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1.0 INTRODUCTION & OBJECTIVES

On behalf of S.D. Warren Company d/b/a Sappi Fine Paper North America (Sappi), TRC Environmental
Corporation (TRC) conducted a Phase Il Site Characterization and Remedial Options Analysis (Phase I1)
for Sappi’s Little Falls property located near Main and Depot Streets in the Town of Windham,
Cumberland County, Maine (the Site). The location of the Site is shown on Figure 1 as two red outlined
areas representing the “Hydro” and the “Transmission Line” Properties.

For the purposes of this document, the Site consists of both the Hydro (off of Main Street) and
Transmission Line (near Depot Street) Properties owned by Sappi as described herein, and excludes any
owned submerged land beneath the Presumpscot River, as well as any buried pipes or culverts that may
be located on Sappi property but originating from the Keddy Mill that could be discharging to the
Presumpscot River. The Hydro and Transmission Line Properties are separated by the Keddy Mill
property and the Presumpscot River. Figure 2 shows the general features of the Hydro Property. Figure 3
shows the general features of the entire Transmission Line Property and Figure 4 depicts the Northern
portion of the Transmission Line Property in greater detail (this area is referred to as the “Northern
Transmission Line Property” throughout the report).

1.1 Introduction

During the summer of 2012, Sappi requested that TRC conduct an ASTM Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) for the Hydro and Transmission Line Properties. This Phase | ESA was part of an
environmental due diligence process that identified three Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs)
associated with the Site. These RECs are summarized below:

e REC 1 - On-Site dumping of historical mill waste and documented soil impacts on the
Transmission Line Property;

e REC 2 - Off-Site environmental impacts at the adjacent Keddy Mill property; and

e REC 3 - Off-Site kerosene release from the adjacent 859 Gray Road residential property.

The results of the Phase | ESA process were documented in a Phase | ESA Report, dated September 2012.
A copy of the Phase | ESA Report is included as Appendix A.

REC 3 is located on the west side of the Presumpscot River in Gorham and is not considered
hydrogeologically connected to the Site due to a major river body separating them. Groundwater was not
encountered in overburden materials at the Site. REC 3 is not considered likely to impact the Site and,
therefore, not further evaluated under this effort.

Based on the results of this environmental due diligence, Sappi applied for and was accepted into the
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) Voluntary Response Action Program (VRAP).
Sappi next authorized a targeted subsurface site investigation to evaluate the existence and extent of the
identified RECs and other environmental concerns (e.g., fill material). TRC prepared a Sampling Plan,
dated September 2012, for MEDEP review and comment. MEDEP approved (with comments) the
Sampling Plan by letter from N. Hodgkins, MEDEP, to T. Howard, Sappi, dated October 22, 2012, Re:
Comments on “Sampling Plan: Upland Portion of the Sappi Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Line
Properties,” Main Street and Depot Street, Windham, Maine. The targeted subsurface investigation
consisted of the following activities between November 6 and December 10, 2012.

|
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e Test pits and soil sampling/analysis;

e Hand auger borings and soil sampling/analysis;

e Soil borings (direct push and hand auger) and soil sampling/analysis;
e Upland sediment sampling/analysis; and

e Upland river bank sampling/analysis.

The results of the targeted subsurface investigation activities were documented in a Technical
Memorandum, dated January 2013. A copy of the Technical Memorandum is included as Appendix B.

The information gathered during the activities described above has been used to complete this Phase Il as
presented herein.

This Phase Il report considers data collected on the neighboring Keddy Mill parcel which was generated
by both EPA and MEDEP’s Brownfields Contractor.

1.2 Objectives

This effort focused on impacts to soil and fill material at the Site, as outlined in the MEDEP approved
Work Plan. Based upon the results of a potential groundwater receptor survey and the site setting, the
MEDEP approved Work Plan did not require a groundwater investigation. Furthermore, groundwater
was not encountered in any soil borings or test pit advanced during this Phase Il effort.

This Phase Il Report was developed to present the surface and subsurface conditions found at the Site,
summarize the human health risks associated with those conditions and provide potential remedial
approaches which are appropriate and protective of public health. The following information provides a
detailed site characterization and remedial approach for the Site.

e Site and surrounding area description

o Field activity summary

e Analytical data summary

e Conceptual Site Model

o Site-specific human health risk assessment

¢ Findings and conclusions

o Remedial options analysis and feasibility study
e Recommendations

e Proposed implementation schedule

|
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2.0 SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA DESCRIPTION

The following section provides a summary description of the Site and surrounding area. Please see the
September 2012 Phase | ESA (included as Appendix A) for additional detail.

2.1 Hydro Property

Figure 2 shows the general features of the Hydro Property (northwestern portion of the Site) which is
located along the eastern bank of the Presumpscot River in south Windham. The Hydro Property is
located to the east of the Route 202 Presumpscot River bridge along Main Street in Windham and/or Gray
Road in Gorham.

Before being acquired by Sappi, the Hydro Property contained additional structures and was part of the
larger mill complex to the north and east. This hydro dam and the smaller parcel where it is located was
purchased by Sappi in 1974 as manufacturing ended at the mill. This property currently includes an
unpaved driveway and parking areas, hydro-electric generation station, an impoundment dam, and an
abandoned former residential apartment on both the first and second stories of the station. The western
portion of this property was used by Maine Department of Transportation (MEDOT) as an equipment
storage and laydown yard during reconstruction of the Route 202 Presumpscot River Bridge in the mid-
2000. The Hydro Property is accessed via Main Street just north of the Main Street/Gray Road Bridge.
Sappi has made no improvements to the property during ownership other than those needed to maintain or
improve hydroelectric power generation.

The topography of the Hydro Property is gently sloping to the east to relatively flat.
2.2 Transmission Line Property

Figures 3 and 4 present the general features of the Transmission Line Property (northeast and eastern
portion of the Site) which extends southerly from the Keddy Mill property to the north, then along the
eastern banks of the Presumpscot River, and then up to the railroad right of way/ MEDOT property to the
east.

Formerly the Transmission Line Property was part of the larger mill complex to the north however; this
parcel was purchased by Sappi in 1974 as manufacturing ended at the mill. This property operated as a
transmission line since development and is not known to have contained structures. This property is
currently undeveloped with the exception of seven transmission line poles and a cleared access right of
way (dirt road/path). The majority of the Site is wooded. The Site is accessed via a MEDOT gravel
“road” (former rail bed) located off Depot Street (along the abutting railroad tracks on the Keddy Mill
Site and the MEDOT right of way to the west). Sappi has made no significant improvements to the
property during ownership other than those needed to maintain the transmission line.

TRC observed fill material at ground surface in multiple locations in the northern third of the
Transmission Line Property. The extent of fill material observed (both ground surface and subsurface
indications) is depicted on Figures 3 and 4. This surficial fill material contained slag, coal, ash, concrete,
bricks, leather, porcelain, metal, and metal shavings and generally extended from the western side of the
transmission line to the waterline of the Presumpscot River. Fill material was observed in the cut bank of
the river as well.

The topography of the Transmission Line Property, from east to west, is relatively flat then sloping
steeply to the west toward the Presumpscot River after crossing over the transmission line right of way.

|
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2.3 Environmental Setting

The Hydro Property is surrounded by a multi-unit residential structure (north), a closed former mill (east),
the Presumpscot River (south), and Route 202 (west).

The Transmission Line Property is surrounded by a closed former mill (north), MEDOT right of way
(east), dirt parking lot and Mallison Falls Road (south) and the Presumpscot River (west). The MEDOT
right of way can be unofficially used as a walking / recreational trail.

“
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIVITIES

Field investigation activities were conducted per TRC’s Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and the
TRC prepared Sampling Plan, dated September 2012, with sampling between November 6 and December
10, 2012. For additional detail, please refer to the January 2013 Technical Memorandum provided in
Appendix B, which includes a photograph log of site features and activities.

3.1 Hydro Property

This section summarizes test pit and soil boring field investigation activities conducted on the Hydro
Property. Samples were targeted to assess surficial earthen cover material, a fill / debris layer, and soils
directly above bedrock/refusal. Additional details are provided in the Technical Memorandum (Appendix
B).

Test Pits

TRC excavated four test pits at the Hydro Property (designated H-TP-1, H-TP-2, H-TP-3, and H-TP-4 on
Figure 2) on November 7, 2012 for the purposes of collecting soil samples for laboratory analysis. Test
pits were excavated to depths ranging from 4.5 to 14 feet. TRC collected up to three soil samples from
each test pit Soil samples were submitted to Contest Analytical Laboratory for laboratory analysis of
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) Aroclors, Target Analyte List (TAL) metals, cyanide, and Extractable
Petroleum Hydrocarbons (EPH), including polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) target compounds.

Direct Push Soil Borings

Based on a review of the preliminary test pit analytical data, TRC installed three direct push soil borings
at the Hydro Property (H-GP-1, H-GP-2, and H-GP-3) on December 5, 2012 to evaluate the extent of
impacts identified in the test pit soil samples. Borings were advanced to depths ranging from 3 to 12 feet.
TRC collected three analytical soil samples from each of the soil borings. Soil samples were submitted
for laboratory analysis of PCB Aroclors, TAL metals, cyanide, and EPH (including PAH target
compounds).

3.2 Transmission Line Property

This section summarizes test pit, soil boring, and hand auger field investigation activities conducted on
the Transmission Line Property. Samples were targeted to assess surficial earthen cover material, a fill /
debris layer, and soils directly above bedrock/refusal. The Technical Memorandum (Appendix B)
provides additional information.

Test Pits

TRC excavated 10 test pits at the Transmission Line Property (T-TP-1 through T-TP-10) on November 6
and 7, 2012 for the purposes of collecting soil analytical samples. Test pits were excavated to depths
ranging from 3 to 13 feet.

TRC collected three discrete analytical samples from five test pits (T-TP-1, T-TP-4, T-TP-5, T-TP-6, T-
TP-7 on Figures 3 and 4) and two discrete analytical samples from each of the remaining five test pits (T-
TP-2, T-TP-3, T-TP-8, T-TP-9, T-TP-10). Samples were generally collected from three different
intervals: from the surface (0 to 1 foot), from observed fill material ranging from 1 to 10 feet deep
(generally less than or equal to a 2-foot interval), and from the bottom of the test pits where native soil

was observed ranging from 2 to 12-feet.
5
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Soil samples were submitted for laboratory analysis of PCB Aroclors, TAL metals, cyanide, and EPH
(including PAH target compounds). Samples were submitted to Contest.

Direct Push Soil Borings

Based on a review of the preliminary test pit analytical data, TRC installed 17 direct push soil borings at
the Transmission Line Property (T-GP-1 through T-GP-17) on December 4 and 5, 2012 to evaluate the
extent of impacts identified in the test pit soil samples. Borings were advanced to depths ranging from 3
to 12 feet.

TRC collected three analytical samples from six soil borings (T-GP-1, T-GP-2, T-GP-3, T-GP-5, T-GP-
14 and T-GP-15) and two analytical samples from the remaining eleven soil borings (T-GP-4, T-GP-6
through T-GP-13, T-GP-16 and T-GP-17). Samples were generally collected from the surface (0 to 1
foot), a 2-foot interval consisting of fill material between 1 and 6.5 feet and from the bottom of the soil
boring within native soil.

