership. |

ii. The restriction and conditions gtated above banefit the public in general and
the terrilory surrounding the FEMA Pargbl, including lands retainad by the United
States, and, therefore, are snforceabls fy the United Stales government and EPA.
FEMA covenanis for itself, its successofp, and assigns that it shall include and
otherwise make legally binding, the abofe use restrictions in ali subsequent lease,
transfer or conveyance documents relaing to the Parcel subject hereto. Any successor,
assignee, grantee, transferea, lender, e ployer, agent, lessee or sublessee of FEMA,
or any othar third party, shail be liable fqr any costs that result from its violation of this
restriction. It is the intention of Army and FEMA that this use restriction shall run with

the land comprising the Parcel.

remain in full force and affact.
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IN WITNESS WHEREQF, each of the -li ies has executed this agreement effective on

the date of fast signatura below. !
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ‘

QLW

JOSEPM W. WHITAKER
Deputy Asasistant Secretary ol the Army
(Installations and Housing) OASA (I1&E)

Date: __3 %"-‘“’3

AGENCY

MICHAEL D. BROWN
’ “Undar Sacretary
Emargancy Preparedneas & Rasponso }
Departmant of Homeiand Security,
on behalf of the Federat Emergency Maglagement Agency

JUL 29 2003
Date:
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CMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )

in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia,
such expires on the _2Z2<A  dayol .
_AJ_QJ:{J.A‘_‘—_&.. 2006, do heraby gerlify that this day personally appearad before

me in tha Commonwaaith of Virginla, cd nty of Arlington, Joseph W. Whitaker, whose

1, the undersigned, a Notary Publj

COUNTY OF ARLINGTON ) |

[
County of Adington, whose Commissio E
|

name [s signed to the foregolng documeht and acknowledged this document is his free

act and deed, dated this__ 37 _d

. 2003,

]
"kp
S
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COUNTY OF FAIRFAX
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Sworn and subscribed to before me by Miichael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this
247 dayof vt L2004

A TP
Notary Public

My Commission Explres 5/31/05
My Commission Expires:




LETTER OF TRANSFER
FOR
A PORTION OF THE FORMER FORT DEVENS, MASSACHUSETTS
TO THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

FROM: The Dapartment of the Army

TO: The Federal Emergency Management Agency

For the Department of the Army (“Army”), [, Joseph W. Whitaker, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Ammy (Installations and Housing), do herehy transfer
to the Federal Emergency Management Agency {“FEMAT), jurisdiction, custody,
and control of approximately 71.525 acres, more or less, of the former Fort
Devens, Massachusetts, Sudbury Training Annex, more specifically described in
Exhibit A to this Letter of Transfer (hereinafter calted the “Property”), and the
interasts, rights, leases, easements, and appurienances, as described and set
forth herein and the applicable sections of the Memorandurm of Agreement
("MOA") botween the partios, dated 3~ 2 [ = 2008, attached hereto al
Exhibit B to this Lettar of Transter, to be used, operated, maintained, and funded
by the FEMA, except as required to be funded by the Army by law or agreemaent.

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

Article 2 — Conslderation: In accordance with 10 USC § 2687, 16 USC § 667b,
and 40 USC §§ 471-531, this transfer of the Property is made without monetary
reimbursement from the FEMA.

Articie 3 - Possession and Accountabllity: Full administrative jurisdiction and
control for the Propeyty will shift from the Army to the FEMA as of the date of the
~ accaptance of thi§ [etter of Transfer by the FEMA.

Article 4 - Other Terms and Conditlons of Transfer: The MOA between the
parties, which is hereby incorporated by reference, sets out the general terms
and conditions of this transfer, which shall be binding on the patties.



NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, | hereby approve and
deliver this Letter of Transfer and cause jurisdiction, custody, and control of the
Property described harein to be transferred to the FEMA, effective upon the date
of acceptance, as recorded below.

o+ wlo o,
Dated this2y” day of _y*1mc s/ ,- 20023~

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

By: 4@7‘?‘( l\‘ -\m'\
¥ " Joseph W. Whitaker
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations and Housing)
' OASA(I&E)

Accapted:

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

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Dato:_ 3~ 9\~03 By:‘MM

Mlchaol'D. Brown

lts: Acting Under Secretary, Emargehcy
Preparedness & Response

Department of Homeland Security,

on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management .
Agency

Exhibits:
A - Property Description

B — Memorandum of Agreament
C - DD Form 1354



COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON )

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

County of Arlington, whose Commission as such expires on the _ 3 244 day of

_AM_, 2006, do hereby certify that this day personally appeared before

me in the Commonwealth of Virginia, County of Adington, Joseph W. Whitaker, whose

name is sighed to the foregoing document and acknowledged this document is his free
act and deed, dated this_2 /L dayof __ Maa ¢AL_, 2003,

NDTARY PUBLIC



THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Subscribed and sworn to before me by Michael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this

3% dayof Ymas) 2003,

ANDREA WILLIAMS
Notary Pubtic, District of Columbia
My Commission Expires May 14, 2006




LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND EASEMENT
FOR FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 71.525 ACRES
SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX

MIDDLESEX COUNTY, COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

The hereinafter described tracts of land are located in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, Middlesex County, Towns of Maynard, Sudbury, and Stow, situate
generally westerly of Cutting Pond, generally northerly of Willis Pond and Hudson
Road and generally southeasterly of lands formerly of the Boston and Maine
Corporation, being a portion of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, and being more
particularly bounded and described as follows:

All bearings in the following description are referenced to grid north, Massachusetts
State Plane Coordinate System (NAD 1983 Mainland Zone).

FEMA PARCEL1

BEGINNING at Corner 13373 on the northwesterly boundary of Old Marlborough
Road from which Corner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer Tract (1) bears N
41° 36’ 04" E, 46.18 feet;

thence from Corner 10373 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, partially along the northeasterly boundary of a 50 foot wide access
easement the following eight (8) courses:

1} N 49° 59’ 03" W, 85.72 feet to Corner 6918;

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

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

4) thence N 73° 00’ 09" W, 58.97 feet to Corner 10374, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10374 1998”;

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

6) thence N 08° 46" 06" W, 618.34 feet to Comer 10390, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10390 1998~;

7) thence N 66° 02 58" E, 393.72 feet to Corner 10391, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10391 1998”; and

B) thence N 57° 49° 26” W, 134.63 feet to Corner 52, a drill hole in a stone wall found as a
witness at its point of intersection with the common division line between the lands of
the United States of America on the southwest and the lands now or formerly of Mark L.



and Amy L. Toporoff as described in Book 23591 of Deeds at Page 216, lands now or
formerly of Robert and Kerri J. Gorgon as described in Book 23903 of Deeds at Page 483,
lands now or formerly of David W. Moss, 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. McNuity as described in Book 20368 of
Deeds at Page 266 on the northeast with the common division line between the lands of
the United States of America on the south and the lands now or formerly of James A.
and Mary W. Bulger as described in Book 25602 of Deeds at Page 459 and lands now or
formerly of William T. and Linda M. Nachtrab as described in Book 19602 of Deeds at
Page 381 on the north;

thence N 82° 36" 44 E, along the above last mentioned common division line, 200.12 feet
to Corner 53, a standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and marked “COR 53,
1996" at its point of intersection with the common division line between the lands of the
United States of America on the west and the lands now or formerly of David M. and
Sandra R. Manshel as described in Book 20030 of Deeds at Page 567, lands now or
formerly of David L. and Christina M. Brooks as described in Book 23502 of Deeds at
Page 91, the westerly terminus of Vose Hill Road and lands now or formerly of George
E. and Mary Weber Saylor as described in Book 16484 of Deeds at Page 376 on the east;

thence along the above last mentioned common division line the following two (2)
courses:

1) thence S 00° 15’ 30" E, 254.63 feet to Corner 54, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 54, 1996" and

2) thence S 21° 41’ 53" W, 50.58 feet to Corner 55 from which a standard Army Corp. of
Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “55”, bears N 52° 46
117 E, 9.69 feet at its point of intersection with the common division line between the
lands of the United States of America on the south and the lands now or formerly of
said George E. and Mary Weber Saylor as described in Book 16484 of Deeds at Page 376,
lands now or formerly of James P. and Mary S. Brannelly as described in Book 19138 of
Deeds at Page 349, lands now or formerly of James E. and Anita M. Clemens as
described in Book 19171 of Deeds at Page 329 and lands now or formerly of Scott A. and
Susan F. Bradley as described on Book 19111 of Deeds at Page 290 on the north;

thence along the last mentioned common division line the following four (4) courses:

1) thence from Corner 55 N 83° 50" 30" E, 216.63 feet to Corner 56, from which a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and
marked “56”, bears N 07° 00" 417 W, 5.00 feet;

2) thence from Corner 56, N 82° 08’ 09" E, 38.21 feet to Corner 57 from which a standard
Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “577,
bears N 05° 58 21* W, 5.00 feet;



3) thence from Corner 57, N 85° 55" 10" E, 54.20 feet to Corner 58 from which a standard
Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “58%,
bears N 05° 24’ 01" W, 5.00 feet; and

4) thence from Corner 58, N 83° 16" 49” E, 161.08 feet to Corner 59 from which a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and
marked “597, bears N 44° 52’ 56" E, 8.05 feet at its point of intersection with the
common division line between the lands of United States of America on the west and
lands now or formerly of Robert D. Quirk as described in Book 19670 of Deeds at Page
452, lands now or formerly of David A, and Margaret N. Purdy as described in Bock
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 Christy H. Hill as
described in Book 25025 of Deeds at Page 391 and lands now or formerly of John R.
Allan as described in Book 14628 of Deeds at Page 98 on the east;

thence from Corner 59 and running along the above last mentioned common division
line the following eight (8) courses:

1) S 06° 29° 04" W, 80.12 feet to Corner 60, from which a standard Army Corp. of
Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked 60", bears S 82° 58’
17” E, 5.00 feet;

2) thence from Corner 60, S 07° 34’ 22" W, 173.61 feet to Corner 61, from which a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and
marked “617, bears S 82° 18" 26" E, 5.00 feet;

3) thence from Comer 61, S 07° 48" 47 W, 82.69 feet to Corner 62, a drill hole in an
existing stone wall found as a witness;

4) thence S 07° 40" 47" W, 95.22 feet to Corner 63, a drill hole in an existing stone wall
found as a witness;

5) thence S 08° 11’ 25" W, 56.92 feet to Corner 64 from which a standard Army Corp. of
Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “64”, bears S 82° 25’
157 E, 5.00 feet;

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

7) thence S 08° 14’ 58” W, 53.43 feet to Corner 66, a drill hole in an existing stone wall
found as a witness; and '



8) thence 5 07° 10" 05" W, 266.34 feet to Corner 67, from which a standard Army Corp.
of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “67" at its point of
intersection with the northwesterly boundary of Old Marlborough Road,;

thence along the said northwesterly road boundary the following two (2) courses:

1) S 40° 46" 34" W, 589.17 feet to Corner 68, a standard Army Corp. of Engineers
aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “68”; and

2) thence S 41° 36’ 04" W, 158.93 feet to the point or place of beginning and containing
29.697 acres of land more or less. ‘

FEMA PARCEL I

COMMENCING at Corner 69, a standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and
marked “COR 69 1996” on the outside boundary of the Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, at its point of intersection of the northwesterly road boundary of Old
Marlborough Road with the southwesterly road boundary of Puffer Road and thence
from point of commencement through the lands of the United States of America, Fort
Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, N 81° 53" 30" W, 30.65 feet to Corner 10323 and being
the true point of beginning of the hereinafter described FEMA Parcel I, from which a
standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set as a witness and marked “COR 10340
1998” bears N 84° 21' 53" E, 10.12; :

thence from Corner 10323 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, along the northwesterly boundary of a fifty (50) foot wide access and
utility easement, the following seven (7) courses:

1) S 27° 15 037 W, 51.18 feet to Corner 10324;

2) thence S 54° 06" 04" W, 120.13 feet to Corner 10307;

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

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

5) thence 5 59° 32 417 W, 273.06 feet to Corner 16304;

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

7) thence S 55° 08’ 51° W, 105.69 feet to Corner 10341, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR, 10341, 1998”;

thence continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex the following nine (9) courses:



1} N 29° 21’ 427 E, 203. 66 feet to Corner 10339;

2) thence N 28° 07° 27" E, 126.79 feet to Corner 10348, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10348 1998”;

3) thence N 17° 00’ 52" E, 190.36 feet to Corner 10349, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10349 1998";

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

5) thence N 61° 32" 00” E, 203.82 feet to Corner 10351, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and. marked “COR 10351 1998";

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

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

B) thence N 25° 12° 40” E, 38.15 feet to Corner 10354; and

9) thence N 08° 16’ 30" E, 16.28 feet to Corner 10338, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10338 1998 on the southerly boundary of a fifty (50)
foot wide access easement; '

thence continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, along the southerly and southwesterly boundary of a fifty (50) foot wide access
easement the following five (5) courses:

1) 73° 00’ 09" E, 58.45 feet to Corner 10318;

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

3) thence 5 49° 49" 41" E, 94.54 feet to Corner 10322;

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

5) thence S 27° 13° 32" E, 21.97 feet to Corner 10323 the point or place of beginning and
containing 5.650 acres of land more or less.