The soil samples were submitted for laboratory analysis of PCB Aroclors, TAL metals, cyanide, Synthetic
Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP), Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP), and EPH
(including PAH target compounds). Samples were submitted to Contest.

Hand Auger Soil Borings

TRC advanced ten shallow (0-1 foot) hand auger borings (T-HA-1 through T-HA-10) on November 8,
2012 from the southeast portion of the Site, south of the surface water drainage, where fill material has
not been observed. Of these ten locations, two soil samples (T-HA-5 and T-HA-10) were submitted to
the laboratory (Contest) for analysis.

Two additional hand auger borings (T-GP-18 and T-GP-19) were advanced on December 10, 2012 to
further evaluate fill material in areas inaccessible to the excavator and Geoprobe Systems® drill rig
(Geoprobe). At both locations, soil samples were submitted to the laboratory (Contest) for analysis.

The soil samples were submitted for laboratory analysis of PCB Aroclors, TAL metals, cyanide, and EPH
(including PAH target compounds).

Upland Surface Water Drainage Sampling

TRC collected two sediment grab samples (T-SWD-1 and T-SWD-2) from the upland surface water
drainage feature from the Transmission Line Property on November 7, 2012. The sediment samples were
submitted to the laboratory (Contest) and analyzed for PCB Aroclors, TAL metals, cyanide, and EPH
(including PAH target compounds).

Upland Riverbank Soil Sampling

TRC collected four riverbank soil grab samples (T-BANK-1, T-BANK-2, T-BANK-3 and T-BANK-4)
from the Transmission Line Property on November 7 and 8, 2012. Samples were collected from the
upland portion of the bank of the Presumpscot River corresponding to locations where the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) had proposed to conduct sediment sampling in the July 10,
2012 Field Task Work Plan for Soil and Sediment Sampling, Keddy Mill, Windham, Maine (H&S/Nobis
Environmental LLC). The soil samples were analyzed for PCB Aroclors, TAL metals, cyanide, and EPH

(including PAH target compounds).
6
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4.0 SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS

This section provides a brief summary of the laboratory analytical data collected in the fall of 2012. A
tabular summary of this data is provided in Tables 1 through 7. Data maps based on representative
indicator analytes (benzo(a)pyrene, arsenic, and lead) are provided in Figures 5 and 6 for the Hydro
Property and Transmission Line Property, respectively. Please note that these laboratory data were
subjected to a cursory usability assessment by a TRC chemist and found to be of acceptable quality for
use. For additional detail, refer to the January 2013 Technical Memorandum provided in Appendix B.

4.1 Summary of MEDEP Guidelines Used for Comparisons

Laboratory analytical results of soil samples collected at the Site were compared to the Maine Remedial
Action Guidelines for Soil (Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous
Substances (draft)) (RAGs). These comparisons were performed to assist in framing the analytical
results, not to provide an indication of risk to human receptors that may be present at the property.
Instead, a site-specific risk assessment was performed to characterize human health risk because the
default MEDEP scenarios for the RAGs are overly conservative for current and anticipated future use of
the properties.

The below scenario-specific RAGs values / guidelines were used to frame the analytical results:

Outdoor Commercial Worker Scenario
Excavation or Construction Worker Scenario
Leaching to Groundwater Guidelines

Maine Background Guidelines

Laboratory analytical results of lead soil samples collected for TCLP lead analysis were compared to EPA
SW-846 Chapter 7, Table 7-1, Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for Toxicity Characteristic.

Please note that the January 2013 Technical Memorandum referenced above compares analytical results
to the RAGs for the Residential Scenario. However, Sappi has indicated a desire to place a Uniform
Environmental Covenant (UEC) on the Site limiting its future use to current uses and disallowing
residential and active/passive park usage. Therefore, the residential and park visitor RAGs criteria are not
applicable comparison criteria, and the Outdoor Commercial Worker and Excavation or Construction
Worker RAGs criteria are overly conservative due to the infrequent worker occupancy at the Site versus
the long-term occupancy assumptions in those RAG scenarios.

4.2 Hydro Property

A summary of the tabulated analytical data from the Hydro Property, compared to the Outdoor
Commercial Worker, Excavation or Construction Worker, and Leaching to Groundwater RAGs
guidelines as well as Maine Background guidelines, is provided below and summarized in tabular format
in Tables 1 and 3, although highlights of analytical data are presented below, Section 5 provides an
assessment of the data in the context of a Conceptual Site Model:

EPHs/PAHs: EPH carbon ranges were detected in soil below the RAGs. Benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, chrysene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene,
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene and naphthalene were detected in soil. Only benzo(a)pyrene concentrations
exceeded the RAGs (two sample locations: H-TP-1(4-5) and H-GP-3(2.5-3.5).
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Metals: Aluminum, arsenic, chromium, cobalt, iron, lead, manganese and vanadium were detected. Of
these metals, only arsenic concentrations exceeded the RAGs (two sample locations: H-TP-1(4-5) and H-
TP-3(0-1).

PCBs: PCBs were detected in one sample (H-TP-4(0-1)) at a concentration of 0.175 milligrams per
kilogram (mg/kg). This concentration is below the RAGs.

At the Hydro Property, Leaching to Groundwater Guidelines were not exceeded indicating that even if
groundwater were encountered at the Site, it likely would not be impacted.

4.3 Transmission Line Property

A summary of the analytical data from the Transmission Line Property, compared to the Outdoor
Commercial Worker, Excavation or Construction Worker, and Leaching to Groundwater RAGs
guidelines as well as Maine Background guidelines, is provided below and summarized in tabular format
in Tables 2 and 4 through 7.

EPHs/PAHSs: EPH carbon ranges were detected below the RAGs. Seventeen (17) PAHs were detected in
site soils on the Transmission Line property. Of these compounds only one PAH, benzo(a)pyrene,
exceeded the RAGs in one sample location: H-TP-1(8-10).

Metals: Aluminum, antimony, arsenic, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, manganese, mercury,
vanadium, and cyanide were detected. Of these metals only lead and/or arsenic exceeded the RAGSs
which were exceeded at twenty two sample locations. Arsenic detection above the RAGs ranged from 17
to 57 mg/kg. Lead detection above the RAGs ranged from 1,300 to 5,000 mg/kg.

Lead TCLP: Three samples (T-GP-2(2-6), T-GP-4(0-1), T-GP-14(1.5-5.5)) from the Transmission Line
Property were analyzed for TCLP lead. Lead was detected at all these locations; however, at T-GP-
14(1.5-5.5) lead was detected at 17 ppm which is above the USEPA regulatory limit of 5 ppm (40 CFR
261).

PCBs: Aroclor 1254 was detected at the Transmission Line Property in 15 sample locations with
concentrations ranging from 0.11 to 8.4 mg/kg. Aroclor 1248 was detected in 1 sample with a
concentration of 0.19 mg/kg at T-GP-7[0-1]). The excavation or construction worker RAG for PCBs (7
mg/kg) was slightly exceeded in one soil sample collected at T-GP-7R(1-2.5).

At the Transmission Line Property, Leaching to Groundwater Guidelines were not exceeded indicating
that even if groundwater were encountered at the Site, it likely would not be impacted.
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5.0 CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

The following section provides a current Conceptual Site Model (CSM) for the Site. This CSM
represents TRC’s current understanding based on existing data. The CSM may evolve over time as
additional information becomes available.

5.1 Current Site Use

Currently, the Hydro Property consists of an unpaved driveway / parking lot and an active hydro-electric
dam. The Transmission Line Property is predominantly undeveloped and wooded except for an above-
ground electrical transmission line and cleared (unpaved) right-of-way maintenance road, located along
the eastern side of the Site.

Adult workers access the Site periodically to inspect and perform maintenance on the hydro-electric dam
and transmission line.

The Site is not currently fenced. Trespassers could potentially access the site and potentially come into
contact with Site soil and fill materials, but Sappi conducts systematic patrolling and inspection to
identify and discourage trespassers.

5.2 Anticipated Future Site Use

Sappi plans to use the Site for its current industrial use for electric generation and transmission into the
foreseeable future. Limited construction activities associated with maintenance of the hydro-electric dam
and transmission line, including limited soil excavation for transmission line pole replacement, are likely
and would utilize adult workers.

There are no plans for residential, unrestricted commercial or park use now or in the foreseeable future.
Future land use will be consistent with current land use, and controlled through the implementation of a
Uniform Environmental Covenant and inspections. The abandoned residential apartment on the southern
side of the dam structure cannot be used due to building codes and safety concerns, and Sappi would not
allow such use in any event for safety reasons.

5.3 Geologic and Hydrogeologic Conditions

Geologic and hydrogeologic conditions are discussed below for the Hydro and the Transmission Line
Properties.

5.3.1 Hydro Property

Overburden at the Hydro Property consists of organic soil underlain by sand/gravel (fill), and/or fine
sand, silt and clay and bedrock. Thickness of the overburden ranges from approximately 4.5 feet (H-TP-2)
in the western portion to 14 feet (H-TP-4) in the eastern portion of the property, and is further described
below.

o Topsoil — Topsoil consists of sand and silt containing decayed organic matter and roots and
occurs at the ground surface when present. Soil thickness ranged generally from 2 to 6 inches.

o Fill - Fill material consists of silt, sand, and gravel. Fill containing demolition debris including
brick, concrete, burned wood, and angular gravel were observed in test pits (H-TP-1 through H-
TP-3) immediately overlying bedrock. Three borings (H-GP-1 through H-GP-3), located in the
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western portion of the Hydro property encountered historic fill containing coal, ash, and slag to a
depth of 6 feet. These materials were covered by sand and gravel ranging from 1 to 2.2 feet thick.
o Native silt and clay - Silt and clay with trace to some fine-coarse sand underlies the fill and
ranges from at least 4 feet (H-GP-3) to 5.7 feet (H-GP-2) thick in the western portion of the
property.
e Peat — Peat deposits underlay sand and fill (slag, cinder, and cement) at a depth of 10.5 to 14 feet
(H-TP-4) in the eastern portion of the Hydro Property. Peat was observed at only one test pit.

Bedrock was encountered in test pits and borings as evidenced by refusal and angular bedrock fragments
in samples at refusal. The depth to bedrock ranged from 4.5 feet to greater than 14 feet (H-TP-4).

Groundwater was not encountered during the investigation of the Hydro Property. The lack of observed
groundwater is likely do to one or a combination of the following considerations.

e Groundwater elevation - The elevation difference between the sampling depths and the
Presumpscot River indicates shallow groundwater does not exist at the maximum depth of the
borings/test pits;

e Subsurface structures - Potential structural walls and/or foundations from historical buildings
may be altering shallow groundwater flow paths; and/or

e Absence in overburden - Shallow groundwater may exist in bedrock, but not in overburden.

Groundwater at the Site is likely hydrogeologically connected to the Presumpscot River meaning that
potential downgradient drinking water receptors likely to not exist.

5.3.2 Transmission Line Property

The Transmission Line Property topography slopes moderately from the transmission line access road
(east) to the west, then drops steeply along the cut bank of the Presumpscot River. A surface water
drainage is located approximately one third of the way down (to the south) of the Transmission Line
Property beyond the area containing observed fill materials. This surface water drainage has been
observed during both flowing and dry conditions.

Overburden at the Transmission Line Property consists of organic soil underlain by sand/gravel (fill),
and/or fine sand, silt and clay and bedrock. Thickness of the overburden ranges from approximately 0.5
feet (T-BANK-1 through T-BANK-4) along the east bank of the Presumpscot River to 12 feet (T-GP-2)
in the northeast portion. Additional detail is provided below.

e Topsoil - Topsoil consists of sand and silt containing organic matter and although discontinuous,
is the uppermost unit when present. Soil thickness ranged generally from 2 to 4 inches, when
present.

o Fill - Fill materials included silt, sand, and gravel. Fill contained slag, coal, ash, concrete, bricks,
leather, porcelain, and burned wood; thickness ranged from absent, up to approximately 12 feet
(T-TP-1).

e Sand and gravel - Sand and gravel occurs directly beneath natural soil at 6 locations (T-GP-6, T-
GP-8, T-GP-9 T-GP-10, T-GP-11, T-GP-12).

o Native silt and clay - Fine sand, silt, and clay with trace to some medium-coarse sand underlies
fill and sand and gravel. Thickness of the this unit ranges from 0.5 feet (T-GP-19) to 6.7 feet (T-
GP-5).
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Bedrock was encountered in test pits and borings as evidenced by refusal and angular bedrock fragments
in samples at refusal. The depth to bedrock ranged from 0.5 feet to 12 feet (T-GP-17).

Groundwater was not encountered during the investigation of the Transmission Line Property. The lack
of observed groundwater is likely due to one or a combination of the following considerations.

e Groundwater elevation - The elevation difference between the sampling depths and the
Presumpscot River maybe a factor affecting the slope of the groundwater table in this area; and/or

e Absence in overburden - Shallow groundwater may exist in bedrock in this area, but not in
overburden.

Groundwater at the Site is likely hydrogeologically connected to the Presumpscot River meaning that
potential downgradient drinking water receptors would not exist.

5.4 Nature and Extent of Impacts

Analytical results are discussed relative to the Outdoor Commercial Worker, Excavation or Construction
Worker, and Leaching to Groundwater RAGs guidelines as well as Maine Background guidelines. These
comparisons were performed to assist in framing the nature and extent discussion, not to provide an
indication of risk to human receptors that may be present at the property. Instead, a site-specific risk
assessment was performed to characterize human health risk because the default MEDEP scenarios for
the RAGs are overly conservative for current and anticipated future use of the properties. The nature and
extent of impacts detected/observed at the Site are discussed below.

5.4.1 Hydro Property

At the Hydro Property, EPH, PAHs, PCBs and metals were detected in soil samples. However, only
benzo(a)pyrene and arsenic (see arsenic discussion below) were detected above the Outdoor Commercial
Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs. These impacts were fairly localized
to the extreme western area of the property, the furthest from the Keddy Mill parcel. They exist in the
disturbed area adjacent to Route 202 and the Presumpscot River Bridge. A potential source or cause of
these impacts is described below.

Chemical concentrations of soil and observed fill material in the central and eastern portions of the Hydro
Property did not exceed the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker
Scenarios RAGs.

PCBs

While PCBs did not exceed the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker
Scenarios RAGs at the Hydro Property, it is a useful compound in drawing distinctions between the fill
material on the Site and the Keddy Mill parcel. EPA has documented widespread PCB impacts on the
Keddy Mill parcel (concentrations ranging from non-detect to 110,000 mg/kg total PCBs). On the Keddy
Mill parcel, EPA surface soil samples SS-03 and SS-04 are located adjacent to the north of the eastern
portion of the Hydro Property and did not indicate chemical concentrations in soil above the Excavation
or Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs. EPA
surface soil samples SS-06 and SS-08 are located to the north and east and indicate one PCB (Aroclor
1254) with concentrations of 180 mg/kg and 150 mg/kg, respectively. EPA did not analyze soil below
two feet at any of these locations.
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By contrast, PCBs were absent from all but one sample on the Hydro Property (H-TP-4[0-1] where PCBs
were detected at 0.18 mg/kg), a trace/background concentration amount. This PCB, Aroclor 1254, is the
same Aroclor that is widespread on the Keddy Mill parcel, but at a significantly lower concentration.
This datum suggests that there has been minimal cross contamination from the Keddy Mill parcel to the
Hydro Property.

PAHs

Benzo(a)pyrene was the only PAH detected above Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or
Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs at 12 mg/kg (H-GP-3[2.5-3.5]) and 6.2 mg/kg (H-TP-1[4-5]) at the
Hydro Property in the subsurface. At the Keddy Mill parcel, EPA did not detect PAHs on the western
portion of the parcel adjacent to Sappi’s property. These data suggest that the Keddy Mill parcel may not
be the source of PAHSs on the Hydro Property.

5.4.2 Transmission Line Property

At the Transmission Line Property, EPH, PAHs, PCBs and metals were detected in soil samples.
However, only benzo(a)pyrene, PCBs (Aroclor 1254), lead, and arsenic (see arsenic discussion below)
were detected above the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker
Scenarios RAGs. The data indicated these impacts were limited to the northern third of the property,
generally in the area where fill material has been observed. Specifically, the area of impacts measured
extend from the north by the Keddy Mill parcel boundary approximately 500-feet south down the
Transmission Line Property. The western extent is bounded by the Presumpscot River. The eastern
extent of fill is not fully defined beyond Sappi’s property, as fill material was observed all the way to
Sappi’s eastern property boundary (which boundary is the Keddy Mill property). EPA collected two
surface soil samples (SS-16 and SS-17) on the Keddy Mill property to the east and identified fill material
in both these samples which confirms fill material exists on the Keddy Mill property as well.

To better evaluate the extent of fill material, an interpretative fill thickness contour map was prepared
(provided as Figure 7) and four geologic cross sections were generated (included in Appendix D). The
interpretative fill thickness contour map indicates the largest fill thickness is in the extreme northern end
of the Transmission Line Property, becoming shallower to the south. Another moderately thick area of
fill was identified around locations T-TP-7 and T-GP-14. The geologic cross sections support this
interpretation adding that, generally speaking, fill material thickness increases from east to west (as you
move down slope towards the Presumpscot River). Please note that the interpretative fill thickness
contour map and geologic cross sections are estimates. The fill material is heterogeneous and observed to
have varying thickness laterally.

The southern two thirds of the Transmission Line Property were visually free of detected chemical
impacts. The exception was the presence of one metal, arsenic (see arsenic discussion Section 5.6 below).

PAHs

Benzo(a)pyrene was the only PAH detected above Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or
Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs at 5.3 mg/kg (T-TP-1[8-10]) at the Transmission Line Property in
subsurface soil. At the Keddy Mill parcel, EPA’s data shows benzo(a)pyrene at 3,600 mg/kg and 2,200
mg/kg (SS-14 and SS-17, respectively) on the western side of the parcel adjacent to Sappi’s property.
These data suggest that while the fill material on the Transmission Line Property may have originated
from the Keddy Mill parcel, there is a substantial difference between the benzo(a)pyrene concentrations
found on the two properties, with Keddy Mill being almost 3 orders of magnitude higher in concentration.
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PCBs

Aroclor 1254 was the only PCB detected above Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or
Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs at 8.4 mg/kg (T-GP-7R[1-2.5]) at the Transmission Line Property
in surficial soil. On additional PCB, Aroclor 1248, as also detected at 0.19 mg/kg (T-GP-17[0-1]) but
well below the guideline of 7 mg/kg.

At the Keddy Mill parcel, EPA’s sampling effort has documented widespread PCB impacts. Three PCB
Aroclors at Keddy Mill were identified (1242, 1248, and 1254) ranging in concentration from less than 1
mg/kg to 110,000 mg/kg. The highest PCB concentrations are of Aroclor 1242 which was not detected
on Sappi’s property. Additionally, the concentrations of Aroclors 1248 and 1254 on the Keddy Mill
parcel are consistently in the hundreds of mg/kg. Two EPA sample locations on Keddy Mill property,
near to the Transmission Line Property (SS-15 and SS-21), have total PCB concentrations of 640 mg/kg
and 160 mg/kg, respectively. EPA also collected samples from “Mill Deposited Slag Material Source
Samples” which are presumably samples of the slag waste found on the Keddy Mill Parcel. These slag
source samples contained PCB concentrations 3 orders of magnitude higher than on Sappi property.
These data suggest that while the fill material on the Transmission Line Property may have originated
from the Keddy Mill parcel, the PCB concentrations found on the Transmission Line Property are
significantly lower.

Lead

On Sappi’s property, lead was detected at concentrations exceeding the Outdoor Commercial Worker
and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs of 950 mg/kg at six locations (T-TP-5[0-1] -
1,300 mg/kg, T-TP-7[0-1] - 2,800 mg/kg, T-TP-7[2-3] - 5,000 mg/kg, T-GP-2[2-6] - 1,500 mg/kg, T-GP-
14[0-1] - 4,300 mg/kg, T-GP-14[0-1] - 3,400 mg/kg) in both surficial and subsurface soil. The highest
concentrations of lead on the Keddy Mill parcel were 1,760 mg/kg at location SS-19 and 774 mg/kg at
location SS-20 (both located adjacent to the north of the Transmission Line Property) while the remaining
eight EPA samples, where lead was detected, had concentrations of lead consistently between 200 and
500 mg/kg (below the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios
RAGs of 950 mg/kg). EPA also collected slag source samples (discussed above) which contained lead
concentrations below 170 mg/kg. These data suggest that the fill material on the Transmission Line
Property has consistently higher lead levels than both the Keddy Mill soil samples and the slag source
samples and therefore appears to have a different lead chemical signature from the Keddy Mill parcel.

The extent of lead concentrations was contoured in surface soil and subsurface soil on the northern third
of the Transmission Line Property as shown by Figures 8 and 9, respectively. The contours were
generated based on lead data using the inverse distance weighted method in ARCMAP (version 10.1).
This approach assumes there is a linear relationship between adjacent lead concentrations. Because the fill
is heterogeneous, elevated lead concentrations may be present between sample locations that are not
accounted for in the contouring.