FEMA PARCEL 1

COMMENCING at Corner 69, a standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and
marked “COR, 69 1996” on the outside boundary of the Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, at its point of intersection with the northwesterly of boundary of Old
Marlborough Road with the southwesterly boundary of Puffer road and thence from
said point of commencement through the lands of the United States of America, Fort
Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, §22° 27" 02" W, 98.76 feet to Corner 10336, a



standard USF&WS aluminum monument, set and marked “COR 10336 1998” and being
the true point of beginning of the hereinafter described FEMA Parcel III;

thence from Corner 10336 through the lands now ar formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, parallel to and distant 25 feet westerly measured at right angles from
the center line of wood road the following five (5) courses:

1) S07° 31' 32" E, 15.28 feet to Corner 10329;

2) thence S 00° 43 53" W, 99.78 feet to Corner 10328;

J) thence S 07° 05 45” W, 123.32 feet to Corner 10327,

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

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

10347 1998~;

thence through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training Annex,
partially along an existing stonewall the following seven (7) courses:

1) S 65° 23" 27" W, 263.36 feet to Corner 6988;
2) thence S 64° 09 03" W, 325.98 feet to Corner 6979;

3) thence 5 64° 37° 31" W, 289.54 feet to Corner 10345, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10345 1998";

4) thence S 72° 02’ 01" W, 83.92 feet to Corner 10344, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10344 1998";

5) thence N 59° 08" 45" W, 112.79 feet to Corner 10343, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10343 1998";

6) thence N 46° 49° 50” W, 49.73 feet to Corner 10342, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set an marked “COR 10342 1998"; and

7) thence N 46° 49' 50" W, 2.00 feet to Corner 10363,.marked by a cross cut in arock ont
the southeasterly boundary of a 50 foot wide access and utility easement;

thence continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex, along the southeasterly boundary of said 50 foot wide access and utility
easement the following eight (8) courses:

1) N 42° 51’ 58" E, 53.12 feet to Corner 10314;



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

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

4) thence N 58° 52° 35" E, 226 48 feet to Corner 10311;

5) thence N 59° 32' 41" E, 273.37 feet to Corner 10310;

6) thence N 58° 107 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

COMMENCING at Corner 10373 on the northwesterly boundary of Old Marlborough
road from which Corner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer Tract ([) bears N
41° 36’ 04" E, 46.18 feet;

‘thence from said point of commencement from Corner 10373 along the southwesterly
and southerly boundary of herein described FEMA Parcel I the following four (4)
courses: .

1) N 49° 59’ 03~ W, 85.72 feet to Corner 6918;

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

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

4) thence N 73° 00’ 09” W, 58.97 feet to Corner 10374, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10374 1998”, being the true point of beginning of
beginning of the hereinafter described FEMA Parcel IV;

thence from Corner 10374 continuing through the lands of the Sudbury Training Annex
Transfer Tract and along the northerly boundary of a 50 foot wide access easement the
following seven (7) courses:

1) N 73° 00’ 09" W, 43.97 feet to Corner 10317;

2) thence N 76° 59’ 00" W, 105.28 feet to Corner 10366;

3) thenwce 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 Corner 10385, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10385 1998”;

" thence co-ritiﬁui:lg through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury Training
Annex the following two (2) courses:

1) N 23° 23" 49" E, 319.49 feet to Corner 10383, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10383 1998”; and

2) thence S 80° 12" 41" E, 754.58 feet to Corner 10388, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument set and marked “COR 10388 1998 on the westerly boundary of FEMA
Parcel I;

thence S 08° 46’ 06” E, continuing through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens,
Sudbury Training Annex, along the westerly boundary of FEMA Parcel I a distance of
415.02 feet to Corner 10374 the point or place of beginning and containing 7.136 acres of
fand, more or less.

FEMA PARCEL V

BEGINNING at Corner 40 at its point of intersection with the division line between the
lands of the United States of America on the Southeast and the lands now or formerly of
Maynard Sand and Gravel as described in Book 10292 of Deeds of Page 154 on the
northwest with the division line between the lands of the United States of America on
the south and the lands now or formerly of Frances C. Denesivk and Elizabeth Schnair
as described in Bock 14873 of Deeds of Page 409 on the north, said Corner 40, being a
standard Army Corp. of Engineers aluminum monument found as a witness and
marked “40";

thence N 86° 51° 30” E, along the above last mentioned division line 590.00 feet to
Corner 10375, marked by a standard USF&WS alummum monument set and marked
“COR 10375 1998";

thence from Corner 10375 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex, the following five {5) courses:

1) S 00° 47" 35" E, 807.79 feet to Corner 10376, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10376 1998";

2) thence S 40° 33’ 29" W, 164.05 feet to Corner 10378, a standard USF&WS aluminum
monument, set and marked “COR 10378 1998";
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“thence S 45° 52 09" W, 485.69 feet to Corner 10377, a standard USF&WS aluminum
sonument, set and marked “COR 10377 1998”;

) thence S 89° 51" 57" W, 392.26 feet to Corner 10362, a standard USF&WS aluminum
nonument set and marked “COR 10362 1998” and;

3) thence S 89° 51' 577 W, 9.89 feet to Corner 10292, said point being fifteen (15) feet
:asterly measured at right angles from the center line of a right-of-way from the “North
Sate” through lands now or formerly of Fort Devons, Sudbury Training Annex, to the
U. S. Air Force Parcel, said right-of-way known as White Pond Road;

thence continuing through the Jands 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 Corner 10293;

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

3) thence N 22° 06 13" W, 189.14 feet to Comer 10295;

4) thence N 12° 23’ 16” W, 130.78 feet to Corner 10296; and

5) thence N 08° 18" 27" W, 237.65 feet to Comner 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 Engineers
aluminum monument found as a witness and marked “39”; and

2) thence in a generally northeasterly direction along a curve to the right having a
radius of 2,418.25 feet, a chord bearing of N 49° 21" 06 " E, and a chord distance of
360.66 feet and an arc length of 361.00 feet to Corner 40, and the true place of beginning
containing 22.606 acres more or less.

TRACT 2M-1
Being a right-of-way from Old Marlborough Road to Puffer Pond, fifty (50) feet in

width and being an easement for ingress, egress and utilities, the center line of which is
more particularly bounded and described as follows:
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BEGINNING at Corner 10397 from which Corner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex
Transfer Tract (1) bears N 46° 46" 29" W, 5.49 feet;

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

1) S 35° 46" 32" W, 68.16 feet to Corner 6899;
2) thence S 54° 06’ 04” W, 124.44 feet to Corner 68%;
3) thence S 55° 24’ 01" W, 186.95 feet to Corner 6891;
4) thence S 58° 10’ 33" W, 187.40 to Corner 6887;

5) thence S 59° 32" 41" W, 273.21 feet to Corner 6873;
6) thence S 58° 52’ 35" W, 227.44 feet to Corner 6868;
7) thence S 55° 08" 517 W, 146.91 feet to Corner 6864;
8) thence S 49° 02’ 48" W, 97.81 feet to Corner 6862;

9) thence S 42° 51’ 58" W, 54.47 feet to Corner 10398;
10) thence S 46° 43’ 48" W, 96.61 feet to Corner 7026;
11) thence S 45° 50" 29" W, 124.34 feet to Corner 7028;
12) thence S 54° (13’ 32" W, 168.16 feet to Corner 7029;
13) thence S 55° 06' 17" W, 167.75 feet to Corner 7024;
14) thence 5 27° 40 11" W, 120.78 feet to Corner 7021;
15) thence S 65° 44’ 20" W, 16.06 feet to Corner 7019;
16) thence N 49° 33" 06” W, 147.64 feet to Corner 7015;
17) thence N 47° 57" 00" W, 66.22 feet to Corner 7014;
18) thence N 53° 56 00" W, 140.12 feet to Corner 7012;
19) thence N 48° 38’ 43* W 57.04 feet to Corner 6808;
20) thence S 88° 14” 52" W 33.10 feet to Corner 7009;

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



22) thence 5 66° 52 42" W, 25.34 feet to Corner 7007;

23) thence S 60° 10 28" W, 26.86 feet to Corner 7005;

24) thence N 60° 00" 26" W, 32.40 feet to Corner 7004;

25) thence N 63° 40" 50" W, 47.04 to Comer 10298; and

26) thence N 43° 06" 14" W, 25.25 feet to Corner 10299 at the terminus of said easement.
Being a fifty (50) foot wide strip of land, approximately 2686 feet in length to be used for
access to FEMA Parcel I and FEMA Parcel III and as an utility easement for the
reconstruction and maintenance of a water pipeline together with all necessary
appurtenances, as said water line exists from the FEMA Parcel 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 (50) feet in width, being an easement for ingress and egress, the
center line of which being more particularly bounded and described as follows:
BEGINNING at Corner 10392 on the northwesterly boundary of Marlborough Road
from which Corner 69 of the Sudbury Training Annex Transfer (1) bears N 41° 36" 04 “
E, 21.17 feet;

thence from Corner 10392 through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens, Sudbury
Training Annex the following forty-nine (49) courses:

1) N 49° 59’ 03" W, 85.06 feet to Corner 10393;

2) thence N 49° 49 41" W, 98.66 feet to Corner 10394
3) then.ce N 68° 10 29" W, 113.58 feet to Corner 6959;
4) thence N 73° 00 09° W, 101.01 feet to Corner 6961;
5) thence N 76° 59 00" W, 104.29 feet to Corner 6963;
6) thence N 77° 31" 55" W, 160.98 fee.t to Corner 6966;
7) thence N 78° 02' 33" W, 214.01 feet to Corner 6970;

B) thence N 76° 49’ 23" W, 103.49 feet to Corner 6973; _



9} thence N 73° 04’ 10" W, 274.71 feet to Corner 7962;

10) thence N 66° 36" 11" W, 116.59 feet to Corner 7964;

11) thence N 58° 02' 57 W, 212.45 feet to Corner 7971;

12) thence N 46° 53’ 15" W, 264.56 feet to Corner 7976;

13) thence N 46° 23" 47" W, 606.58 feet to a point of curvature at Corner 10007;

14) thence in a generally northwesterly direction along a curve to a left, having a radius
of 550.00 feet, a chord bearing of N 65° 55" 38” W, and a chord distance 358.35 feet, an
arc length of 365.01 feet to a point of tangency at Corner 10010;

15) thence N 84° 56" 23 W, 670.61 feet to Corner 10011;

16) thence N 49° 56’ 19” W, 414.34 feet to a point of curvature at Corner 10012;

17) thence in a generally northerly direction along a curve to the left, having a radius of -
175.00 feet, a chord bearing of N 18° 53’ 38 W, and a chord distance of 184.96 feet, an
arc length of 194.87 feet to a point of tangency at Corner 10016;

18) thence N.13° 00" 23” E, 298.36 feet to Corner 10016;

19) thence N 19° 25’ 22" E, 22]1.94 feet to a point of curva-ttne 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’ 59” W, and a chord distance of 421.06 feet, an
arc length of 431.35 feet to a point of tangency at Corner 10019;

21) thence N 24° 05° 21* W, 300.01 feet to Corner 10020;

22) thence N 07° 38’ 51" W, 318.35 feet to Corner 10021;

23) thence N 18° 26’ 45” W, 367.39 feet to Corner 10022,

24) thence N 60° 52° 53" W, 129.67 feet to Corner 10023; -

25) thence N 67° 11° 16" W, 149.27 feet to Corner 10024;

26) thence N 83° 36’ 48“W, 360.29 feet to Corner 10025;

27) thence N 71° 05" 35" W, 397.19 feet to Corner 10026;

28) thence N 70° 53’ 36" W, 205.64 feet to Corner 10027;



29) thence N 61° 38° 25" W, 234.91 feet to Corner 10028;
30) thence N 74° 16" 03" W, 117.70 feet to Corner 10029,
31) thence 5 85° 17° 36" W, 34.75 feet to Corner 10031;
32) thence S 58° 39" 32" W, 584.74 feet to Corner 10032;
33) thence S 43° 18 42° W, 97.15 feet to Cormer 10033;
34) thence S 57° 03’ 53" W, 116.98 feet to Corner 10034;
35) thence S 65° 56’.26" W, 444 80 feet to Corner 100356;
36) thence N 82° 37 517 W, 216.98 feet to Corner 10037

37) thence N 88° 24" 11" W, 256.71 feet to Corner 6732, said point being on the center
line of the Air Force White Pond Road easement;

38) thence continuing through the lands of Sudbury Training Annex along the center
line of the thirty (30) foot wide porhon of said easement S 20° 49" 48" W, 387.49 feet to
Corner 10039;

39) thence S. 21° 35 22" W, 469.24 feet to Corner 10040;

40) thence S 23° 59" 01" W, 156.95 feet to Corner 10041;

41) thence S 33° 02 28" W, 149.23 feet to Corner 10042,

42) thence S 46° 06 22" W, 430.34 feet to Corner 10043;

43) thence S 41° 53’ 31" W, 382.99 feet to Corner 10044;

44} thence 5 39° 28’ 35" W, 322,65 feet to a point of curvature at Corner 10045;

45) thence in a generally southerly direction along a curve to the left, having a radius of
155.49 feet, a chord bearing 5§ 15° 42’ 48" W, and a chord distance of 97.89 feet, an arc
length of 99.59 feet to Corner 10048;

46) thence continuing through the lands of the Sudbury Training Annex along the
center line of the twenty (20) foot wide portion of said easement S 50° 39" 37 W, 884.24
feet to Corner 10049;

47) thence S 38° 00 52" W, 119.61 feet to Corner 10050;

48) thence S 20° 51’ 31 W, 161.88 feet to Corner 10051; and



49) thence 5 36° 05’ 30" E, 211.34 to Corner 10396 on the northwesterly boundary of the
3.4761 acre Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M, being the terminus of the above described
varied width easement for ingress and egress from Old Marlborough Road to White
Pond Road to the Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M.

TRACT (2R-1) FEMA PORTION (1R)

Being a thirty (30) foot wide right-of-way from Northgate through the lands now or
formerly of Fort Devons, Sudbury Training Annex, tq the varied width right-of-way for
ingress and egress leading from Old Marlborough Road to the FEMA Unit Training
Parcel, Tract 2M, and being an easement for ingress and egress the center line of which
being more particularly bounded and described as follows:

BEGINNING at Corner 6728 from which Corner 38 of the Sudbury Training Annex
Transfer Tract (1) bears N 45° (4’ 31" E, 51.68 feet;

thence from Corner €728 and through the lands now or formerly of Fort Devens,
Sudbury Training Annex, the following five (5) courses:

1) thence S 08° 18" 27” E, 227.04 feet to Corner 6371;
2) thence S 12° 23 16" E, 132.58 feet to Corner 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 €730; and-

5) thence S 06° 52 06" W, 218.54 feet to Corner 6731 being a point of terminus of the
above described thirty (30) foot wide easement for ingress and egress on the center line
of the varied width right-of-way ingress and egress easement, 2R, from Marlborough
Road to the previously described FEMA Unit Training Parcel, Tract 2M.

The above described tracts of land are delineated on a plan entitled “United States
Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, Great Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge Puffer Pond Division, Sudbury Training Annex Transfer Tract (1,1R,2R,2R-
1,1E,1E-1,1E-2,2M,2M-1) 2007.1 acres, Middiesex County, Towns of Maynard, Stow and
Sudbury, Commonwealth of Massachusetts,” surveyed. November 1986, map prepared
October 18, 1996, last revised December, 1998, prepared by C.T. Male Associates, P.C.,
Latham, New York, said plan as of record in the files of the Department of Interior. A
print of that plan is attached hereto.



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
AND |
THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
FOR THE TRANSFER QF
REAL PROPERTY
AT THE SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX, MASSACHUSETTS

The Federat 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. Secticn 2687, note; and the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (FPASA), 40 U.S.C. Sections 471-544.

A. INTRODUCTION

The Annex was identified for closure under BRAC in 1995. FEMA has had a permit to
occupy a part of the Annex hereinafter known as “Parcel I'" since 27 May 1980 (hercinafter the
“Usc Permit Date”), and the Army will transfer to FEMA 2 total of 71.525 acres of land
(hereinafter the “FEMA Parcel”) that includes 5 non-contiguous small parcels, including Parcel L.

FEMA intends to continue to use the land for its operations and training missions. The FEMA
Parce] includes two large buildings (onc above ground and one under ground), several
commusnication 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 December 1998, copies of which are on file with the U.S. Army
Corps of Eagineers, New England District, Concord, Massachusetts, and attached as Exhibit A to
the letter of transfer.

NOW, THEREFRORE, the parties agrec as follows:
B. TRANSFER OF REAL PROPERTY

1. The Army agrees to transfer by DD form 1354, and FEMA agrees to accept the transfer of ,
certain real property (hercinafter referred to as the “Property™) consisting of a total of 71.25 acres
of land (the FEMA Parcel) located at the Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts, and including
5 non-contiguous small parcels, among them Parcel L FEMA intends to continue to use the land
for its operations and training missions. The FEMA Parcel includes two jarge buildings (one



above ground and one under ground), several communication antennas, other structures and
improvements that were owned and operated by FEMA on Parcel I since the Use Permit Date.

2. In accordance with an Office of Management and Budget waiver dated 26 September
2001, the acquisition of the FEMA Parcel, the buildings located on the Parcel, and the fixed
equipment will be conveyed to FEMA for no-cost.

C. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS AND GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. The Army has had no operational presence on the property or facilitics owned, built, or
operated by FEMA on Parcel 1 since the Use Permit Date.

2. The Army has completed an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS, January 1997), the
BRAC Cleanup Plan Report (October 1996), and an Environmental Condition of Property
{(ECOP, August 2002). The ECOP and the EBS summarize what is known about the
environmental condition of the property and reflect the Amy’s finding that the property is
suitable for transfer to another federal agency, FEMA, for its continued use as a management
facility and as a training area. FEMA acknowledges receipt of the EBS and ECOP. The Army
has completed any necessary remediation for the FEMA Parcel as identified in the EBS and
further described in the ECOP. FEMA has been given the opportunity to inspect the property.

3. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Army completed a Record
of Environmental Consideration (REC) dated 16 Jan 97 for this property disposal and determined
that the disposal would not have any significant impact on the quality of the natural or human
environment. FEMA acknowledges receipt of a copy of that REC.

D. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION AND COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITIES

1. The Army and FEMA acknowledge that the Annex was previously listed as a National
Priorities List (NPL) site under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended. The Army has provided FEMA with a copy of
the Sudbury Training Annex Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) entered into by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1, (EPA) and the Army on 13 May 1991, and made
effective on 15 November 1991; and FEMA acknowledges receipt of this document. The Army
agrees to provide FEMA with any future amendments to the FFA. FEMA agrees to take no
action inconsistent with the terms of the FFA. The environmental remediation of the Sudbury
Training Annex NPL Site was undertaken by the Army in accordance with the FPA negotiated
with the EPA and in cooperation with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MADEP). The Army and FEMA agree that should a conflict arise between the terms
of the FFA as it presently exists or as amended and the provisions of this MOA, the terms of the
FFA will take precedence over the provisions of this MOA. The Army will inform FEMA of any
such conflicts affecting the FEMA use of its parcel. Both partics to this MOA arc required (0
provide notice to EPA and MADEP of any modifications, amendments or termination of the



MOA. FEMA and it successors and assigns shall take no action inconsistent with the terms of
the FFA.

2. If there is an actual or threatened release of a hazardous substance on that portion of Parcel
I which has been occupied by FEMA since the Use Permit 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 relcase or newly discovered substance is
determined to be attributable to past activities of the Army, its contractors or agents. This
~ paragraph shall not affect the Army’s responsibilities to conduct Response Actions that are
required by applicable laws and regulations.

3. The FEMA Parcel may include buildings, structures or other improvements with asbestos
containing materials (hereinafter "ACM"), lead-based paint, and/or polychlorinated biphenyls
(hereinafter "PCBs"). To the extent it is available, information regarding ACM, lead-based paint,
and PCBs on the Property is contained in the EBS and the ECOP. After the date of transfer, the
FEMA shall be responsible for any and all remediation or abaternent of any remaining ACM,
lead-based paint, and PCBs on the Property.

4. Right of Access

a. The Army reserves a right of access to and over any and all portions of the FEMA
Parcel for itself and its officers, agents, employees and contractors, for purposes of conducting
Response Actions after the date of transfer in order to fulfill the Army's environmental
responsibilities under this Agreement, the FFA (including Section IX - ACCESS of the FFA),
and applicable law. This right shall run with the land, and FEMA shall provide for and preserve
the right of access to the property by the Army as set forth in this Subsection in any subsequent
transfer or conveyance of the Property. Except in case of imminent endangerment to human
health or the environment, the Army shall give FEMA or the then record owner of the affected
portion(s) of the FEMA Parcel reasonable prior notice of the Response Action(s) to be conducted
on the FEMA Parcel, and shall usc reasonable means, without significant additional cost to the
Army, to avoid and/or minimize interference with FEMA's or such record owner's usc of the
FEMA Parcel. Subject to the provisions of this Agreement, and except as otherwise provided for
by law, FEMA, such record owner, and any other person shall have no claim or cause of action
against the Army, or any officer, agent, employee or contractor of the Army, for interference with
the use of the FEMA Parcel arising from Anny melcmcntatlon of the FFA or Army Response
Actions takcn 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:



(1). conducting oversight activitics, including but not limited to investigations,
sampling, testing, monitoring, venfication of data or information submitted to EPA or MADEP,
and/or site inspections, in order to monitor the effectiveness of Response Actions and/or the
protectiveness of any remedy which is required by (i) any record of decision (“ROD™) or
amendments thereto-or (ii) any decision document approved by MADEP and issued by the Army
under applicable state law before or after the Date of Transfer.

(2). performing five-year reviews as required by CERCLA, and;

(3). taking additional Response Actions in accordance with applicable law and the
FFA.

5. FEMA shall comply with any institutional controls established or put in place by the Army
relating to the FEMA Parcel which are required by any ROD or amendments thereto.
Additionally, FEMA shall ensure that any leasehold or transfer it grants in the FEMA Parcel or
any fee or casement interest conveyance of any portion thereof provides for legally binding
compliance with the institutional controls required by any such ROD.

6. For any portion of the FEMA Parcel subject to a Response Action under CERCLA or the
FFA, FEMA and its successors and assigns (i) shall, prior to the conveyance of an interest
therein, include in all conveyance documents provisions for allowing the continued operation of
any monitoring wells, treatment facilities, or other response activities undertaken pursuant to
CERCLA or the FFA on said portion of the FEMA Parcel, and (ii) shall notify the Army and
EPA by certified mail at least sixty (60) days prior to any such conveyance of an interest in said
property, which notice shall include a description of said provisions allowing for the continued
operation of any monitoring wells, treatment facilities, or other response activities undertaken
pursuant to CERCLA or the FFA.

7. FEMA acknowledges that arsenic-based herbicides were applied in the vicinity of the
fence-line along Patrol Road and on the former railroad beds on the northern and southem
portions of the Sudbury Annex, and that the Army has concluded, after completing a facility-
wide investigation, that the resulting concentrations of arsenic in the soil do not pose an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on the future land use of the FEMA
Parcel for operations (offices, a communication 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 Army’s knowledge, the past use and application of any pesticide
product by the Army was in accordance with its intended purpose, and any pesticide residue
resulting from such application does not an unacceptable risk to human health and the
environment. To the extent allowed under CERCLA Section 107(i), the Army assumes no
liability for damages or for future remediation of such pesticide residue.



b. FEMA agrees that its continued possession, potential use and continuzed 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.

¢. To the best of the Amy’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 environmentat condition and
responsibility for any remediation found to be necessary for these buildings and any other
structures will remain the responsibility of FEMA. FEMA agrees that its future use of the
property after the date of transfer will be in compliance with all applicable laws relating to
hazardous substances, petroleum, underground and above-ground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos,
lead based paint, radiological materials, radon, etc. Both the Army and FEMA agree that
institutional controls listed in the MOA will be maintained even though the site has been delisted
from the NPL.

8. Information received from FEMA indicates that there is no lead-based paint in the
buildings on the property. However, because of FEMA access restrictions to the buildings
constructed and operated by FEMA, this cannot be confirmed by the Army. Available
information conceming known lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards contained in the
Environmental Baseline Survey, have been provided to FEMA. FEMA hercby acknowledges
receipt of all of the information described in this paragraph. Further, FEMA acknowledges that it
has received the opportunity to conduct its own risk assessment or inspection for the presence of
lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards prior to execution of this document

a. The Army and FEMA acknowledge that all buildings on the FEMA Parcel, which
were constructed or rehabilitated prior to 1978, are presumed to contain lead-based paint on the
interior and/or exterior. Continued exposure to lead from paint, paint chips, and dust may pose a
health hazard to young children if not managed properly. Prior to occupation of such buildings
for residential purposes, FEMA will be responsible for the evaluation, notification, management,
and abatement, if necessary, of any lead-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-care centers,
preschools and kindergarten classrooms and similarly used buildings; and, any surrounding land,
including outbuildings, fences and play equipment affixed to the land, available for use by
residents and children; but not including land used for agricultursl, commercial, industrial, or
other non-residential purposes; and, not including paint on the pavement of parking lots, garages,
or roadways.

b. FEMA further covenants that it and its successors and assigns shall include in any



deed or other conveyance docurmnent 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 1o all
successors in interest 10 any interest in any part or all of the FEMA Parcel. It is the intention of
FEMA and the Army that this use restriction shall run with the land comprising the FEMA
Parcel.

9. FEMA acknowledges that prior (o the transfer of the FEMA Farcel to FEMA, the Ammy
completed an Ordnance and Explosives Survey/Removal Action covering the entire Annex to
determine if explosives or ordnance (OE) existed on the site. No OE was discovered. The
Conclusion of the Final UXO Characterization Report of 18 February 1998, however, states that: -
“Unless 100 percent of the sitc 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 UXGO 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) feét on the
FEMA Parcel may contain OE or OE-related material as a result of past Army activities on the
FEMA Parcel.

a. FEMA covenants on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns that, except as
provided herein, no activity or use shall be undertaken on the FEMA Parcel that might disrupt or
otherwise negatively impact the subsurface soil below the depth of four (4) feet. Such prohibited
activities and 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 that 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 successor or assign, following
written notice to and approval by the Army of any such activity or use, shall pay for all costs
ussociated 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 dther conveyance document
transferring any interest in any or all of the FEMA Parcel a restrictive covenant that identifies the
use restriction and conditions set forth in this Subsection. It is the intention of FEMA and the
Army that this use restriction shall run with the land comprising the FEMA Parcel.



b. The Army covenants to FEMA and its successors and assigns that the Army shall
provide OE safety assistance at no cost to FEMA or its successor or assign, including the
clearance or removal of any OE or OE-related material discovered on the FEMA Parcel in the
course of non-construction activities, including but not limited to landscaping, routine repair and
maintenance, security surveys, and other activities not involving the disturbance or disruption of
the subsurface soil on the FEMA Parcel below the depth of four (4) feet. FEMA and its
successors and assigns shall notify the Army immediately if any OE material is discovered. The
Army also covenants to FEMA and its successors and assigns that it shall be responsible for the
investigation and clearance or removal of all chemical munitions and &l OE refuse sites found on
the FEMA Parcel. An OE rcfuse site is defined as a site where military munitions have been
collected and disposed of by burial on which there are ten (10) or more munitions in a cubic yard.