Copper

While copper did not exceed the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker
Scenarios RAGs at the Transmission Line Property, it may a useful compound in drawing distinctions
between the fill material on the Site and the Keddy Mill parcel. The highest copper concentrations on the
northern third of the Transmission Line Property were located at T-TP-7[0-1], T-TP-7[2-3] and T-GP-
14[1.5-5.5] at 1,700 mg/kg, 1,700 mg/kg, and 3,200 mg/kg, respectively in both surficial and subsurface
soil. These three locations are in the area of elevated lead concentrations and observed fill material.
EPA’s data presents copper ranging between 134 mg/kg and 251 mg/kg at SS-15 and SS-14, respectively
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in Keddy Mill parcel soils. In EPA’s slag source samples (discussed above), the highest copper
concentration was 22,800 mg/kg (SO-04) followed by multiple samples in the low thousands mg/kg.
These data suggest that while the fill material on the Transmission Line Property may have originated
from the Keddy Mill parcel, the copper signature on the two properties are different. This distinction was
drawn since the concentrations of copper in Keddy Mill soils are almost an order of magnitude below
those found on the Transmission Line Property while the slag source samples from the Keddy Mill are
almost two orders of magnitude higher. Copper (and cobalt) field screening data generated by MEDEP’s
Brownfields contractor several years ago were not evaluated due to concerns on data reliability and
quality. This field screening data was generated through X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) technology; a semi
guantitative field screening method. This XRF data set is not supported by fixed base analytical methods
to validate the field screening data.

In summary, the Keddy Mill impacts are higher for selected organic compounds (PAH, PCB, etc.) and
lower for selected metals (lead, copper) than the Transmission Line Property. Whether these differences
are due to operational histories or some other factor is not known. However this fact underscores that
Sappi’s property has a different chemical profile which may indicate the need for remedial options that
would not be appropriate for Keddy Mill.

5.5 Potential Sources of Impacts

The potential sources of impacts for the Hydro Property and the Transmission Line Property are discussed
below.

5.5.1 Hydro Property

Impacts on the Hydro Property are limited to the extreme western area of the property, the furthest from
the Keddy Mill parcel, where benzo(a)pyrene and arsenic (see arsenic discussion below) were detected
above the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGS.
This area was significantly reworked by Maine DOT during construction of the Route 202 Presumpscot
River Bridge in the mid-2000s used as an equipment storage area and laydown yard during construction.
In addition, benzo(a)pyrene is a common PAH associated with roadway use and asphalt. Since mill
activities/structures are not known to have existed in this area of the Hydro Property, it is likely that soil
impacts are due to Maine DOT construction practices, not Sappi/historical activities.

Over the central and eastern portions of the Hydro Property, fill below the ground surface was observed
(including brick, concrete, glass, coal, ash, cinder, slag, and scrap metal) likely associated with the
demolition of former mill structures that existed on the property. However, detected compounds in this
area were below applicable Excavation or Construction Worker Scenario criteria.

5.5.2 Transmission Line Property

Elevated concentrations of lead, arsenic (see arsenic discussion below), benzo(a)pyrene, and one PCB
(Aroclor 1254) were detected above the RAGs for the Excavation or Construction Worker Scenario on
the northern third of the Transmission Line Property. These elevated chemical concentrations were
detected in and around areas where fill material was observed on ground surface and in the subsurface
during test pit and boring installation. This fill material was observed to include brick, concrete, glass,
coal, ash, cinder, slag, leather, porcelain, scrap metal, and large industrial looking metal objects.

Sappi purchased the Transmission Line Property in 1974 and since there has not conducted any filling
based upon available data. Furthermore, the age of the tree cover growing out of the fill material appears
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to be 40 years or older (based on visual observations) as mature trees dominate the landscape, further
substantiating the old age of the fill.

Based on these lines of evidence, it is likely that the fill material was in place at the time Sappi purchased
the property from the Keddy Mill parcel, and in any event, Sappi did not contribute to its generation or
placement. Therefore, it is likely that this fill material is a product of the operation of the Keddy Mill.
While the fill material may have originated at the Keddy Mill, the different chemical signature (discussed
above) highlights the distinction between this fill material and the fill materials found on the Keddy Mill
parcel.

5.6 Arsenic and Background Concentrations in Maine

Arsenic was detected in soils at concentrations above the RAG criterion for the Outdoor Commercial
Worker (4 mg/kg) scenario at 63 of 96 individual analytical sample locations ranging from 4.1 mg/kg to
57 mg/kg. However, only 19 of 96 individual analytical sample locations exceeded the Maine
Background guidance value for arsenic of 15 mg/kg. Arsenic was detected above the RAG criterion for
the Excavation or Construction Worker (42 mg/kg) scenario at 2 of 96 individual analytical sample
locations (T-TP-5(8-9) and T-TP-9(3-4)).

TRC’s sampling approach included not only the areas of visual fill impacts, but also areas of the Site
where no visual fill impacts were observed. TRC considers these ten locations, which lack fill impacts, as
background locations (T-HA-5, T-HA-9, T-GP-8, T-GP-9, T-GP-10, T-GP-11, T-GP-12, T-TP-8, T-TP-9,
and T-TP-10). All background locations were located south of the observed fill material.

The results from these background locations suggest that arsenic levels in Site soils are not necessarily
associated with fill materials. The second highest concentration of arsenic was detected at location T-TP-
9(3-4) at 42 mg/kg, which is approximately 130 feet from the nearest observed fill impacts. At another
background location, T-HA-5, arsenic was detected at 34 mg/kg, the fourth highest concentration detected
out of the 96 individual analytical sample locations. Location T-HA-5 is located on Sappi property
approximately 800 feet south of the observed fill materials. These concentrations are well within natural
ranges for arsenic in certain Maine soils.

The arsenic concentrations of the background locations are generally higher in concentration than most of
the arsenic concentrations from the area of visual fill impacts. Therefore, TRC concludes that the arsenic
concentrations at the Site are the result of naturally occurring arsenic mineralogy or atmospheric
deposition, not from the fill impacts on the Site.

Potential sources of arsenic are discussed below.

e Arsenic concentrations in soils may be attributable to natural mineral composition of bedrock
(arsenopyrite, etc.) and its weathering. Bedrock at the Site is mapped as the Silurian - Ordovician
Vassalboro formation which is known to consist of bluish-gray sandstone, quartzite and shale
which can be altered to pyritiferous mica schists is locations. This metasedimentary rock with
sulfide-bearing minerals (micas) has the possibility to create localized elevated concentrations of
arsenic in soil as the bedrock weathers. Maine Geological Survey and others have documented
arsenic’s natural occurrence in Maine’s soil and groundwater above published guidance values.

e A former freight rail line exists to the east of the Site which was in operation during the mid-19"
to mid-20™ centuries while coal was the primary fuel source. A byproduct of the combustion
process of coal is arsenic (along with other heavy metals and PAHSs) which would have been
deposited in the area surrounding the tracks.
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e Maine is located on the eastern seaboard of the United States. Over time, upper level winds have
transported combustion byproducts (heavy metals, including arsenic, and PAHS) originating from
coal and petroleum power generation and industry in the western and mid-western part of the
country. This atmospheric deposition is widespread across all of New England.

¢ In New England, there is a high percentage of heating with alternative fuels (wood, pellets, coal
(historically), etc.). Combustion of these fuels releases arsenic (along with other heavy metals
and PAHSs) which are frequently deposited in the surrounding downwind area.

5.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCBs) and the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA)

PCB Aroclor-1254 was detected in soil at one individual analytical sample locations (T-GP-7R[1-2.5]) at
8.4 mg/kg which is slightly above the RAG for the Excavation or Construction Worker (7 mg/kg)
scenario. PCBs were not detected in soils above the RAG for Outdoor Commercial Worker (12 mg/kg)
exposure scenario at any of the individual analytical sample locations. PCBs were detected above 1 mg/kg
but below 7 mg/kg at five locations (T-TP-7[0-1], T-GP-5[0-1], T-GP-6[0-1], T-GP-7R[0-1], and T-GP-
7R[1-2.5]).

EPA Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination, Aug. 1990, indicates
that the “preliminary remediation goal” for non-residential land use should be approximately 10-25 ppm
total PCBs. The detected concentrations of PCBs at the site are below 10 ppm. In addition, even if the
EPA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy were to apply, the cleanup level for a low occupancy area (like the
transmission line property) is 25 ppm based upon 40 CFR. 8§ 761.3 and 761.61(a)(4)(b). Again,
concentrations of PCBs detected at the Site are well below 25 ppm.

The USEPA’s TSCA regulates PCBs in certain materials and above certain concentrations. TSCA
defines which PCB containing products are regulated in 40 CFR § 761.3. For this Site, PCB remediation
waste would be the appropriate category if TSCA had jurisdiction.

For the PCBs detected in soil to be regulated as a PCB remediation waste, at least one of the following
criteria must be met:

o Disposed prior to April 18, 1978 and is currently greater or equal to 50 mg/kg

e Original PCB source greater or equal to 500 mg/kg beginning on April 18, 1978 and currently
any concentration greater or equal to 1 mg/kg

e Original PCB source greater or equal to 50 mg/kg beginning on July 2, 1979 and currently any
concentration greater or equal to 1 mg/kg (after unauthorized uses established in the late
1970s/1980s)

e Any concentration if from an unauthorized use

e The owner or operator of a site containing PCB remediation waste has the burden of proving the
date that the waste was placed in a land disposal facility, spilled, or otherwise released into the
environment, and the concentration of the original spill.

Based on these criteria, the Site is not regulated under TSCA. Justification of this conclusion is provided
in the summary table below.
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Summary of TSCA Regulatory Classification Opinion for Soil

Number of Original PCB Original PCB Number of Associated Post-1978
. Pre-1978 h source > 500 source > 50 soil with -
Location . soil samples . Disturbance of
Disposal? >50 mg/kg mg/kg after mg/kg after samples >1 | unauthorized PCB Deposition?
4/18/78 71279 mg/kg use? )
Little Falls - Yes 0 No No 5 No None
Transmission | (Sappi purchased (Sappi has not (Sappi has not (Sappi has not
Line the property in disturbed/ disturbed/ disturbed/
Property 1974 and has not modified the modified the modified the area
disposed of any area of fill area of fill since acquisition
materials on the material since material since in 1974)
property since acquisition in acquisition in
acquisition) 1974) 1974)

5.8 PCBs and Lead and the Maine Hazardous Waste Regulations

Maine hazardous waste regulations include PCBs as hazardous wastes at concentrations greater than 50
ppm, or if the source was greater than 50 ppm and diluted to lower levels. Maine DEP Regulations,
Chapter 850 8§ 3(c)(2)(b). Maine hazardous waste rules would apply if Sappi had treated, stored or
disposed of PCB wastes at 50 ppm (or diluted below 50 ppm) but Sappi has not treated, stored or
disposed of wastes at that concentration (or diluted below that level). Based upon the weight of evidence,
all PCBs were deposited before 1974 (which is well before the 1980 effective date of the Maine DEP
hazardous waste rules), and were deposited by others.

In addition, lead in soil at one location at concentrations that exceeded the regulatory limit for the toxicity
characteristic (5 ppm). Maine Regulations would prohibit that disposal if it had occurred after the
effective date of the rules; specifically Maine hazardous waste regulations would apply and those soils
could not be deposited or managed on the ground after the hazardous waste regulations became effective
in 1980. However, the history of the site establishes that these soils were deposited before Sappi acquired
the property in 1974, and they have not been handled since, thus they are not regulated as they sit in
place.
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6.0 HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

This section provides a summary of the baseline human health risk assessment for the Little Falls Site,
based on soil data collected in 2012 by TRC. The full Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment Report is
included as Appendix C.