FEMA covenants on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns that it and its successors and
assigns shall include notice of these Army covenants in any deed or other conveyance document
transferring any interest in any or alt of the FEMA Parcel. :

11. Lands to be transferred to FEMA have been partially surveyed for historic properties.
Known archeological sites are present on the property. These sites may be cligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. As a federal agency; with the responsibility to comply with
all federal laws and regulations that govern the treatment of cultural resources, FEMA will be
responsible-for the completion of any necessary historic property inventories for lands it is to
receive from the Army and for taking into account the effects of its undertakings on historic
properties discovered there.

E. LIABILITY

1. Each party to this Agreement shall be responsible for any liability arising from its own
conduct. Neither party agrees to insure, defend, or indemnify the other.

2. Except as otherwise provided in this MOA, the Army, rather than FEMA, shall remain
liable and responsible for any costs, claims, or damages arising against the U.S. Government for
the use, management, relcase or disposal of hazardous substances, hazardous waste, or petroleum
products, or any other contamination thereof existing on or emanating from Parcel I prior to the
Use Permit Date and for the remainder of the FEMA Parcel up until the date of transfer to
FEMA. FEMA assumes liability and responsibility for contamination caused by usc,
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 circumstances described in Subsection D.2. above, the Army shall remain
responsible for funding and implementing actions to include investigations, sampling, testing,
cleanup, restoration, maintenance, monitoring, closure, five-year reviews, site inspections,
removal actions, remedial actions, comective actions and any other actions necessary to ensure



the protection of human health and the environment. FEMA shall assume no liability or costs
arising out of or related to contamination existing prior to the FEMA Use Permit Date for Parcel
1 or prior to the date of transfer for the remainder of the FEMA Parcel.

4. FEMA agrees to hold the Army harmless from, and indemnify the Army against, any
liability for any claims arising out of or in any way predicated on release of any hazardous
substance on Parcel I occurring after the Use Permit Date, and on the remainder of the FEMA
parcels after the date of transfer, where such substance was placed on the propesty by FEMA, its
SUCCESSOrs OT assigns, its ageats, contractors, invilees, or its lessees or subleases. Unless it 1s
attributable to Army occupancy of the property, the Army will have no liability for future
remediation of any hazardous substances, petroleum, underground and above ground storage
tanks, PCBs, asbestos, lead-based paint, radiological materials, radon, etc., and will have no
liability for damages for personal injury, illness, disability, or death to FEMA employees,
officers, or agents, or any successors or assigns, lessees, licensees, or to any other person,
including members of the general public, arising from or incident to the purchase, 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. TRANSFER OF THIS PARCEL WITHOUT WARRANTY OR REPRESENTATION

1. FEMA shall accept transfer of the FEMA Parcel, including ali FEMA owned, built, and
operated buildings, structures and other improvements from the Army without any
representation, warranty, or guaranty by the Army as to the quality, character, condition, size,
kind, or that the same is in condition or fit to be used for the purpose FEMA intends, except for
the Army’s position that the property is suvitable for transfer and the Army’s continuing
obligations as provided within this MOA.

2. FEMA shall covenant for itself, its successors, and assigns that it shall include in any
subsequent grant, lease, transfer or conveyance documents all required covenants and restrictions
described in this MOA (such as residential use restriction, digging/ground disturbance limitations) as
well as any required because of FEMA ownership and operation of the facilities (such as lcad-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. Government.

F. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
Any notices to be provided pursuant to this MOA shall be addressed to:

-U.S. Ammy: Commander, Devens Reserve Forces Training Area, 31 Quebec Street, Devens, MA
014324424, telephone (978) 796-3053. '



- Federal Emergency Management Agency: Mr. Vemon L. Wingert, Chief, Support Services
Liaison Branch FEMA, 500 C St, SW, Room 325, Washington, DC 20472, telephone: (202)
646-2872.

G. MISCELLANEOUS AGREEMENTS

1. If any provision of this MOA becomes invalid or unenforceable, the remaining provisions
shall remain in force and unaffected to the extent permitted by law and regulation.

2. In the event of a dispute between the parties, The Army and FEMA agree that they will use
their best efforts to resolve the dispute in an informal fashion through consultation and
communication, or other forms of non-binding alternative dispute resolution mutually acceptable
to the partics. ' :

H. OBLIGATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

No provision of this agreement shall be interpreted or applied 50 as to obligate the Army or
FEMA in excess or advance of appropriations or otherwise so as to result in a violation of the
Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. Section 1341.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, cach of the parties has exccuted this MOA effective on the date last
signed, the_ /57~ dayof sume /2003

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

WAL,
JOS W. WHITAKER
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations and Housing) OASA(1&E)

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

MICHAEL D. BROWN

Acting Under Secretary

Emergency Preparedness & Response

Department of Homeland Security,

on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency




COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA )
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON )

1, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia,
County of Arington, whose Commission as such expires on the _ 30¥A_ day of

_A@Qﬂ.é?_;__- 2006, do hereby certify that this day personally appeared before
me in the Commoenwealth of Virginia, County of Arington, Joseph W. Whitaker, whose

name is signed 1o the foregoing document and acknowledged this document is his free

act and deed, dated this_2./sZL  day of M_ 2003.

4.

NOQTARY PUBLIC




THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

S;bscg’bed and swomn to before me by Michael D. Brown, who is to me well known, this

day of M aaefy, 2003

ANDREA WILLIAMS
Notary Pubiic, District of Columbia
My Commission Explres May 14, 2006




APPENDIX E

PHYSICAL ON-SITE INSPECTION



Physical on-site inspection

In annual reports, the USACE has reported on:

A

Land use conditions (presence of buildings and level of recreational use of the site};
Evidence of any changes to the use of the site;

Evidence of any disturbance to the integrity of the landfill containment system at AOC 7,
Evidence of any disturbance to the function of the monitoring system in place at AOC 7;
Evidence of any significant excavation or surface or subsurface soil disturbance at AOC 7;
Evidence of any activities that have disrupted or otherwise negatively impacted the
subsurface soil at the Site below the depth of four (4) feet; and

Such other conditions as the Army, EPA and MADEP Project Managers may determine are
necessary to evaluate the continued protectiveness of the institutional controls. The party
conducting the inspection will annotate all observations, including observation of any known
or suspected violations, on an inspection checklist.

Semi-annual checklists have been used to document the condition of the geotechnical
inspections, and these have been presented along with tables of gas vent monitoring results.

Deficiencies such as damage to the fence or necessary landscaping issues have been documented
and have been addressed as part of the ongoing site maintenance.

Currently, the Army is aware of recent (Spring 2006) road grading work along the track road
north of the AOC A7 site and an empty drum carcass that was discovered inside the site fence,
north of Well OHM-A7-12.



GEOTECHNICAL MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE REPORT
SECTION 1: LANDFILL CAP MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE

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

1. Landfill Cap Inspection

Personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE}), inspected the
Sudbury Training Annex Landfill at Area A7 on May 4, 2006. No maintenance activities were
performed during these inspections. Observations were made regarding the vegetative cover,
vegetation types, erosion, settlement, and general condition of the various features. The
Inspection and Maintenance checklist follows directly after the text of this geotechnical
monitoring and maintenance report; landfill gas summary data have been incorporated into
Tables 9 through 12 of the 2006 Five-Year Review Report. A narrative of the findings of the
inspection follows.

The landfill cap is in excellent condition with no actively eroding areas or settlement.  In
general, the cap vegetation appears healthy, dense, and provides complete coverage of most areas
of the cap, with grass and clover predominating. The cap and adjacent area vegetation were
mowed in September 2005. No encroachment of wetland species on the cap was seen. It is
recommended that future mowing of the cap continue to include mowing of the field area
adjacent to the cap to prevent encroachment of woody and wetland species on the cap.

2. Other Maintenance
a. Access Road Inspection.

The access road from the AOC A7 entry gate to the cap is in excellent condition. There are no
ruts, potholes, or eroded areas. No repairs are required.

b. Security Fence Inspection.

The security perimeter fence is in good condition. There was one large branch and some small
branches on top of the fence, but there were no other sagging or leaning sections noted, and the
main gate is operating normally. The branches should be removed. Along the entire perimeter
of the fence, large trees are growing within 5 feet of the fence, and smaller trees are becoming
established. To protect the fence from damage, a five-foot clear zone should be established for



the entire fence on both sides. In general, trees should periodically be cleared from fence area as
they naturally grow or fall onto the fence.

SECTION 2: DRAINAGE SYSTEM MAINTENANCE

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

The Sudbury Training Annex Landfill Drainage System at Area A7 was inspected on May 4,
2006 by personnel from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE). No
maintenance activities were performed during these inspections.  Observations were made
regarding the vegetative cover, vegetation types, erosion, and general condition of the drainage
system. Appendix A of this report contains the Inspection and Maintenance checklists which
summarize the findings of this inspection. A narrative of the findings of these inspections
follows.

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

The toe drain appears to be functioning properly, and there are no associated slope stability or
erosion problems at this time. Toe drains should continue to be monitored for vegetative growth,
and the growth should be periodically removed to maintain the proper operation of the toe drain.
No repair actions for the drainage system are recommended.

SECTION 3: GAS VENT SYSTEM MAINTENANCE

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

The gas monitoring activities were performed on May 4, 2006 by personnel from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, New England District (NAE). The landfill gas monitoring data are
incorporated into Tables 9 through 12 of the 2006 Five-Year Review report.

The findings of the inspection follow.

The gas vent system is in good condition. All vent pipes and bird screens are intact and
functioning as mtended. Gas monitoring activity at the four gas vents resulted in zero readings



during the spring inspection for methane and LEL; carbon dioxide ranged from 0.3 at V-3 to 1.3
at V-2 and no VOCs were detected at any of the vents. Oxygen levels varied slightly but mostly
reflected ambient conditions. A GA-90 landfill gas monitor was used to monitor the gas vents
for methane, carbon dioxide, oxygen, and LEL. A PID was used to check VOC levels.

SECTION 4: CORRECTIVE ACTION

The drainage system and gas vent monitoring system were in very good condition with no
repairs needed at this time. A five-foot clear zone should be established for the entire fence on
both sides by cutting all vegetation to the ground level. The branches on the perimeter fence
should be cleared during annual maintenance. An herbicide should be used on riprap areas
where unwanted vegetation has appeared. It is also recommended that the mowing of the cap
continue to include mowing of the adjacent fields. Mowing will not take place until late August
when ground-nesting songbirds are mature enough to avoid being harmed.



Inspector: Jonathan Kullberg, P.E.

Inspection & Maintenance Check List

Sudbury Training Annex A7 Landfill

Date: 4 May 2006

Item Description of Inspection Items Check (X) Comments

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

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

Inspect for Wetland Species X Mo encroachment of wetland

Encroachment species observed

Inspect Vegetated Areas X Vegetation healthy and dense with
appropriate species growing.
Mowed in 09/05.

Drainage System Inspect Stone Toe Drain X Good condition, appears to be
functioning properly, continue to
monitor for clogging.

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

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

Inspect for Debris & Unwanted X No debris or unwanted vegetation

Vegetation in Drainage Channels observed,

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

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




Gas Vent System Methane Monitoring X Results
Vent 1 (ias sampling at the 4 gas vents
Vent 2 resulted in zero readings for
Vent 3 methane and LEL, and minimal
Vent 4 levels of VOCs and CO,; oxygen
levels ranged from 19.0 to 20.6
percent. See also Landfill Gas
Monitoring Table, following, and
2006 Five-Year Review Tables 9
through 12 .
Groundwater Inspect Casings and Locks X Inspection done by groundwater

Monitoring Wells

monitoring crew

Security Fence Inspect for Darage to or Breaches in X

Security fence and gates in good
condition. See plan for locations of
branches on fence. AH live
vegetation should be cleared from
both sides of the fence to protect the
fence from damage.

Access Road Inspect for Erosion, Potholes and Rutting | X

Access road in excellent condition,
no erosion, potholes, or rutting
obhserved

The following maintenance and monitoring activities are recommended:

.

Semi-annual inspections for all components of cap and perimeter.

Remove all vegetation within five feet of fence on both sides.
Annuat lawn mowing and clearing of branches from fence line.
Apply herbicide en riprap areas as needed.

Filling of animal burrows as required.




Landfill Gas Monitoring

INSPECTOR: Kullberg/Michalak  TITLE: Civil Engineer DATE: 5/04/06

ORGANIZATION: CENAE-EP WEATHER:; Partly Sunny, 70° F

BAROMETER: 29.7 in Hg TIME: 1000 BAROMETER: 29.4 in Hg TIME: 110

Vent | YOC 0, LEL CcO, CH4 Remarks
No. ppm % Yo % Yo

PID | Landtech LT LT LT

GA-90 GA-90 GA-90 | GA-90

V-1 0 19.7 0 0.7 ] No odor
V-2 0 19.0 0 1.3 0 No odor
V-3 0 203 0 0.3 0 No odor
V-4 0 20.6 0 0.1 0 No odor

CALIBRATION INFORMATION:

Instrument: Thermo Environmental S80B PID 0.6 SN#: 272
Catibrated by: US Environmentat Rental Co. 4 May 2006
Calibrated With: 100 ppm iscbutylene (R.F. = 1.0}

Instrument: Landtec GA 90 Serial#; G-1388

Calibrated by: US Environmental Rental Co.4 May 2006
Calibrated With: 15% CH,, 15% CQ,, 20.9% O,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The 2006 five year review covers the time period July 2001 to June 2006. The purpose of the five-year
review is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of human health and the environment.
The one statutory review for AOC A 7 is included in the text of the main report. The other 72 sites are
outlined in Table 1 of the report. For the reader's benefit, this appendix has been compiled to provide
extended summaries of the Annex-wide arsenic study and of AOCs All , A12, PI1, P4, P27, P28, and a
combined summary for AOCs P31/P58. The reader is referred to the References section of the main
report for full names of documents cited in this appendix.
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2.0 EXTENDED STUDY: ARSENIC IN SOIL AT PATROL (PERIMETER)
ROAD, FORMER RAILROAD BEDS, AND PERIMETER FENCE

During CERCLA site characterization at the seventy-three sites, lead and arsenic were frequently found
in surface soils at concentrations exceeding background concentrations. These excessive concentrations
did not appear to be related to any known dumping or spills, but it was noted that 15 affected AOCs were
located along the perimeter road or former railroads. They were A10, P1, P4, P9, P16, P17, P23, P27,
P28, P38, P45, P54, P59, P60, and P61. Sites P27, P31, and P58 were initially included, but they were
subsequently determined to fit a different pattern of contamination.

2.1  Investigations

The arsenic investigation was investigated in phases from 1995 to 2001 and documented in reports
generated in 1996 to 2001 (ABB 1996; HLA 1999; Harding ESE 2001). Following archive research, a
conceptual model was developed. Soil sampling was performed with a calculated risk threshold screening
concentration (RTSC) of 540 mg/kg. In 37 initial composite samples, the average concentration was 124
mg/kg and the maximum concentration was 300 mg/kg. Arsenic concentrations exceeded a trigger
concentration of 125 mg/kg in 8 of 32 samples from Patrol Road and in 24 of 37 samples from the
railroads. The trigger concentration was intended to indicate that the composite sample likely included an
increment in which the concentration exceeded the RTSC.

Following results of focused surface soil sampling, sub-surface soil sampling results were reviewed and
further soil boring samples were taken from as deep as eight feet.

An archives-search by HLA had indicated that herbicides containing arsenic had been used in the 1940s
and possibly the 1950s in and around Patrol Road and railroads in the Annex. A typical application was
to maintain a clear line-of-sight along these features as a security precaution.

The pesticides were applied as intended with the highest concentrations closest to the clearings, and there
was no indication of contamination related to disposal activities.

2.2  Findings

Arsenic-contaminated soil at AOC P27 did not conform to the pattern of herbicide deposits resulting
from proper application. Thirty soil samples were taken and all contained arsenic exceeding the
background concentration of 17 mg/kg: most arsenic concentrations at AOC P27 were above 100 mg/kg,
many were above 500 mg/kg, and one was 1,200 mg/kg. Based on these findings, contaminated soils
were removed from AOC P27 where arsenic concentrations exceeded 250 mg/kg.

The herbicide was determined to be sodium arsenite (Atlas A) weed killer, leading to the conclusion that
stream sediment was the only medium with a credible potential for migration of arsenic. A human health
risk evaluation (HHRE) noted that onsite groundwater was being used, that there were occasional joggers
and dirt-bikers, and that the USFWS might choose to upgrade facilities to create a wildlife refuge office.
Nearby residents of the Hudson Family Housing would receive water from the Stow public water supply.
For recreational visitors, Hudson Family Housing residents (aged 1 through 30), USFWS workers, and
utility workers at the proposed wildlife refuge, cancer risks (excess lifetime cancer risk [ELCR]) were
estimated to range from 3X107 to 3X107°, with the estimated non-cancer hazard index (HI) ranging from
0.1 to 1.0. Since the risk estimates were determined to be appropriately protective and within the
generally accepted EPA range of risks, and the non-cancer risk estimates did not exceed the EPA
non-cancer risk threshold, it was concluded that the arsenical herbicide did not present an unacceptable
risk to human health.
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An ecological risk evaluation (ERE) was conducted for a number of species including earthworms, the
amphipod Hyalella azteca, blueberry plants, the American woodcock, the American robin, the northern
cardinal, the short-tailed shrew, the white-footed mouse, the red-tailed hawk, the red fox, the white-tailed
deer, the muskrat, the raccoon, the great blue heron, the mallard, and fish, with reference also to rare,
threatened, or endangered species and wetland plants.

Soil toxicity was assessed by reviewing a 28-day bioaccumulation study in which laboratory controls

were compared to six soil samples from various locations at the Annex at which concentrations ranged
from 7.75 mg/kg to 1,100 mg/kg. Growth and mortality did not differ from the control after 28 days of
exposure to soil. Arsenic uptake appeared to be proportional to the concentration of arsenic in the soil.

Sediment toxicity was assessed by reviewing ten-day growth and survival of a freshwater invertebrate
(the amphipod Hyalella azteca) exposed to sediment from the site. There were no clear differences in

growth or survival between amphipods in a laboratory control and those exposed to sediment with an

arsenic concentration ranging from 2.98 mg/kg to 570 mg/Kkg.

The little bluestem was found to have concentrations of arsenic in its foliage that were proportional to the
concentrations found in the associated soil. Blueberry plants were found to exhibit the same pattern of
arsenic concentrations proportional to soil concentrations, but there was no arsenic in the berries
themselves.

Hazard quotients (HQs) were below 1 for all terrestrial wildlife receptors except the short-tailed shrew
(1.0 to 1.1) and the American woodcock (1 t09.1). The estimates had been based on lifetime exposures to
soils with elevated arsenic content only, whereas animals would be free to range more widely through the
Annex. Further, the bioavailability of the arsenic in soil at the Annex was estimated to be about 40%, as
opposed to the EPA-default 80% used in the calculations. Taking this information into account, a finding
was reached of no significant risk to terrestrial wildlife populations at the Annex.

HQs associated for semi-aquatic wildlife were found to be less than the limit of one for all cases except
the muskrat, which had a sublethal HQ equal to one. This was based on an aquatic plant concentration of
8.7 mg/kg that was based on bioaccumulation factors taken from the literature that were found to be
likely to overestimate actual concentrations. A finding was reached that significant risk to semi-aquatic
wildlife populations was unlikely.

2.3  Conclusions
Conclusions presented in 2001 (as revisions to the earlier report in 1999) were that:

» The Army routinely applied liquid sodium arsenite along the perimeter fence and along all
railroad tracks at Sudbury Annex during the 1940s, to eliminate vegetative cover.

» Arsenic concentration in surface soil exceeded background concentrations along Patrol Road. The
highest concentrations were found at the perimeter fence, and concentrations decreased in both
directions away from the fence.

» Arsenic concentrations did not exceed background concentrations in surface soil along roads at
Sudbury Annex other than at Patrol Road and the former railroads.

» Arsenic concentrations at road intersections were not significantly higher than concentrations
along the roadways.
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Arsenic concentrations in stratified random surface-soil samples were within the expected ranges
predicted by the conceptual transect models.

Arsenic concentrations in a significant number of surface-soil samples from AOC P27 were
outside the range predicted by the Patrol Road conceptual transect model, but the concentrations
did not meet the definition of a hotspot in the MCP. Although several of the concentrations at P27
were higher than expected for a given distance from the centerline of Patrol Road based on the
model developed, only three concentrations slightly exceeded the maximum value for transect
data on which the conceptual model had been based. Variability in concentration was determined
to be expected due to variability in the rate of application, number of applications, weather during
application, and other factors.

At locations with elevated arsenic concentrations in surface soil, the arsenic concentrations in
shallow subsurface soil were consistently and significantly lower than in the surface soil.

Arsenic concentrations were generally low in groundwater and surface water.

There were both high and low arsenic concentrations in sediment at and adjacent to the perimeter
fence, former railroads, and at AOC P28. Elsewhere, arsenic concentrations in sediment were low
(The study had reviewed arsenic concentrations in sediment at 15 locations where streams passed
under roads).

Arsenic was not detected in fruit from the high-bush blueberry, even from locations with high
arsenic concentrations in soil. In foliage samples from the high-bush blueberry, there was a direct
linear correlation between arsenic concentrations in the plant tissue and arsenic concentrations in
the associated soil.

There was arsenic in tissue from the herbaceous plant little bluestem, but there was no consistent
correlation with the soil arsenic concentrations.

The leachability of arsenic from surface soil at Sudbury Annex did not exceed 19 percent. In-vitro
testing indicated that the bioavailability of arsenic in surface soil at Sudbury Annex ranged from
30 to 50 percent, with an average of 40 percent.

Analytical data describing the chemical species of arsenic in soil indicated that in soils with total
arsenic at concentrations greater than background, the arsenic was present mainly as As>*, a less
bioavailable pentavalent form that is less toxic than the form assumed in the associated human
risk evaluation.

Arsenic at Sudbury Annex was not mobile, with very little potential for migration.

Cancer risks associated with arsenic at the Sudbury Annex did not exceed the EPA cancer risk
range of 10°° to 10. No non-cancer risks exceeded the EPA non-cancer risk threshold of a hazard
index of 1. Cancer risks for the various receptors evaluated were generally 1 x 10°, and
non-cancer risks were generally below 0.5. These conclusions applied to facility-wide conditions
and to all study areas (all AOCs) at Sudbury Annex.

There was no significant toxicity or risk to aquatic invertebrates, with the exception of localized
areas within AOC P27, where the Army had performed a removal action. Plants, terrestrial
wildlife, and semiaquatic wildlife at Sudbury Annex did not appear to be at risk. These
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conclusions applied to facility-wide conditions and to all study areas (all AOCs) at Sudbury
Annex.

2.4  Protectiveness

USFWS maintains an institutional control that bars development in the vicinity of the perimeter road and
railroads. This restriction is a requirement in terms of Section C6 of reference MOA 2000, which was
signed on September 28, 2000. The prior findings for the arsenic investigation appear to support
environmental and human health protection at the Annex. Although a state forest is shown on USFWS
maps surrounding the former annex and including AOC P31, the noted MOA specifically applies to both
sides of the perimeter fence.

2.5 Issues

None.



3.0 EXTENDED SITE-SPECIFIC SUMMARIES

This section presents extended summaries for 6 sites where there may be concerns over whether
conditions are suitable for unrestricted land use, a combined extended summary for AOC P58 and
neighboring AOC P31. For these sites, no further action decision documents (NFADDSs) have recorded
the statutory agreement that no further remedial actions or reviews need be conducted. Many of the
documents noted in this section are referenced with the identification number maintained in the Sudbury
Training Annex's Administrative Record (AR).

3.1 AOC All Leaching Field

3.1.1 Site Location and Description

AOC Al 1 was a sanitary sewer leaching field and served as the pump house and water purification
systems for a nearby residential housing area. It is located in the southern part of the Sudbury Training
Annex, east of the intersection of Marlboro Brook and Diagonal Road (Weston 2001). It is bounded by
Marlboro Brook and Diagonal Road on its western edge and by a forest on all other sides.

3.1.2 Site Chronology and Characterization History

A drum was removed from AOC A1l and staged with debris at AOC PI3. Soil samples were taken from
the former drum location. AOC A1l was included in the first five year review as a site for which a no
further action decision document had been completed. Remedial activities reportedly were completed.
3.1.3 Technical Assessment

Sample results prior to remedial actions indicate that several inorganics in surface water exceeded
drinking water standards, and concentrations of arsenic in sediment exceeded human health screening
values for soil exposures. Cadmium in soil exceeded ecological criteria. A risk assessment of
post-remedial conditions was conducted in December 1998 for recreational visitors, workers,
construction workers, and groundwater use as drinking water, with the finding of no significant risk. An
NFADD was signed in December 1999 by the BCT (ABB 1996b).

3.1.4 Protectiveness

Because institutional controls are currently in effect at the USFWS property, the site remains protective
of human health and the environment. The land use controls provide that a detailed review of site
conditions is required prior to land use changes allowing more frequent human contact with the surface
soils than might be expected in a wildlife refuge.

3.1.5 Issues

None.

3.2 AOC A12 Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) Spill Area

AOC A12 is the site of a former PCB spill.
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3.2.1 Site Location and Description

AOC Al2 is located in the southern part of the Annex and on the southern side of Moore Road between
Firehouse Road and Diagonal Road (Weston 2001). This site is located between AOCs P36 and P37,
which were two buildings formerly occupied by Raytheon. These three AOCs were combined into OUS5.
AOC A12 was subject to a record of decision for no further action (NFA ROD) signed by the Army and
EPA and concurred with by MassDEP in 1997.

3.2.2 Site Chronology and Characterization History

From 1983 to 1986, PCB materials being stored for removal were subject to puncture by trespassers
engaged in recreational gunfire. Since the site is close to roads that were treated with arsenic-containing
herbicides in the 1930s and 1940s, the surface soils have elevated concentrations of arsenic, in all, 300
gallons of oil and approximately 175 tons of PCB-laden soil were removed from the site.

3.2.3 Technical Assessment

After initial removal actions, confirmatory sampling results in 1985 included one PCB result of 10.7
mg/kg. Further removal was indicated, hi 1986, once the total excavation had reached 175 tons, further
confirmatory samples yielded results of less than 4 mg/kg of PCBs. MassDEP approved the cleanup on
March 1,1989. USAEC 1996 stated that no further five-year review should be required for AOC Al2.
Since the site is close to roads that were treated with arsenic-containing herbicides in the 1930s and
1940s, AOC A12 is included in the facility-wide arsenic study discussed in Section 3.

3.2.4 Protectiveness

Although the residual concentration of PCBs is higher than the MCP S-I soil standard of 2 ppm, the
Army and MassDEP determined that post-remedial conditions were acceptable and approved the site
clean up on March 1, 1989 (OHM, 1994). Because the soil standard has not changed since that time, the
protectiveness at AOC A12 remains unchanged during the review period.

3.2.5 Issues

None.

3.3 AOC P1 Underground Storage Tank at Building T223

AOC P1 is the location of a former underground storage tank (UST) near Building T223.

3.3.1 Site Location and Description

AOC P1 is located across from Building T223 on the southeastern side of Patrol Road, approximately
1,600-ft northeast of the main gate of the Sudbury Training Annex (Weston 2001). The site consists of a
former 1,000-gallon UST location, across the road and southeast of Building T223.