6.1 Background and Purpose

This baseline human health risk assessment was conducted using methodologies required by the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) risk assessment guidance (MEDEP, 2011), which
directs that EPA risk assessment methodology (EPA, 1989; 1991a; 1991b; 1992; 2001; 2004; 2005; 2010;
2011b) should be used when a site-specific risk assessment is performed. Because this baseline risk
assessment is intended to be site specific, site-specific information was incorporated into the evaluation
whenever possible. However, in the absence of site-specific information, Maine-specific exposure
assumptions (MEDEP, 2011) have been used preferentially over EPA standard default exposure
assumptions, when available.

The focus of this risk assessment was the quantitative, and in some cases qualitative, evaluation of
potential risks to human receptors who have the potential for current and/or future exposure to impacted
soils.

The purposes of the baseline human health risk assessment were:

e Evaluation - To evaluate the potential human health risks that may be posed by impacted soil
within currently accessible and future potentially accessible portions of the property; and

e Baseline - To provide a basis for decisions as to whether remedial action is necessary. This
baseline risk assessment may also be used qualitatively to identify site conditions (chemicals,
exposure pathways, locations) of greatest potential concern.

Three focus areas (exposure points) of the Site have been evaluated in the human health risk assessment,
as described below:

e Hydro Property — This area conforms to the area previously described in this report;

e Transmission Line Property (Northern Third) — This area includes a subsection of the
previously described Transmission Line Property and only includes approximately the northern
third of this area. The focus area is bounded by the surface water drainage to the south; and

e South Bank Area — This area includes a small portion of the southern Transmission Line
Property directly surrounding sampling location T-BANK-4.

For the purposes of this risk assessment and based upon discussions with Sappi, it is assumed that Land
Use restrictions in the form of Uniform Environmental Covenants (UECs) will be implemented at the
property to restrict use of the property to current uses in support of Sappi’s production and distribution of
electrical power. As such, the potential exposure scenarios are limited and include intermittent non-
intrusive workers (i.e., outdoor workers who do not actively dig in the soil such as workers performing
grass/weed control activities), indoor workers, intrusive workers, (i.e., outdoor workers who actively dig
in the soil such as pole workers), and trespassers (which are discouraged by Sappi). Future uses of greater
intensity and frequency than current uses (e.g., residential and park use) would be prohibited.
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6.2

Identification of Current/Future Exposure Points and Receptors

6.2.1 Property Locations

Three locations were evaluated under this risk assessment, as summarized below:

Hydro Property - Workers visit the Hydro Property to inspect the equipment inside the station
and may periodically contact surface soil (0 to 2 feet in depth) in the driveway/parking lot area, or
track surface soil contaminants into the facility where they may be contacted. Trespassers may
occasionally access this area and contact surface soil contaminants. Surface soil exposure during
non-intrusive activities has been evaluated (e.g., periodic weed/grass control activities), though
these types of activities are not known to be occurring. No intrusive activities are currently
occurring at this exposure point.

Hypothetically, future improvements or repairs may require excavation or construction activities.
Therefore, long-term construction-related exposures to surface soil and subsurface soil (0 to 15
feet) are quantitatively evaluated for the Hydro Property. Though underground utility work that
would require exposures to short-term intrusive workers are most likely to occur at the Hydro
Property, the long-term construction worker scenario has been used to conservatively evaluate the
short-term intrusive worker scenario at this exposure point. Utility repair activities would require
less than the 6-month exposure period assumed for the construction worker exposures.

Northern Transmission Line Property - Non-intrusive workers may contact surface soil
contaminants in the Northern Transmission Line Property during monthly inspection of the
transmission lines, bimonthly patrolling for trespassers and annual tree trimming/branch grinding
activities. Trespassers may access this portion of the property from the river bank or from the
adjacent walking trail to the east and contact surface soil. No intrusive activities are currently
scheduled to occur at this exposure point.

Hypothetically, future improvements or repairs may require excavation or construction activities.
Therefore, long-term construction-related exposures to surface soil and subsurface soil (0 to 15
feet) are quantitatively evaluated. Short-term intrusive work may also be required in the event of
utility pole failures. Though pole failures may occur at a low frequency (one to two failures per
year), it is assumed that the same workers perform these activities over the duration of their
employment (24 days per year for up to 25 years). Contact with both surface and subsurface soil
(0 to 15 feet in depth) would occur during the replacement activities.

South Bank Area - Surface soil in the South Bank Area is most likely accessible to trespassers
only since this area is located along the river bank, away from the transmission lines. However, it
is assumed that non-intrusive workers may occasionally contact surface soil in this area during
their routine inspections or while patrolling for trespassers. No intrusive activities currently occur
at this exposure point.

Hypothetically, future improvements or repairs may require excavation or construction activities.
Therefore, long-term construction-related exposures to surface soil and subsurface soil (0 to 15
feet) are quantitatively evaluated. Though this area is along the river bank and away from the
transmission line, short-term intrusive work has also been evaluated, consistent with the Northern
Transmission Line Property.
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6.2.2 Exposure Pathways

Trespassers, non-intrusive workers and indoor workers may be exposed to surface soil contaminants via
incidental ingestion and dermal contact. Due to the lack of intrusive activities performed by these
receptors, the inhalation of fugitive dust is considered negligible and has not been quantitatively
evaluated.

Short-term intrusive workers and long-term construction workers may be exposed to surface and
subsurface soil contaminants via incidental ingestion, dermal contact and inhalation of fugitive dust.
Because the contaminants present in soil are not considered volatile in nature (high molecular weight
PAHSs, heavy petroleum hydrocarbon fractions and metals), the inhalation of vapors released from soil
during intrusive work is not evaluated as a complete exposure pathway.

Under the assumption that deeper soils are brought to the surface and mixed with the surface soils, the
same receptors evaluated for exposures to surface soil under current conditions (i.e., trespassers, indoor
workers and non-intrusive workers) have also been evaluated for exposures to both surface and
subsurface soil under future conditions.

Groundwater was not encountered during the investigation as previously discussed. In addition, Leaching
to Groundwater Guidelines were not exceeded indicating that if groundwater were present at the Site, it
likely would not be significantly impacted. There is no potable or non-ingestion use of groundwater at the
property. The power generation facility is connected to the municipal water supply. Sappi intends to
prohibit all extraction/use of groundwater in the future with a UEC.

Default MEDEP exposure assumptions as specified in the risk assessment guidance (MEDEP, 2011) have
been used for the trespasser, indoor worker and long-term construction worker scenarios. Site-specific
exposure assumptions have been used for the non-intrusive and intrusive worker, based on conservative
estimates of activities known to be occurring at the Site.

6.3 Selection Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)

Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) were selected for quantitative evaluation in the risk assessment
by comparing maximum detected concentration of each chemical in soil at each exposure point to
Residential Soil Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) published by EPA (EPA, 2012), as specified in the
Maine Risk Assessment Guidance. RSLs are risk-based concentrations that are intended to assist risk
assessors and others in initial screening-level evaluations of environmental contaminant concentrations.
RSLs are chemical concentrations back-calculated using toxicity criteria and either a 1x10° target risk
level for potential carcinogens or a hazard quotient (HQ) of 1 for non-carcinogens. For purposes of this
screening analysis, a HQ of 0.1 was used to add a ten-fold measure of safety to reduce the chance of
omitting chemicals from the list of COPCs that could contribute to a total hazard index (HI) of 1. To
accomplish this, RSLs for non-carcinogenic chemicals were divided by 10 prior to comparison to
maximum detected values. Background was not used for screening COPCs; therefore, arsenic was
retained as a COPC even though concentrations in soil are likely representative of regional background
levels.

6.4 Calculation of Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs)

Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) used for risk estimation were typically the 95% Upper Confidence
Limit (UCL) on the arithmetic mean concentration. The 95% UCLs were calculated using EPA’s
program ProUCL Statistical Software Version 4.1 (EPA, 2011a). For small data sets (typically less than
nine samples), the maximum detected COPC concentration was used as the EPC. When the 95% UCL
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value for a COPC exceeded the maximum detected concentration because of small sample sizes or high
data set variability, the maximum detected COPC concentration was used as the EPC.

6.5 Toxicity Assessment

Toxicity data used in this assessment are those used by MEDEP in the development of the Remedial
Action Guidelines (MEDEP, 2013). Primary sources for these toxicity values are the EPA Integrated
Risk Information System on-line database (EPA, 2013), the EPA Superfund Technical Support Center,
the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP, 2003), the California
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.

6.6 Risk Characterization

Non-carcinogenic risk is estimated by means of a Hazard Quotient (HQ). The sum of the HQs for all
chemicals within an exposure point and pathway that have the same target organ or type of toxicity is
termed the pathway HI. In general, HlIs that are less than 1 are not of regulatory concern; however, a Hl
of greater than 1 does not automatically indicate that an adverse effect will occur and should not
automatically be interpreted as posing an unacceptable risk to the exposed population.

The cancer risk for each receptor is estimated by means of an Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk (ILCR).
MEDEP indicates that where the cumulative ILCR for a receptor is less than 10°, and where the non-
carcinogenic HI is less than 1, action generally is not warranted unless there are adverse environmental
impacts.

An overall summary of cancer risk and non-cancer hazard estimates for each of the evaluated scenarios
and pathways for each exposure point listed above is presented in Table 8. Receptors evaluated include
indoor workers at the Hydro Property, older child trespassers, non-intrusive workers, and long-term (6-
month) construction workers at all three exposure points, and intrusive workers (24 days/year for 25
years) at the Northern Transmission Line Property and South Bank Area. The selected receptors
conservatively represent current land use at the Site. In addition, and the risk assessment evaluated a
default long-term excavation or construction worker, should Sappi chose to not restrict this type of
activity in the future.

Estimated cumulative incremental lifetime cancer risks (ILCRs) and non-carcinogenic hazard indices
(HIs) for each receptor were compared to MEDEP’s target cancer risk of 10 and non-carcinogenic HI of
1. Risks were not summed across the exposure points since the parameter values used assume maximal
exposures as each exposure point. This approach assumes that an individual would not be maximally
exposed to soil at more than one exposure point.

6.6.1 Hydro Property

The cumulative ILCRs and Hls are below risk management criteria for all scenarios evaluated at the
Hydro Property. Receptors evaluated include indoor workers, older child trespassers, non-intrusive
workers, and long-term (6-month) construction workers.

6.6.2 Transmission Line Property (Northern Third)

The cumulative ILCRs and Hls are below risk management criteria for all scenarios evaluated at the

northern portion of the Little Falls Transmission Line Property. Receptors evaluated include older child
trespassers, non-intrusive workers, long-term (6-month) construction workers and intrusive workers (24

days/year for 25 years).
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Because lead was selected as a COPC for soil at this exposure point, adult and older child lead exposures
were evaluated using the methodology provided by USEPA (2003a; 2009). For adult and older child
exposures for soil, the calculated blood lead concentration in women of childbearing age did not exceed
the goal of 4.2 ug/dL for current and future land use, except for the default future 6-month construction
worker where adult exposures could result in fetal blood lead levels in excess of blood lead level
goals. Long-term construction worker exposures could be controlled using Land Use Restrictions to
prevent long-term construction projects in the northern portion of the Transmission Line Property. No
unacceptable risks were estimated for intrusive workers at this area of the Site, assuming 24 days of
exposure per year for 25 years.

6.6.3 Transmission Line Property (South Bank Area)

The cumulative ILCRs and Hls are below risk management criteria for all scenarios evaluated at the
South Bank Area of the Transmission Line Property. Receptors evaluated include older child trespassers,
non-intrusive workers, long-term (6-month) construction workers, and intrusive workers (24 days/year for
25 years).
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7.0

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

TRC conducted a detailed, comprehensive characterization of the surface and subsurface soils and fill
materials at the Site. Based on these activities, TRC has developed the following findings and
conclusions.

7.1 Hydro Property

Groundwater was not encountered in test pits, soil borings or other sampling locations on the
Hydro Property.

Leaching to Groundwater Guidelines were not exceeded indicating that if groundwater were
present at the Hydro Property, it likely would not be significantly impacted. No potential drinking
water receptors were identified.

Sappi intends to prohibit groundwater extraction and use for any purpose through a Uniform
Environmental Covenant (deed restriction).

Fill material (including brick, coal, ash, cinder, slag and metal) is present in the subsurface at the
Hydro property at depths up to 10.5 feet below ground surface (bgs) and is likely associated with
the demolition of the former structures.

Analytical testing of this fill material indicates it is generally inert, with few analytes present
above detection limits and/or RAGs.

Two analytes were detected at concentrations that exceeded a published Outdoor Commercial
Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs including; benzo(a)pyrene
and arsenic. Comparison to these RAGs guidelines was performed only to frame the discussion
and not to provide an indication of risk to human health at the Site.

Observed arsenic concentrations are interpreted to be indicative of local background
concentrations as discussed in the CSM (See Section 5.6 above).

Benzo(a)pyrene was detected in the western portion of the Hydro Property, the presence of which
appears to be related to the Route 202 and/or MEDOT activities. This PAH was encountered at
concentrations up to 12 kg/kg, which exceeds a RAG concentration for Outdoor Commercial
Worker. However, these elevated concentrations are encountered deeper than 2.5 feet below
ground, and were not exposed at the ground surface.

PCBs were only detected in one sample, H-TP-4[0-1], located on the eastern end of the Hydro
Property, and at concentrations well below 1 ppm. No onsite PCB source was identified.

Lead was encountered at 750 mg/kg which is well above background concentrations, but below
the RAGs.

The relatively minor observed chemical impacts at the Hydro Property do not suggest an onsite
source area or hot spot, but are more likely related to ubiquitous impacts from long term activities
around Route 202.

As demonstrated in the Human Health Risk Assessment, none of the organic or inorganic
analytes detected at the Hydro Property presents an unacceptable risk to the trespasser, indoor
worker, non-intrusive outdoor worker or MEDEP default excavation or construction worker.

Because of the apparent inert characteristics of the fill material, and the relatively low
concentrations of various target analytes detected in both surface and subsurface soils, and
because the existing conditions do not pose undue risk to site workers (based on the human health
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risk assessment), no remedial actions are recommended. This conclusion assumes that a Uniform
Environmental Covenant (deed restriction) will be put in place to keep the Site in current
commercial or industrial land use and to prevent residential development or use as an active or
passive recreational park.

7.2 Transmission Line Property

e Groundwater was not encountered in test pits or soil borings on the Transmission Line Property.

e Leaching to Groundwater Guidelines were not exceeded indicating that if groundwater were
present at the Transmission Line Property, it likely would not be significantly impacted. No
potential drinking water receptors were identified.

e Sappi intends to prohibit groundwater extraction and use for any purpose through a Uniform
Environmental Covenant (deed restriction).

o Fill material at the surface and subsurface was observed to contain slag, coal, ash, concrete,
bricks, leather, porcelain, metal, and industrial metal objects.

o Fill material appears to extend laterally from the Keddy Mill parcel in the north approximately
500-feet south down the Transmission Line Property. The western extent is bounded by the
Presumpscot River. The eastern extent is not fully defined as fill material was observed by EPA
in two surface soil samples on the Keddy Mill parcel to the east of Sappi’s property.

o Fill material appears to extend vertically from exposed fill at the surface to approximately 10-feet
bgs at its thickest point (T-TP-1). As one travels south along the Transmission Line Property, the
fill material varies approximately between one foot and five feet in thickness.

o Fill material was observed along the bank and in the shallow water of the Presumpscot River. Fill
in this area consisted primarily of heaver materials that could roll down slope (e.g.: slag, concrete,
bricks, metal, etc.).

o Several analytes were detected at concentrations that exceeded a published Outdoor Commercial
Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs including; benzo(a)pyrene,
PCBs (Aroclor 1254), lead, and arsenic. Comparison to these RAGs guidelines was performed
only to frame the discussion and not to provide an indication of risk to human health at the Site.

e Observed arsenic concentrations are interpreted to be indicative of local background
concentrations as discussed in the CSM (See Section 5.6 above).

e Benzo(a)pyrene was the only PAH detected above Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or
Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs at 5.3 mg/kg (T-TP-1[8-10]) at the
Transmission Line Property in subsurface soil. However, these elevated concentrations are
encountered deeper than 8 feet below ground, and were not exposed at the ground surface.

e PCBs were detected in 16 samples, however only one sample location, T-GP-7R[0-1], exceeded
the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAG of 7
mg/kg at 8.4 mg/kg (Aroclor 1254). This sample was located on the eastern side of the
Transmission Line Property between the power line and the property line in surficial soil. No
current onsite PCB source was identified.

o Lead was detected at concentrations exceeding the Outdoor Commercial Worker and/or
Excavation or Construction Worker Scenarios RAGs of 950mg/kg at six locations (T-TP-5[0-1] -
1,300 mg/kg, T-TP-7[0-1] - 2,800 mg/kg, T-TP-7[2-3] - 5,000 mg/kg, T-GP-2[2-6] - 1,500
mg/kg, T-GP-14[0-1] - 4,300 mg/kg, T-GP-14[0-1] - 3,400 mg/kg) in both surficial and

subsurface soil.
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e Three samples were analyzed for TCLP lead. Lead was detected at all these locations; however,
only one of the three exceeded hazardous waste equivalency limits. Location T-GP-14(1.5-5.5)
lead was detected at 17 ppm which is above the applicable USEPA regulatory limits of 5 ppm.

e The concentration of lead on Site correlates well with the lateral distribution of fill material.
Vertically, however, some of the highest concentrations of lead on the Site were collected from
visual native looking soils directly beneath the fill material, suggesting localized leaching of lead
into underlying soils may have occurred.

e Based on the visual and analytical data gathered during this investigation, chemical impacts to
soil seem to correlate well with the horizontal extent of the visual fill material.

o A recent report for the Keddy Mill parcel identified cobalt as a potential COC using XRF
technology. TRC collected 96 individual analytical sample locations from the Site over two
rounds and analyzed them for TAL metals, which includes the metal cobalt. TRC’s samples were
submitted to a fixed analytical laboratory (using a method considered more reliable than XRF)
and the subsequent data subjected to data usability review by our internal QA/QC chemist.
Cobalt was not detected above RAGs at the Site.

e None of the organic or inorganic analytes detected at the Transmission Line Property presents an
unacceptable risk to the trespasser, non-intrusive worker, intrusive worker or MEDEP default
excavation or construction worker except for lead, which poses an unacceptable risk using the
MEDEP six month default exposure scenario for a long-term excavation or construction worker.
The human health risk assessment concluded that no unacceptable risk was posed for the current
limited activities likely to be conducted by Sappi’s short-term excavation or construction
workers.  Long-term construction worker exposures could be controlled using Land Use
Restrictions to prevent long-term construction projects in the northern portion of the
Transmission Line Property.

e Sappi purchased the Transmission Line Property in 1974 and has not deposited fill material. The
age of the mature trees which grow out of the fill materials appear to be 40 years or older (based
on visual observations). It is assumed that the fill material was in place at the time Sappi
purchased the property from the Keddy Mill parcel. Therefore, Sappi did not contribute to fill
material’s generation or placement. While the fill material may have originated at the Keddy
Mill, the different chemical signature (discussed in the CSM in Section 5 above) highlights the
distinction between this fill material and the fill materials found on the Keddy Mill parcel.

o Due to the characteristics of the fill material and the relatively low concentrations of various
target analytes detected in both surface and subsurface soils, and because the existing conditions
do not pose undue risk to site workers; no remedial actions are required. This conclusion
assumes that a Uniform Environmental Covenant (deed restriction) will be put in place to keep
the Site in current commercial or industrial land use and to prevent residential development.
However, discussions with Sappi indicate a desire to stabilize and improve the Site conditions
and undertake some level of remediation as a good management practice for site workers and
trespassers. In addition, Sappi intends to generate and maintain a Soils Management Plan, also as
a good management practice.

7.3 Human Health Risk Assessment

TRC conducted a baseline human health risk assessment for the Little Falls Site, based on soil data
collected in 2012. The focus of this risk assessment was the quantitative, and in some cases qualitative,
evaluation of potential risks to human receptors that have the potential for current and/or future exposure
to impacted soils. The risk assessment concluded:
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e Hydro Property - The cumulative ILCRs and HIs are below risk management criteria for all
scenarios evaluated at the Hydro Property.

e Transmission Line Property (Northern Third) — The cumulative ILCRs and Hls are below risk
management criteria for all scenarios evaluated at the northern portion of the Transmission Line
Property. Lead was determined to potentially pose a risk for the MEDEP default excavation or
construction worker. Long-term construction worker exposures could be controlled using Land
Use Restrictions to prevent long-term construction projects in the northern portion of the
Transmission Line Property. No unacceptable risks were estimated for intrusive workers at this
area of the Site, assuming 24 days of exposure per year for 25 years.

e Transmission Line Property (South Bank Area) — The cumulative ILCRs and Hls are below risk
management criteria for all scenarios evaluated at the South Bank Area of the Transmission Line
Property.

:
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8.0 FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS AND REMEDIAL OPTIONS

The following section describes the feasibility analysis and remedial options to effectively address
impacts at the Transmission Line Property (Northern Third) evaluated in the human health risk
assessment. The feasibility analysis follows the first seven criteria in the National Contingency Plan
(NCP) in 40 CFR 300.430. State and community acceptance are not evaluated as a criteria since state and
community acceptance may be addressed through MEDEP approval under VRAP. Also, current practice
includes “Green Remediation” as an additional criterion. Based on the assumed implementation of land
use controls, the results of the human health risk assessment and current Conceptual Site Model, remedial
options are not needed or proposed for the Hydro Property and not discussed further in this section.

8.1 Remedial Goals

Remedial goals are used for evaluating and choosing remedial alternatives; they should comply with
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and result in residual risks that are
consistent with protection of human health and the environment and Sappi’s risk management best
practices. Therefore, remedial goals are based on both risk-based concentrations, ARARs, and prudent
business practices. The base for considering ARARs in this process is provided in Appendix F.