3.3.2 Site Chronology and Characterization History

Details are reported in ABB 1997 (AR document SU97032ABBS; ABB 1997), which reported concern
over potential human exposures to arsenic in soils. Antimony was reported from filtered groundwater

samples as "slightly above its primary MCLs".

3-6



The UST and associated piping were removed in 1992. The excavation measured 9 ft by 14 ft by 6.5 ft
deep. The UST appears to have resided above the groundwater since groundwater was not encountered at
the bottom of the excavation. The decision was made to enlarge the excavation to 10 ft by 16 ft.
Confirmatory samples were taken, and based on the total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) concentrations
exceeding 50 mg/kg, 3 monitoring wells were installed. The monitoring wells were sampled in
November 1992, and TPH was not detected. Also in the fall of 1992, the Army collected five surface-soil
samples downgradient of AOC Pland one surface water sample from a pond approximately 100 feet
south of AOC PI.

A Phase Il investigation was conducted in 1993-94. Soil borings were sampled and two rounds of
groundwater samples were taken. Soil and groundwater samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs,
pesticides and PCBs, metals, and TPH.

The removal actions, post-removal investigations, and 1997 ABB report were followed by an NFADD,
signed in 1999 (see HLA 1999).

3.3.3 Technical Assessment

VOCs were not detected in the post-excavation samples. Low concentrations of lead were found in two
of the soil samples, at 19 and 70 mg/kg which are below the 110 mg/kg established background level for
the Sudbury Annex.

The data collected at AOC Plverified that gasoline contamination from the UST was limited to the
immediate area of the tank and had been excavated and removed by ATEC in 1992. A single result of
arsenic at 120 mg/kg in surface soil was noted as consistent with the Annex-wide arsenic investigation,
but there was little or no evidence of arsenic migration.

A human health preliminary risk evaluation was performed in 1997. A residential risk-based
concentration for arsenic of 0.43 mg/kg was noted, as was the MCP S-I value of 30 mg/kg. The
established background for arsenic at the Annex was 17 mg/kg. The one surface soil sample containing
arsenic at 120 mg/kg was attributed to the Annex-wide arsenic contamination issue.

In the 17 subsurface soil samples that were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, metals and
TPH, no analytes were detected above risk screening values or MCP S-2/GW-1, S-2/GW?2, or S-2/GW3
standards. Taken in absence of the arsenic issue, the site would therefore be suitable for unrestricted use,
but the arsenic results indicate the propriety of avoiding residential use where arsenic concentrations in
soil are excessive.

The pesticides alpha-BHC (lindane) (0.1 pg/L) and heptachlor (0.026 pg/L) were found in one of five
groundwater samples. The concentrations of these compounds exceeded concentrations associated with
generally acceptable levels of risk. There were two exceedances of the cadmium, and two of the nickel,
MCLs.

The concentrations fell in the range of the standards, exceeding federal and Massachusetts MCL
standards, but not the risk based criteria for tap water. It should be noted that criteria for setting MCLSs
often include practical considerations, as well as risk or toxicity. For vanadium, two exceedances (130
and 204 pg/L) of the standards also exceeded the risk-based concentration. Chromium was detected at up
to 182 pg/L. Aluminum, manganese, beryllium and antimony also were noted at elevated concentrations
in some or all of the samples. The concentrations of these inorganics were notably diminished in filtered
samples. It was determined that exposure to undissolved inorganics would be unlikely in a drinking water
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supply well. Accordingly, the finding was reached that the inorganics in AOC P1lgroundwater did not
appear to pose a substantial risk. An ecological PRE also was performed. The combined conclusions
were that:

» Arsenic in the soil was a result of historical facility-wide arsenic-based herbicide applications

* Human exposure to subsurface soils were unlikely

* No substantial risk was identified for human exposures to AOC P1groundwater.

* No substantial risk was identified for potential plant and invertebrate exposures to arsenic in AOC
P1soils, partly because the soil substrate provided a poor growth medium for plants and a poor
habitat for soil invertebrates.

"No further action" was recommended for AOC P1, with a further recommendation that arsenic be
treated as part of the facility-wide arsenic investigation. A no further action decision document was
signed by the BCT in 1999.

3.3.4 Protectiveness

The site is protective of human health and the environment, so long as it is operated as a part of a wildlife
refuge. There were some exceedances of human health and environment standards: in general, the metals
were considered to be due to minerals in the soil; arsenic and antimony concentrations were high, but not
in filtered samples; VOCs and pesticides were not consistently found in the samples. MCP S-1 standards
for arsenic and antimony in soil have not changed since 1999, therefore there are no changes needed to
the assessment. A land use restriction is in place to limit exposure to arsenic that was applied as a
herbicide (see Section 2.0).

3.3.5 Issues

None.

34 AOC P4 BUNKER DRUM AREA

AOC P4 is the former location of four upright 55-gallon drums, lashed together on a pallet.

3.4.1 Site Location and Description

AOC P4 is located in a wooded area in the central area of the Sudbury Training Annex, south of Honey
Brook between Bunkers 347 and 349 (Weston 2001). One of the drums was marked "poison”. A fifth
drum was discovered closer to Bunker 349.

3.4.2 Site Chronology and Characterization History

The four drums were removed. The fifth drum was removed, staged at AOC P17, and transported off the
annex.

As part of the initial (Phase 1) Site Investigation (SI), in 1992, surface soil samples were taken from each
location, and one surface water-sediment pair of samples was collected from a ditch that drains away
from the drums' former locations. In the Phase Il S, soil samples were taken from four locations around
the location of the previous sample that had been taken from the location of the four drums.

AOC P4 is included in the facility-wide arsenic investigation.
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3.4.3 Technical Assessment

Public Health and Ecological preliminary risk evaluations were conducted. In one of the soil samples,
five SVOCs were detected at maximum concentrations in excess of EPA risk-based concentrations, with
average concentrations below the screening values. Arsenic was found in the surface soil, at
concentrations consistent with the arsenic investigation described in Section 3. The following findings
were reached:

» Exposure to average site concentrations in soil did not pose a substantial risk to human receptors.

» Human and ecological receptors potentially at exposed to arsenic contamination in SA P4 surface
soils might be at risk

» Elevated arsenic concentrations in AOC P4 surface soils could be attributed to arsenic
contamination associated with former railroads at the Annex.

* Vanadium in one surface soil sample did exceed an RBC, but the RBC was based on uncertain
values of vanadium phytotoxicity, and the background soil concentration did not suggest a
vanadium-induced adverse effect on plant life.

ABB recommended no further action, and recommended that the site be included in the facility-wide
arsenic investigation. An NFADD was signed by the BCT in December 1999.

3.4.4 Protectiveness

Protectiveness is currently maintained at AOC P4. Although concentrations exceeded levels in surface
soils that may be considered acceptable for residential development, the decision document stated that no
adverse risk was associated with wildlife refuge or recreational land use, construction workers, or
ecological receptors.

The MCP S-1 standards for arsenic and vanadium have not changed; therefore the site is protective of
human health and the environment with the current suite of institutional controls (wildlife refuge use may
not convert to residential use.)

AOC P4 is included in the facility-wide arsenic investigation discussed in Section 3.

3.4.5 Issues

None.

3.5 AOC P27 PYROTECHNICS TEST AREA

AOC P27 was used to test/destroy fireworks (pyrotechnics).

3.5.1 Site Location and Description

AOC P27 (Pyrotechnics Test Area) is located in the north-central part of the Sudbury Training Annex on
the north side of Patrol Road and mostly north of the perimeter fence (Weston 2001). It is composed of
two clear areas adjacent to a wetland located to the north.

3.5.2 Site Chronology and Characterization History

Soil samples in 1994 and 1995 found high concentrations of arsenic in the soil: most of 30 samples had
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more than 100 mg/kg of arsenic, many had arsenic above 500 mg/kg, and one had arsenic at 1200 mg/kg.
3,693 cubic yards of soil and asbestos-containing material (ACM) were removed from AOC P27 prior in
1995. During the excavation, confirmatory sampling of soil was performed to verify that the arsenic
concentrations were below a risk-based concentration of 250 mg/kg, as detailed in ABB 1996b.

3.5.3 Technical Assessment

A risk-based cleanup goal for arsenic in soil was set at 250 mg/kg (for laboratory confirmation) and 200
pg/g (for analysis by on-site x-ray fluorescence). Groundwater sampling was conducted in May 2001 for
both total and dissolved arsenic, which was not detected (MEP Addendum, 2002). The AOC P27 cleanup
achieved a residual arsenic concentration of less than 250 mg/kg, and all ACM was removed. A no
further action decision document was signed in August 2000.

3.5.4 Protectiveness

The 250 mg/kg target concentration for arsenic in surface soil was intended to be protective of human
health in the case of dirt-bikers' potentially inhaling soil particles. Since the toxicity value used to derive
the cleanup goal has not changed, the site remains protective of human health and the environment. There
is a provision in MOA 2002 that restricts residential development in sites (including AOC P27) that are
within 50 feet of the perimeter fence or railroads. Such residential development would be allowed only
after USFWS had demonstrated that the specific area slated for development satisfied residential
protectiveness standards.

3.5.5 Issues

None.

3.6 AOC P28 Rocket Range

The AOC P28 rocket range is an area formerly used for rail activities, rocket testing, and recreational
activities. An NFADD for AOC P28 was dated December 1999.

3.6.1 Site Location and Description

The site is located in the northern section of the southern part of the Annex (Weston 2001). The southern
part of the Annex is just south of Hudson Road, which divides the Sudbury Training Annex into north
and south sections. This location also is situated adjacent to a former residential housing area. The former
range consists of an area about 3,600-ft long and 100-ft wide and an associated gravel roadway. This
range area consists of a sandy-gravely relatively flat surface that is devoid of vegetation. The surrounding
area contains tall grass, brush, and moderate forest.

3.6.2 Site Chronology and Characterization History

Herbicides at AOC P28 had been used along railway and to maintain line-of-sight. Elevated levels of
arsenic warranted soil removal actions. 4,700 yd3 of soil was removed and placed at AOC A7. The
excavation was backfilled with soils from AOC P22.

3.6.3 Technical Assessment

AOC P28 cleanup achieved arsenic levels of less than 111 mg/kg of arsenic, which was below the

risk-based target of 250 mg/kg for dirt-bikers' exposure to dust.
3-10



3.6.4 Protectiveness

Conditions at AOC P28 remain protective during the review period since the toxicity values used to
derive the cleanup goal for arsenic in soil have not changed. Further, AOC P28 is included in the
facility-wide arsenic investigation discussed in Section 3. MO A 2002 includes a provision that within
the 100-ft wide corridors (50 feet either side of the perimeter fenceline or former railroads, no residential
development should occur until USFWS has demonstrated that the area to be developed would be
adequately protective of human health in a residential habitation setting. AOC P28 falls into this area.

3.6.5 Issues
None.
3.7 AOC P31 Old Dump, and AOC P58 Sudbury Road Dump

AOC P31 was identified by the EPA in the Installation Assessment conducted for Natick Labs and the
Sudbury Training Annex. The area was identified from infrared aerial photographs showing vegetation
stress and a dark stain. It was originally discovered along with AOC P58, an exposed dump in a
NE-to-SW oriented wetland area, since they are immediately contiguous areas, surrounded by forest. The
final Rl for AOC P31 was combined with that for nearby AOC P58. Because the two AOCs are best
discussed in the context of one another, AOC P31 and AOC P58 are reviewed together in this section.

3.7.1 Site Locations and Descriptions

AOC P31 is the location of what may have been a dump. It is currently a portion of the state forest
located approximately 800-ft northwest of Lake Boon (referred to as Boons Pond in one aerial photo),
between Sudbury Road and White Pond Road, including an area east of White Pond Road (Weston
2001). Site access is either by means of White Pond Road that diverges north from Sudbury Road at
power pole 120-1/2, or through a parking lot located on the western margin of the site adjacent to
Sudbury Road. White Pond Road leads into the northern part of the AOC P31.

AOC P58 is located immediately north of AOC P31 and consists of an exposed dump in a northeast-
southwest oriented wetland area, which is surrounded by forest. The wetland area is approximately 450 ft
x 70 ft (Weston 2001). A culvert on the western end of the wetland carries water under Sudbury Road
and drains into Lake Boon.

3.7.2 Site Chronology and Characterization History

AOC P31 and P58 were concurrently identified by the EPA in the Installation Assessment conducted for
Natick Labs and the Sudbury Training Annex. The area comprising both AOCs was initially identified by
an aerial photograph showing vegetation stress and a dark stain. Two empty crushed drums were
removed from AOC P31, and no detected analytes were found at concentrations above risk screening
values in 2001. Arsenic detected in surface soils at the sites was addressed in a facility-wide investigation
of the issue. Although investigations included soil, wetland and stream sediments, surface water and
groundwater, the focus ultimately shifted to arsenic in the groundwater. Remedial Investigation activities
were completed at each of these Sites and a monitoring well network was established for both.

3.7.3 Technical Assessment
Based on the results of the Remedial Investigations that occurred at each of these two Sites, arsenic in
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groundwater was considered the only potential risk to human health and the environment. In general, the
reporting limit for arsenic was 10 pg/L, although in October 1999 and April 2000 in monitoring well
E3-P58-M01 the limit was 50 pg/L. Beginning in spring 1999, both total and dissolved arsenic samples
were taken in order to determine whether a portion of the arsenic was not dissolved in the groundwater,
but rather carried on soil particles that could be filtered out of the flow, as would likely be the case if the
groundwater were to be used as a water supply (BEC 2000). In support of the Site Investigation
activities, followed by long term monitoring, the wells E3-P31-M01, JO-P58-M24, E3-P58-M01 and
E3-P58-M02 were sampled in 1993, semiannually in 1997 and 1997, once in 1998, and semiannually in
1999 through May 2001.

The highest levels of arsenic in groundwater from either AOC were detected in a monitoring well
assigned to AOC P58 with a well name assigned to P31 (E3-P31-M01). Dissolved arsenic was also
consistently detected in other monitoring wells (see the AOC P58 Closeout Report, Administrative
Record, document SU-00021-USAP; BEC 2000). At AOC P31, the arsenic concentration in E3-P31-M01
was 91 pg/L in the Fall of 1993, falling to 37 pg/L in the Spring of 1996, and rising to 71 pg/L in the Fall
of 1996. The well was not sampled again until October 1999, when the total arsenic concentration was 83
Mo/L. Filtered arsenic was typically less (by up to 25%) than total arsenic, although the filtered result
exceeded the total result in October 1999. The total arsenic concentration was 25 pg/L in April 1999,
rising to 78 pg/L in October 2000. Through the fall of 2000, the filtered arsenic concentration did not fall
below 10 pg/L. In the May 2000 sampling event, however, the results showed that both total and
dissolved arsenic were below 10 pg/L, with sample results 5.4B pg/L and 4.3B pg/L where "B" qualifies
the result as an estimated value. Arsenic in groundwater in May 2001 was steady and below the 50 pg/L
MCL and MCP GW-1 standard (Mass DEP 1995).

At AOC P58, concentrations in JO-P58-M24 were 21 pg/L in Spring 1999, rising to a maximum of 32
Mg/L in October 1999 and diminishing to 27 pg/L in May 2001. Both were below the MCP GW-1
prevailing standard of 50 pg/L. Filtered arsenic concentrations at this time were similar to total arsenic
concentrations.

In JO-P58-M02, concentrations were 16, 17, and 18 pg/L in Fall 1993, Spring 1996, and Fall 1996. The
well was not sampled again until October 1999, when the total arsenic concentrations had increased to 29
pa/L. The well was sampled semi-annually from October 1999 to May 2001, and the total arsenic
concentration decreased to 18 ug/L. Filtered arsenic concentrations were usually less than the total
arsenic concentration, but filtered arsenic was never less than 10 pg/L. In E3-P58-M01, the arsenic
concentration was 41 pg/L in 1993, but subsequent results did not exceed 5 pg/L. These arsenic
concentrations remained consistently below 10 pg/L since the Spring of 1996. In October 2000 and May
2001, the results were non-detect, with a reporting limit of 10 pg/L.

Nearby homes with active drinking water supply wells were tested by USACHPPM in 1994. No organic
chemicals were detected, and metals were reportedly below standards for drinking water (USACHPPM
1995). The USACHPPM 1995 report indicated that the residential drinking water wells were located
cross-gradient and not downgradient to the groundwater flowing from the AOCs towards the pond.

The Study Area P-58 Close Out Report (BEC 2000) indicated that the arsenic in the groundwater was
persistently above 50 pg/L in well E3-P31-MO01. There had been no exceedances of 50 pg/L in wells
installed in 1999. The high arsenic concentrations were purported to reflect reducing, acidic wetland/
dump water seeping into the underlying formation and dissolving natural arsenic in the geologic
formation. This was considered to be a localized phenomenon because adjacent wells had not exceeded
the 50 pg/L MCL for arsenic, and, furthermore, the wells immediately downgradient had not (with only
one anomalous exception) exceeded the 50 pg/L standard.
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The monitoring wells were to be sampled semi-annually through the Spring of 2001, at which time a
decision would be made concerning whether to continue to sample the wells (BEC 2000). AOC P58 was
removed from consideration under CERCLA at that time. Comparing patterns of ice formation in Boon
Pond and the inferred hydraulic gradient of 0.002 ft/ft between wells E3-P58-M01 and E3-P58-M02 in
1993, it was concluded that groundwater from the site did not discharge into the downstream end of the
pond. The Army, the EPA and MassDEP agreed that high arsenic in E3-P31-MO1 appeared as a "single
hit from a group of samples".

The 2000-2001 data in Table F-3 were subsequently compiled. The 2001 Five-Year Review
recommended no further groundwater sampling at AOC 31 and AOC 58. In May 2001, the arsenic
concentrations were reported as having been consistently below the then-current EPA drinking water
standard of 50 pg/L, and it was agreed that further sampling was not required. These monitoring wells
were abandoned by USACHPPM in June 2002 (USACE 2003).

3.7.4 Protectiveness

With regard to soils, AOC P58 was included in land that now is ceded to USFWS, and AOC P31 is now
part of the state forest. The USFWS land is subject to a September 2000 Memorandum of Agreement that
places a variety of restrictions on the land transferred to the USFWS (See Section 2.3.1). Sections of the
former annex that are within 50 feet of the perimeter fence line may not be developed for residential
habitation unless it can be demonstrated to EPA that the land is protective of human health and the
environment.

In 2005 USFWS opened their sections of the former Annex to the public as a National Wildlife Refuge,
and hunting was permitted in the fall of 2005. Although it is unlikely that land use will change
significantly at the state forest, that parcel does not appear to be subject to the noted agreement (see
Appendix D). Although the state forest may be subject to appropriate land use restrictions, additional
clarification should be developed during the upcoming review period to determine their protectiveness
with regard to AOC P31.

A protectiveness determination for the groundwater at AOCs P31 and P58 cannot be completed at this
time until further information is obtained.

3.7.5 Issues

The Closeout Report for AOC P58 issued in February 2000 states that any exceedances of the MCL in
the groundwater in monitoring wells E3-P58-M01, E3-P58-M02, and JO-P58-M24 during the review
period 1996-2001 would be cause for continued semi-annual monitoring during the subsequent review
period 2001-2006. Because such exceedances did not occur, the monitoring wells were decommissioned
in June 2002. The monitoring wells at AOC P31 (Old Dump) and AOCs P58 (Sudbury Road Dump) were
included in the previous Five-Year Review because of arsenic in the groundwater (Weston 2001). During
this time, the MCL for arsenic in groundwater was revised downward to 10 pg/L; the revised EPA
standard was promulgated February 22, 2002. Upon review it is unclear whether arsenic in the
groundwater exceeds the recently revised EPA MCL and MCP GW-1 standard for arsenic in drinking
water (CFR 2001; Mass DEP 2003). The concentrations in several monitoring wells were between 10
pg/L and 50 pg/L in 2001. Given variable arsenic concentrations, it is not clear whether arsenic
concentrations in groundwater are currently below 10 pg/L.

It should be noted that both areas are expected to remain as wildlife refuge land (BEC 2000; MOA 2000),
and no evidence was found during this review of planned development of the local groundwater resource.
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However, residential neighborhoods do exist nearby with private water supply wells. Based on the
findings from the USACHPPM 1995 report, these residential wells were apparently not in the direct path
of groundwater flow from the AOCs (BEC 2000). The groundwater flow from AOC P58 was determined
to move towards the pond, and not through P31 or toward household drinking water wells, so there was
no apparent risk of contaminated groundwater reaching a domestic groundwater supply (USACHPPM
1995). The current number and location(s) of residential drinking water supply well(s) were not
investigated as part of the 2006 Five Year Review.

Existing sample results are presented in this report in Table F-3, with comparison to the recently revised
(more stringent) EPA standard of 10 pg/L. It is apparent that concentrations of arsenic in the groundwater
may currently exist at a level that exceeds the revised health-based standard. It is noted that the flow
conditions are unlikely to have changed appreciably, and that dumping has diminished or ceased and so it
is likely that conditions in the groundwater are not degrading.

Issues associated with AOC P31 and AOC P58 are listed in Tables F-l and F-2.

4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

The following are recommendations that should be accomplished during the next five year review period.
These recommendations arise from the summary of AOCs P58 and P31 only. According to the closeout
document signed by EPA, there are no remedies in place requiring five-year review at any of the 73
original AOCs except for AOC A7 (Weston 2001) and areas related to the site-wide arsenic investigation
(i.e., statutory reviews). Site summaries for all of the sites were provided in Table 1 of the main report.
This appendix provides the reader with additional information regarding a few sites where further detail
was needed to convey a more complete description of the site contamination and cleanup histories. For
the combined AOCs P31 and P58, two issues arose from the additional reviews.

4.1 Issue 1

Although there are no remedies in place for AOCs P58 and P31 and the monitoring wells were
decommissioned, the concentrations of arsenic in groundwater until 2001 historically exceeded the EPA
drinking water standard that was promulgated in 2002, decreasing the standard from 50 pg/L to 10 pg/L.
It is therefore necessary to evaluate previous data from P58 and P31 monitoring wells and site-wide
background data to determine if the site is protective of human health and the environment, given the
revised Massachusetts GW-1 arsenic standard and the information available in the arsenic background
study and site-specific studies.

4.2 Issue 2

AOC P58 is now owned by the USFWS. The land is subject to institutional controls that restrict land use
and prevent the use of groundwater for drinking water. However, because the adjacent AOC P31 is state
forest outside the boundary of property transferred to USFWS in MOA 2000, it is unclear whether
portions of AOC P31 are subject to the same or similar land use restrictions as the USFWS property.
There is therefore a need to establish whether restrictions were placed on State deed for the park adjacent
to AOC P58 and to place a land use restriction if needed.

4.3 Recommendations

There is a need to evaluate the previous data from monitoring wells at AOCs P58 and P31, and from
site-wide background data, to determine if the site is protective of human health and the environment,

4-14



given the revised Massachusetts GW-1 arsenic standard and the information available in the arsenic
background study and site-specific studies. It should be determined whether AOC P31, as a portion of the
state forest that is not under the control of the USFWS, is protected by appropriate institutional controls,
and place land use restrictions in place if needed.

5.0 REFERENCES

The references in this appendix of the 2006 Sudbury Training Annex Five-Year Review are as compiled
for the main report.
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Table F-1: AOC P58/P31 Issues

Issues

Affects
Protectiveness (Y/N)

Current Future

The remedy at AOC P31/P58 currently protects human health and the
environment because previous studies previous studies have determined
that arsenic is not migrating offsite in the groundwater. Although there
are no remedies in place for AQCs P58 and P31 and the monitoring wells
were decommssioned, the concentrations of arsenic in groundwater until
2001 historically exceeded the EPA drinking water standard that was
promulgated in 2002, decreasing the standard from 50 pg/L to 10 pg/L.

In order to evatuate the protectiveness of the remedy in the long term, it
is necessary to evaluate the previous data from these locations to
determine the likely impact to human health and the environment of
arsenic data.

N Y

AOC P58 1s now owned by the USFWS. The land is subject to
mstitutional controls that restrict land use and prevent the use of
groundwater for drinking water. However, because the adjacent AOC
P31 1s state forest outside the boundary of property transferred to
USFWS in MOA 2000, it is unclear whether portions of AOC P31 are
subject to the same or similar land use restrictions as the USFWS
property. The restrictions on residential development may not apply, and
any such residential development might expose both developers and the
intended new community to site contaminants.




Table F-2 — AOC P58/P31 Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Follow-up Actions:

Recommendations/ Party Oversight | Milestone | Affects Protectiveness
Follow-up Actions Responsible Agency Date (Y/N)
Current Future
Evaluate previous data from | Army EPA & State | May 2007 N Y

P58 and P31 menitoring wells
with respect to Annex-wide
background data, historical
arsenic sampling of
groundwater, current arsenic
drinking water standards, and
risk of migration of
contaminants from the site.

Determine if restrictions were | Army EPA & State | May 2007 N Y
placed on State deed for park
adjacent to P58 and place
land use restriction on AQC
P31 if needed.




Table F-3
Arsenic in Groundwater at AOCs P31 and P58

PARAMETERS Well ID
MCP GW-1
Standard
Date TAL METALS updated
(6010) January 2006
JO-P58-M24 JO-P58-M24Dup | E3-P58-M02 | E3-P58-M01 | E3-P31-M01
ugit Hg/l g/l ug/L ug/l ug/L
Fall 1993 Arsenic (Total) 10 Installed Spring 1999] Installed Spring 1999 16 41 91
Spring 1996  |Arsenic (Total) 10 " " 17 3 37
Fall 1996 Arsenic (Total) 10 " " 18 3 71
Fall 1997 Arsenic (Total) 10 " " Not Sampled | Not Sampled | Not Sampled
Spring 1998  |Arsenic (Total) 10 ! " Not Sampled | Not Sampled | Not Sampled
Soring 1999 Arsenic (Total) 10 21 Not Sampled Not Sampled | Not Sampled | Not Sampled
pring Arsenic (Dissolved) 10 21 Not Sampled Not Sampled | Not Sampled | Not Sampled
Arsenic (Total) 10 32 32 29 4.6 J 83
Fall 1999 Arsenic (Dissolved) 10 31 29 22 <50 87
. Arsenic (Total) 10 31 30 26 4.6J 25
S
Pring 1999 I rsenic (Dissolved) 10 30 29 12 <50 19
Arsenic (Total) 10 28 25 17 <10 78
Fall 2000
ail 200 Arsenic (Dissolved) 10 28 28 18 <10 74
. Arsenic (Total) 10 27 Not Sampled 18 <10 548
S 2001
pring 20 Arsenic (Dissolved) 10 27 Not Sampled 15 <10 438

TAL Metals (6010) Target Analyte List Metals Analysis by EPA method 6010

B = Analyte is also present in equipment blank sample at a reportable level.

|Shaded Cells indicate concentrations that exceed the current (2006) arsenic GW-1 standard
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USACE Draft Responses to
EPA and Massachusetts DEP
Comments on

Second Five Year Review, dated August 2006, at the Former US Army Sudbury

Training Annex, Middlesex County, MA

Responses to EPA Comments

Responses to the EPA comments are in italics following the comments listed below.