The human health risk assessment (Section 6) determined that the cumulative ILCRs and Hls are below
risk management criteria for the scenarios evaluated at the northern portion of the Transmission Line
Property. Receptors evaluated include older child trespassers, non-intrusive workers (24 days/year for 25
years), long-term (6-month) construction workers and intrusive workers (24 days/year for 25 years).
Considering 1) the only receptor that is at risk is the future long-term construction worker, 2) exposures to
this receptor could be controlled using institutional controls to prevent long-term construction projects,
and 3) no unacceptable risks were estimated for the likely activities conducted by intrusive workers at this
area of the Site (assuming 24 days of exposure per year for 25 years), Sappi is considering remediation of
lead concentrations that are considered to be *“hazardous” under Maine’s hazardous waste regulations.
However, there is a limited data set (three samples) that have been subject to TCLP analysis. It is
recognized that additional TCLP lead data points are necessary to determine the volume of soil meeting
the definition of “hazardous” based on a comparison of total lead levels to TCLP levels. For the purposes
of this analysis, total lead concentrations in soil which exceed 2,000 mg/kg are considered as potentially
“hazardous” under TCLP testing, and may be generally useful as a target for focused remediation.

8.2 Feasibility Analysis Overview

Initially TRC identified seven alternatives for screening and comparison using the criteria in the NCP:

No Action

Environmental Covenant

Soil Cover/Environmental Covenant

RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Cover/Environmental Covenant
On-site Treatment (Chemical Fixation)/Environmental Covenant
Limited Removal/Environmental Covenant

Limited Removal/Cover/Environmental Covenant

The remedial alternatives are described with the feasibility analysis in Table 9. The analysis follows the
first seven criteria in the NCP in 40 CFR 300.430; the remaining criteria- state and community acceptance
would be determined at a later date. Also, “Green Remediation” was included as an additional criterion
for consideration in the analysis. The criteria used for comparison follow:
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Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Compliance with ARARs

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility through Treatment
Short-Term Effectiveness

Implementability

Green Remediation

Cost

To facilitate comparison of remedial alternatives TRC made several observations and assumptions
(summarized below):

1. A lead concentration of 2,000 mg/kg and above was considered as potentially “hazardous”;

2. These levels occur as a “spot” in the southern portion of the northern third of the Transmission

Line property, within both surface soil (0 to 2 feet bgs — Figure 8), and subsurface soil (2 feet bgs

to refusal - Figures 9);

The approximate area of contaminated soil is estimated to be approximately 5,000 square feet;

4. For on-site treatment and offsite disposal alternatives is estimated as approximately 732 cubic
yards, calculated from Figures 8 and 9; and

5. The extent of fill materials (containing glass, klinkers, etc.) observed in the Transmission Line
Property is estimated as 1.1 acres.

w

These observations and assumptions were used for estimating costs for the two alternatives that included
a soil cover. Detailed cost calculations for five alternatives that included remedial construction as
provided in Appendix E; the costs of the remaining two alternatives “no action” and “environmental
covenant” were estimated based on professional judgment. Operations, monitoring, and reporting
requirements for the five remedial alternatives are considered to be reasonable “ball park” estimates for
these costs; a present worth analysis was not performed.

The following alternatives were retained as remedial options for further evaluation:

e Option A - Limited Removal/Cover/Environmental Covenant
e Option B - Soil Cover/Environmental Covenant
e Option C - Environmental Covenant

These three options include an Environmental Covenant to reduce risk to human receptors; in addition,
Option A and Option B include a soil cover as part of Sappi’s best management approach for the site, and
to minimize worker exposure to site soils. Also, Option A provides elimination or reduction of toxicity
and mobility associated with the lead “hot spot”. The remaining alternatives in the alternative analysis
were excluded from further evaluation because they did not include a soil cover and did not eliminate or
reduce toxicity and mobility of lead.

8.3 Remedial Options

Three remedial options were selected for further evaluation to address impacts to soil at the Transmission
Line Property (northern third). The evaluation is based on the results of the feasibility analysis (see Table
9), the Phase Il Site Characterization and the current/future industrial use of the property. While the
human health risk assessment indicates that risk is below regulatory guidelines for current receptors, and
future risk can be controlled using a UEC, the remedial goals are to consider ARARs, apply best
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management practices to minimize direct contact with select soils, and to manage the soils which exhibit
the toxicity characteristic.

A general description of each of the options is presented below followed by a summary table comparing
the advantages and disadvantages of the three options.

8.3.1 Option A: Limited Removal / Soil Cover / Environmental Covenant

This option consists of limited soil removal, soil cover (1.1 acres), and an Environmental Covenant. Work
includes a topographic survey, a predesign investigation, site preparation, fill material removal, and soil
cover construction. The purpose of the soil cover is to implement Sappi’s best management practices by
minimizing direct contact with select soils and stabilizing the remaining soils in place. The purpose of the
limited soil removal is to permanently address soils that may exhibit the toxicity characteristic. The
predesign investigation will include collection of soil samples for lead analysis and TCLP lead to better
delineate the volume of lead-impacted soil for removal, determine if the impacted materials can be
segregated into hazardous or nonhazardous. The volume of limited soil removal is currently estimated as
732 cy based on estimated extent of lead in soil exceeding 2,000 mg/kg depicted on Figures 8 and 9. A
design will be required for the soil cover. Periodic inspections would be required annually or
semiannually to document the condition of the cover and verify the cover is stable and not eroding.

To reduce exposure and ensure reduction of human health risk for potential future uses, an Environmental
Covenant will be needed to limit future site use to current usage (based on the risk assessment). In
addition, the Environmental Covenant would limit recurrent intrusive activities (including, pole
replacement) and non-intrusive outdoor activities to 24 days per year or less. A site-specific Occupational
Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) compliant health and safety plan and a soil management plan
would be adopted to protect workers exposed to hazardous substances.

8.3.2 Option B: Soil Cover / Environmental Covenant

This option consists of a soil cover (1.1-acres), and an Environmental Covenant. The purpose of the soil
cover is to implement Sappi’s best management practices by minimizing direct contact with impacted
soils and ground surface debris. Vegetation will be cleared, the site graded, impacted materials will be
consolidated in the area where hazardous waste (elevated lead in soil) exists, and a 2-foot thick soil cover
placed over the Site and seeded. Please note, that no moving or managing of hazardous waste will be
undertaken.

An Environmental Covenant would be adopted to limit intrusive and non-intrusive activities conducted to
24 days per year or less. A site-specific OSHA compliant health and safety plan would be adopted to
protect workers. A soil management plan would be adopted prior to soil excavation. Periodic inspections
would be required annually or semiannually to document the condition of the cover.

8.3.3 Option C: Environmental Covenant

In this scenario, an Environmental Covenant will be adopted to limit activities at the Site to those
currently occurring and to limit construction or excavation activities to a duration of 24 days per year or
less. A health and safety plan with PPE use would be adopted to protect workers in accordance with
Sappi’s policies and OSHA requirements. A soil management plan will be required for excavation and
disposal of soil. This option does not achieve Sappi’s best management practice of minimizing potential
worker and trespasser exposures. Additionally, this option does nothing to better the environment
through reduction in contamination mass or elimination of an exposure pathway.
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8.3.4 Remedial Option Summary

Option A allows for continued current uses of the northern third of the Transmission Line Property,
including intrusive work for 24 days per year or less, protects ecological receptors from direct contact
with soil, and addresses soils with the toxicity characteristic; however, disposal of the lead impacted soil
material elevates costs as compared to other options.

Option B allows for continued current uses of the northern third of the Transmission Line Property,
including intrusive work for 24 days per year or less, and protects ecological receptors from direct contact
with the soil. Soils meeting the toxicity characteristic will not be managed, and thus RCRA is not
applicable, but leaving hazardous waste in soils would not meet the relevant and appropriate requirement
of RCRA, if a CERCLA NCP approach were followed.

Option C is the lowest cost and is protective assuming an Environmental Covenant is implemented to
limit uses of the northern third of the Transmission Line Property to those currently occurring, but does
not take other steps to minimize exposure or permanently address soils with the toxicity characteristic or
other impacted soils.

8.3.5 Environmental Permitting Considerations

Environmental permits will be required for remedial options A and B. Examples of permits that may be
needed are provided below.

e Shoreland Zoning Permit - The Town of Windham will require a Shoreland Zone Permit for soil
disturbance of more than 10 cubic yards within 250 feet of the river or a stream and certain
freshwater wetlands. The Town of Windham Shoreland Zoning Ordinance requires a narrative
and design drawings as part of the permit application as well as a possible public hearing.

e Stormwater Permit for Construction — The MEDEP will require a Stormwater Permit for
construction activities that disturb 1 acre or more of land. A detailed erosion and sedimentation
control plan with site-specific drawings will be required.

o Natural Resource Protection Act (NRPA) Permit — The MEDEP will require a full NRPA permit
for remedial work within 25 feet of the normal high water mark of the river, a stream or certain
wetlands. Design drawings; an erosion control plan, alternatives analysis and resource functions
and values assessment; and other documentation are typically required to complete the permit
package. A reduced level of NRPA permitting may be required if all disturbance is more than 25
feet from these resources. Any NRPA permit requires a field delineation of wetlands and
potential vernal pools to determine if the vernal pool is “significant” and therefore regulated
under the NRPA. Otherwise disturbance within 250 feet of any vernal pool identified on the
property or a significant vernal pool that is mapped on the Maine DIFW website is assumed to be
regulated. TRC conducted a vernal pool survey of the Sappi property in the spring of 2013 and
no vernal pools were identified.

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit - The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will require a permit
if construction activities are undertaken below the normal high water mark of a water body or a
wetland, which potentially would then pull in clearing/ground disturbance within 750 feet of any
vernal pool identified on the property or within 750 feet of a vernal pool that is mapped on the

Maine DIFW website.
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8.3.6 Environmental Permitting Considerations

As discussed above, ARARs were considered in evaluating various remedial alternatives. Appendix F
provides more details on this topic, however in summary, Options A and B meet applicable ARARs for
chemical specific, location specific and action specific considerations. Option B and C would not meet
the specific RCRA hazardous waste relevant and appropriate ARAR for hazardous waste left in soils, if a
CERCLA NCP approach were followed.

Option C meets most applicable criteria, but because it does not include active maintenance of the site in
the future, it is unclear if this alternative would meet Maine State Surface Water Quality Criteria, to the
extent that there were future releases of “pollutants” (dirt or debris). Specifically, because the site is
located on a bank of the Presumpscot River that will be subject to erosion, there could be a potential
release of impacted soils to the river at some point in the future that would not be detected since there are
no routine inspections to look for changes in site conditions included in Option C but there are in Options
A and B.