Pursuant to * 7.6 of the Ft-Devens-Sudbury Training Annex Federal Facility Agreement,
dated May 13, 1991, the Environmental Protection Agency reviewed the subject
document. Comments are below;

1.

General comment: It is stated in several places that the site is protective of human
health and the environment so long as it is operated as part of a wildlife refuge,
even though concentrations of groundwater contaminants may exceed risk-based
levels or MCLs. The USFWS has now opened up part of the refuge to hiking and
hunting, and there are kiosks at the entry. This conclusion seems reasonable
provided that prior to on-site public drinking water-groundwater use the Army
should test the water at the proposed location for all site related contaminants.
The Army should ensure in its periodic inspections that drinking water from
onsite wells is not supplied to any facility in the refuge until such time an
evaluation is made. The USFWS should not install any wells in the refuge
without first coordinating with the Army, EPA, and MassDEP.

Acknowledged. USACE contacted USFWS September 7, 2006 to check on their
new construction plans. The kiosks have not included plumbing. UXO clearance
work for excavations for trenches for town water at the visitors’ center have been
made with accompanying UXO clearance personnel; the site will have four deep
wells for geothermal temperature control (none to be used for drinking water).
The site has been cleared for UXO (none was found). Percolation tests were
conducted in 2006 to MassDEP requirements for a septic system. USFWS has
been in contact with the Army and MassDEP concerning this construction.

I have enclosed the change pages with stylistic comments. In these stylistic
comments, I've suggested using "EPA" in place of "USEPA," but am really just
looking for consistency. Army uses both terms and should just settle on one.

The change to "EPA" is accepted. The glossary section at the front will include
both names, since some of the text has “EPA” as part of extended quotations,
which should not be changed. Other changes such as capital letters for the
seasons Spring and Fall have been made, as well as minor wording changes.

Army should include a table which identifies the ARARs that were identified in
the ROD. Army doesn’t need to perform the analysis as to which ARARs/TBCs
have changed in the tables - what is in the text is sufficient - but in order to set



forth a coherent analysis, the reader needs to know what those original ARARs
were.

Acknowledged. The table will be added.

Please include the enclosed Summary Table, Issues and Recommendation Tables,
and Protectiveness Statement Table. EPA understands the Army may need to
change the dates on the recommendations; however, all recommendations need
deadlines.

Acknowledged. The tables are included as Tables ES-1 through ES-4.

Page 1-4, 92; EPA Guidance Document Comprehensive Five-Year Review
Guidance, June 2001, p 1-5,81.4.1, states that “...as a matter of policy, a site is
subject to a statutory review if any one of its initiated remedial actions is subject
to a statutory review.” There are no “informational reviews” noted in the
guidance. One option is to put the reviews with no issues into a separate appendix
with the title, “arcas of concern reviewed” and the reviews where Army has noted
issues, into another appendix with the title, “areas of concern with issues”.
Sections 1, 2 and 4 should make up the body of the FYR and the discussion and
assessments made in these sections should be used to develop
issues/recommendations and a protectiveness statement. Since the other OUS
(2,3,4,5) and the residual arsenic soils contamination are being discussed in the
FYR but NOT required (no action RODs), please remove the Policy FYR and
Informational FYR headings from these sections and attach the contents in
appendices. Table 1 will also need to updated with just a review noted, not a
specific type of review.

Accepted. Changes have been made to create a separate appendix outlining the
extended summaries for Sections covering the arsenic study and the non-statutory
AQC summaries. September 8 2000.

Page 2-5, §4, and other similar statements in text and tables; RODs were not
signed by the BCT. RODs are signed by Army and EPA. MassDEP concurred
with all of the RODS. There were 4 RODs: the Source Control ROD for OUs
1&2- (A7&A9) signed in 1995, OUs 4&5 (P11, P13, A12, P36, and P37) ROD
signed in 1996, the Management of Migration for OU1 (A7} and the OU3 (A4)
RODs signed in 1997. Please make appropriate changes in the text and tables.

Acknowledged.
Page 2-5, ]4, and other similar statements; NFADDs were signed off by the BCT.
NFADDs were signed for all other study areas and areas of concern that did not

have a ROD.

Acknowledged. The Army will make corrections consistent with response fo



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Comment 0.

Page 4-16,§ 4.4 Remedy Selection, q2; typo, error: cap components are
described in Section 4.5 Remedial Actions (not Section 3.5).

Accepted.

Page 4-19, {5; please describe the final disposition of the oil found in April 2006
by the landfill.

The container was a spent container at the time of its discovery. This will be
made clear in the text.

Page 4-22, §2; please reconcile the differences between sentences 3 & 4. Was the
highest value (24 ppb) of arsenic found in 2001 or in 20027

Text will be corrected. The peak value of 24 ppb will be referenced, and the prior
peak will be disregarded, in the text.

Page 4-24, §4.10.05 Site Inspections and Confirmation of Institutional Controls;
add that Army, EPA, and MassDEP performed a site inspection on August 25,
2006.

The addition will be made in the new section 3.10.5 and in the new Table ES-1.

Page 4-24, {1; please indicate what the Army plans to do about the problems with
the monitoring wells.

As discussed with EPA on September 8, 2000, the well repairs and installation of
the new proposed background well is to be discussed at the 9/8/06 meeting.

Page 4-24, 2, since the replicated vernal pool has not yet been inspected in 2006,
please add this as an issue and make the recommendation to inspect the pool in
spring of 2007.

The 2006 inspection was performed earlier in 2006. A report will be generated
separately. This is indicated in the new Tables ES-2 and ES-3 and in revised
wording of the section, which is now in 3.10.5.

Section 4.11 page 4-26: The second paragraph on page 4-26 states that there have
been no changes in standards, regulations and other factors such as toxicity
factors. In order for EPA to evaluate this statement for accuracy, please provide a
table that identifies the groundwater Chemicals of Concern for AOC A7 and their
risk assessment toxicity factors (and MCLs) as of signing of the ROD and the 1st
Five Year Review,



15.

16.

17.

Acknowledged. A table will be provided. The chemicals of potential concern
were listed in the MOM ROD for three media:
s in soil: DDT, dieldrin, endrin, and chlordane, PCBs, benzo(a)anthracene,
benzof{a)pyrene, phenanthrene, and lead
o in sediment: arsenic, barium, copper, and nickel
¢ in groundwater: DDT, lindane, heptachlor epoxide, tetrachloroethene,
1,12, 2-tetrachloroethane, and trichloroethene.

Regarding the soil listing, the ROD accepted the finding of the SI/RI addendum
report that chemicals in the soil do not pose a substantial risk to terrestrial
receplors.

Regarding the sediment listing, it was noted that conditions in the site’s stream
were determined to be typical of what would be expected in the absence of
contamination, and therefore it was concluded that the site conditions were not
adversely affecting stream organisms.

Regarding the groundwater listing, potential risks to aquatic ecosystem were
compared to Ambient Water Quality Criteria, taking into account dilution and
sediment binding effects at the point where groundwater enters the Assabet.
Chemicals in groundwater were concluded to have an insignificant effect on
aquatic life.

Page 4-27, §4.14, Protectiveness; add to the second line that the remedy is
protective also because of the implementation of the ICs and that they are
functioning to ensure continued protectiveness of the remedy. Please also use a
standard language phase such as; “The remedy at OU1 (A7) is protective of
human health and the environment.”

Accepted.

Page 5-29, §5.2.1, Site Location and Description; please indicate that this area of
concern was subject to a record of decision for no further action (NFA ROD)
signed by the Army and EPA and concurred with by MassDEP in 1997.

Accepted.

Section 5.3.3, page 5-30: The first and third paragraphs mention established
background levels for the Sudbury Annex of 110 mg/kg for lead in soil and 17
mg/kg for arsenic in soil. Please provide a reference in which these background
levels are derived and indicate whether these background levels have been
approved by EPA.

The section summarizes portions of the ABB 1997 report. The background
concentrations for chemicals are included in Tables associated with sections 2



18.

9.

20.

and 3 of the Area P1 portion of the report.

Background concentrations were developed in 1990: they were reported in
Appendix F of ABB 1996b (October 25, 1996). This reference is the Final
Supplemental Site Investigution Report, U.S. Army Sudbury Training Annex,
Study Areas A3, AS, A10, All, PS5, P6, P9, P16, P23, P27, P28, P38, P41, P45,
and P54,

It includes a signature page signed by the BCT and dated December 21 1999.

Page 5-31, §5.3.3: The second paragraph on page 5-31 states "It was determined
that exposure to undissolved inorganics would be unlikely in a drinking water
supply well." This statement was used as justification to minimize the risk of
elevated concentrations of aluminum, manganese, beryllium and antimony,
vanadium and chromium. Although a no further action decision document was
signed by the BCT in 1999, it is EPA policy to evaluate the risk of drinking water
by comparing it to the total concentrations of metals in monitoring wells, not only
the dissolved concentrations. This policy was created because it is possible that
private drinking water wells contain undissolved particles. Therefore, this
argument should not be used in future decision-making.

Acknowledged. This rationale will not be used in future.

Page 5-33, §5.5: Please describe whether perchlorate was measured in
groundwater at AOC P27. The possibility of perchlorate contamination should be
mentioned because it has occurred in other areas where fireworks have been used.
The MOA indicates that residential development would be allowed only after
USFWS had demonstrated that the specific area slated for development satisfied
residential protectiveness standards. Therefore, if perchlorate has not been

measured in groundwater, USFWS should do so as part of any such
demonstration.

There is no known record of testing for perchlorate in groundwater at AOC P27,
Although the potential is remote, the possibility exists that groundwater may have
been affected by former use of fireworks at the site. Any future changes in land
use by USFWS should take this into account.

Section 5.6, page 5-34: Please describe whether perchlorate was measured in
groundwater at AOC P28. The possibility of perchlorate contamination should be
mentioned because it has occurred in other areas where rocket testing has
occurred. The MOA indicates that restdential development would be allowed
only after USFWS had demonstrated that the specific area slated for development
satisfied residential protectiveness standards. Therefore, if perchlorate has not
been measured in groundwater, USFWS should do so as part of any such
demonstration. Also, please describe whether a no further action decision



21.

22,

23.

document has been signed for AOC P28

There is no known record of testing for perchlorate in groundwater at AOC P28.
The possibility exists that groundwater may have been affected by former rocket
testing at the site. Any future changes in land use by USFWS should take this
into account.

The text has been changed at the end of Section 5.6.2 (now Section 3.6.2 of
Appendix F) to include “An NFADD for AOC P28 was dated December 1999.”

Page 6-39, §6.1 AOC A7, ]2, Surface water Staff gages: It is unclear where the
staff gages are installed and how the measurement of surface water staff gages is
able to enhance understanding of groundwater gradients. Please explain the
rationale for installing the surface staff gages.

A total of two surface water staff gauges are proposed to be included in the
semiannual water level measurement rounds. One currently existing gauge is
located within the unnamed tributary less than 100 feet east of the toe of the
landfill perimeter. The second gauge is to be established on or near the shore of
the Assabet River at a location to be determined based on field conditions due
north of the landfill. The measurement of the surface water elevations at the same
time as groundwater elevations at the monitoring wells closest to these gauge
locations will allow a more clear understanding of seasonal variations in
groundwater gradients and the relationship between groundwater and surface
water, for example whether the groundwater discharges to the surface water or
vice versa. Without the surface water elevation measurements, groundwater
elevation contours cannot with confidence be connected to the surface water
bodies.  This rationale is now included at the end of Section 3.10.4 of the
revised report, with a reference to the new Figure 5 which has been added.

Page 6-40, §6.3, Next Five Year Review; please add soils to the first sentence.
Specific recommendations and deadliness should be made for all
recommendations.

Accepted. Text will be revised. Tables ES-3 and ES-4 summarize
recommendations and deadlines.

Table I; please explain the acronym NC. Please explain what is meant by the
phrases “No. No land use restrictions” and “No. NC. No land use restrictions” in
the last column and how they differ from the phrase, “No. MOA requires that
USFWS inform USEPA of any change from recreational and wildlife refuge land

21

use.

Acknowledged. The table will be clarified and revised.



Responses to MassDEP comments

MassDEP prepared comments on August 28, 2006. Their comments are listed below,
with responses in italics following the three numbered comments.

MassDEP concurred with the recommendations listed in the conclusions section of the
report (series of bullets), but raised the following points in a “Specific Comments”
section. USACE responses are listed in italics following the comments.

1.

MassDEP recommended that the Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance
Plan include a contingency for additional monitoring well installations should
contaminants be observed in the planned upgradient background well.

USACE intends to continue to evaluate the well network to ensure that the
AOC A7 site continues to be monitored effectively. The revised LTMMP
will allow for the installation of new wells as necessary.

MassDEP recommended that the five monitoring wells in degraded condition
that were identified as damaged or possibly insilted (OHM-A7-12, JO-A07-
Mb61, JO-A07-M62, JO-A07-M63 and OHM-A7-10) be redeveloped to restore
well integrity and efficiency.

The well redevelopment and repairs are to be performed in the fall of
2000. A report will be generated in the spring of 2007.

MassDEP recommended that the frequency of mowing at the AOC A7 landfill
be increased from annually to semi-annually to discourage the proliferation of
rapid-growth saplings and to preserve the integrity of the landfill cap
materials, which might otherwise be compromised by tree root growth.

USACE will continue to monitor the landfill. In absence of any rapid-
growth saplings, the mowing will continue to be performed on an annual
basis. The mowing frequency will be reviewed as part of the semi-annual
geotechnical inspections. The requirement to review the mowing
frequency will be included in revisions to the revised LTMMP.
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