For the purposes of a comparison, we considered a “No Action” alternative for the site. This alternative
basically assumes that the site remains in its current state with no remediation taking place, no covenants
are placed on future site use and there is no maintenance of the site. A No Action alternative does not
meet several ARARs and is considered not protective for that reason, indicating that some form of
remedy is needed for the site.
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of the Phase Il Site Characterization Report and Remedial Options Analysis, TRC
recommends Remedial Option B as the most cost efficient yet effective means to stabilize the site for the
long term and reduce risk. This option will leave lead-impacted soils in place, such that future excavation
in these areas will need proper planning and management, but for general site operations, the presence of
these impacts will not require PPE or any special safety considerations. Periodic inspections would be
conducted under this option to look for changes in site conditions.
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10.0 PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

The current proposed implementation schedule for the recommended Remedial Option B is to start the
permitting and remedial design process in the fall of 2013 continuing into the spring of 2014. The bid
package generation and contractor selection process could occur during the summer of 2014.
Construction could commence in the late summer of 2014 and be completed by the end of November
2014. Final vegetative site restoration may be needed in the spring of 2015 depending on if disturbed soil
can be permanently stabilized prior to winter conditions taking hold.

The above proposed implementation schedule is based on our current understanding of the scope for
implementing Remedial Option B and internal budgetary considerations. This schedule is meant as a
starting point. Many factors exist that may affect the speed of the project; including but not limited to
seasonal considerations, regulatory approvals, budgetary considerations, etc.
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12.0 LIMITATIONS
1. TRC's study was performed in accordance with generally accepted practices by practicing

environmental professionals conducting similar studies at the same time and in the same
geographical area, and TRC observed that degree of care and skill was generally
exercised by other consultants under similar circumstances and conditions. TRC's
findings and conclusions must be considered not as scientific certainties, but rather as
professional opinion concerning the significance of the limited data gathered during the
course of the study. Figures showing extent of fill, or chemical impacts are interpretative
and subject to revision as additional data become available. No other warranty, express
or implied, is made.

This study and report have been prepared on behalf of and for the exclusive use of the
Owner and the Client, solely for use for the subject area.

The observations described in this report were made under the conditions stated therein.
The conclusions presented in the report were based solely upon the services described
therein, and not on scientific tasks or procedures beyond the scope of described services
or the time and budgetary constraints imposed by Client. The work described in this
report was carried out in accordance with the Terms and Conditions referenced in our
proposal to the Client or in accordance with any modifications approved by the Client.

In the event that the Client or others authorized to use this report obtain information on
environmental or hazardous waste issues at the subject property not contained in this
report, such information shall be brought to TRC's attention forthwith. TRC will evaluate
such information and, on the basis of this evaluation, may modify the conclusions stated
in this report.

No specific attempt was made to check on the compliance of present or past owners or
operators of the Site with federal, state, or local laws and regulations, environmental or
otherwise.
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Table 1

Summary of Analytical Results for Hydro Parcel Test Pit Soil Samples -- November 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID: H-TP-1 H-TP-2 H-TP-3 H-TP-4
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 2-3 4-5 0-1 0-1 2-4 4-5 0-1 0-1 5-6 12-14
Sample Date:] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 10 U 11 U 26 U 1 U 10 U 10 U 11 U 10 U 10 U 11 U 12 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 10 U 28 88 11 U 10 U 10 U 31 27 32 11 U 12 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 10 U 42 250 29 10 U 10 U 26 10 U 10 U 11 U 16
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 0.10 U 011 U 0.31 011 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.13 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 010 U 0.16 14 011 U 010 U 010 U 011 U 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 0.10 U 0.19 0.90 011 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.24 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 010 U 0.65 45 0.37 010 U 010 U 0.65 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4.57 010 U 0.88 0.41 010 U 010 U 0.72 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 010 U 13 9.7 0.60 010 U 010 U 0.87 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 0.10 U 0.63 4.3 0.36 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.39 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 010 U 0.42 32 0.19 010 U 010 U 0.30 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 41 0.10 U 0.99 7.9 0.46 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.70 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 010 U 0.19 12 011 U 010 U 010 U 011 U 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.37 7.635 0.10 U 1.7 13 0.95 0.10 U 0.10 U 1.6 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 010 U 0.13 0.78 011 U 010 U 010 U 0.13 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 0.10 U 0.72 5.0 0.44 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.49 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 010 U 011 U 0.27 011 U 010 U 010 U 011 U 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 0.10 U 011 U 0.42 011 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 010 U 11 5.9 0.51 010 U 010 U 12 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 010 U 1.6 12 0.89 010 U 010 U 14 010 U 010 U 011 U 012 U
PCBs
(mg/kg) |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 012 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 010 U 010 U 012 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 012 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 010 U 010 U 012 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 012 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.17 0.18 010 U 012 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 012 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 010 U 010 U 012 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 012 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 0.098 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.098 U 0.097 U 011 U 0.17 0.18 0.10 U 012 U
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Table 1

Summary of Analytical Results for Hydro Parcel Test Pit Soil Samples -- November 2012

Windham, Maine

Little Falls

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID: H-TP-1 H-TP-2 H-TP-3 H-TP-4
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 2-3 4-5 0-1 0-1 2-4 4-5 0-1 0-1 5-6 12-14
Sample Date:] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, total
(mg/kg)  [Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 5,400 17,000 11,000 20,000 7,100 4,600 16,000 6,100 5,400 4,900 18,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 24 U 28 U 5.7 27 U 26 U 25 U 26 U 25 U 24 U 26 U 31 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 3.6 9.9 8 15 6.8 6.5 25 U 24 U 6.6 4.4
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 26 140 180 170 39 17 110 27 26 17 120
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 048 U 056 U 031 U 055 U 051 U 025 U 052 U 025 U 024 U 026 U 0.62 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 024 U 0.28 0.70 0.31 026 U 025 U 0.31 0.38 0.38 026 U 031 U
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,400 2,700 2,100 2,900 2,300 1,500 2,200 1,600 1,200 910 2,500
Chromium” N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 11 55 37 67 22 8.0 51 83 87 8.1 57
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 51 13 11 16 6.1 31 11 7.3 7.6 34 11
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 9.6 36 190 27 17 6.4 32 64 71 5.9 30
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 8,900 20,000 27,000 25,000 13,000 6,100 21,000 59,000 61,000 6,900 19,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 8.1 94 750 34 23 6.1 44 45 46 4.9 72
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,500 8,200 4,100 11,000 3,600 1,600 7,300 2,000 2,000 1,700 7,800
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 170 390 590 440 190 89 310 580 590 110 270
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.026 U 0.072 0.20 0.028 U 0.026 U 0.025 U 0.064 0.026 U 0.026 U 0.026 U 0.13
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 9.9 38 32 49 18 7.2 35 40 46 7.0 31
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,400 6,700 2,300 10,000 2,100 950 5,300 1,100 1,200 950 5,400
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 48 U 56 U 61 U 55 U 51 U 50 U 52 U 50 U 49 U 52 U 6.2 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 048 U 056 U 061 U 055 U 051 U 050 U 052 U 050 U 049 U 052 U 062 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 97 U 290 250 290 180 110 200 220 110 260 260
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 24 U 28 U 31 U 27 U 26 U 25 U 26 U 25 U 24 U 26 U 31 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 15 50 120 62 22 9.2 42 24 27 11 44
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 30 73 270 62 29 15 59 27 27 18 75
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 036 U 037 U 0.94 041 U 034 U 030 U 0.48 033 U 029 U 0.58 041 U

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).

N/A - Not applicable/available.
U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs.
|\_/alues shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.
PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
~ - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
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Table 2

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Test Pit Soil Samples -- November 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID: T-TP-1 T-TP-2 T-TP-3 T-TP-4 T-TP-5
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 8-10 12-13 0-1 34 0-1 3-55 0-1 1-3 4-5 0-1 0-1 2.5-35 8-9
Sample Date:] 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 11 U 68 U 11 U 13 U 12 U 69 U 1 U 12 U 12 U 11 U 13 U 46 12 U 11 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 11 U 220 11 U 13 U 12 U 640 13 12 U 15 11 U 65 590 12 U 11 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 11 U 280 11 U 15 12 U 130 11 U 31 26 11 U 39 300 12 U 11 U
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 011 U 0.68 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 011 U 0.68 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 011 U 1.7 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 0.33 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 011 U 5.1 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 1.0 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4.57 011 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 069 U 011 U 0.96 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 011 U 6.3 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 13 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 011 U 3.2 011 U 013 U 012 U 069 U 011 U 0.61 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 011 U 23 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 0.46 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 41 011 U 5.2 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 1.1 0.18 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 011 U 1.0 011 U 013 U 012 U 069 U 011 U 0.18 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.37 7.635 0.14 11 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 2.7 0.20 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 011 U 0.68 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 069 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 011 U 3.8 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 0.75 012 U 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 011 U 0.68 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 012 U 0.14 011 U 013 U 026 U 012 U 011 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 011 U 0.68 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 0.26 U 012 U 011 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 011 U 6.7 011 U 0.13 012 U 069 U 011 U 16 0.29 011 U 0.15 026 U 012 U 011 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 0.13 10 011 U 013 U 012 U 0.69 U 011 U 24 0.22 011 U 013 U 0.26 U 012 U 011 U
PCBs
(mg/kg) |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.18 014 U 0.11 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 0.22 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 043 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 0.18 014 U 0.11 013 U 012 U 014 U 011 U 0.22 012 U 011 U 013 U 013 U 012 U 011 U

191981 _Liittle Falls_Windham ME

Page 1 of 4




Table 2
Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Test Pit Soil Samples -- November 2012
Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis  |Analyte Sample ID: T-TP-1 T-TP-2 T-TP-3 T-TP-4 T-TP-5
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 8-10 12-13 0-1 34 0-1 3-55 0-1 1-3 4-5 0-1 0-1 2.5-35 8-9
Sample Date:] 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012 | 11/6/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, total
(mg/kg)  [Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 13,000 9,600 15,000 16,000 26,000 3,000 30,000 28,000 12,000 29,000 3,000 4,200 24,000 15,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 28 U 34 U 28 U 25 31 U 8.4 27 U 30 U 30 U 28 U 4.9 27 30 U 27 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 28 U 35 12 6.7 2.7 30 U 76 6 6.2 4
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 110 170 120 130 160 320 210 300 300 190 290 410 170 100
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 055 U 034 U 055 U 032 U 061 U 033 U 14 U 15 U 030 U 055 U 0.41 0.43 0.60 U 027 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 0.45 35 0.40 0.81 0.98 23 0.64 0.75 0.94 0.64 39 32 33 0.74
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,900 22,000 4,700 2,400 1,900 3,300 1,900 5,300 3,000 2,300 2,700 3,200 1,600 1,200
Chromium” N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 61 110 48 54 100 45 97 100 44 85 44 62 67 42
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 11 11 11 13 15 5.1 19 16 12 17 5.5 5.7 12 12
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 40 89 22 260 65 330 70 78 100 40 250 420 97 22
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 44,000 55,000 19,000 31,000 32,000 21,000 27,000 29,000 29,000 27,000 9,500 15,000 22,000 15,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 22 200 23 1,000 69 990 53 280 480 46 590 25 57
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 6,600 3,600 7,400 6,400 9,200 530 14,000 13,000 4,300 13,000 540 660 6,400 6,100
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 560 420 330 370 350 140 380 430 330 310 120 140 460 280
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.028 U 2.6 0.028 U 0.41 0.42 8.7 0.43 0.40 0.93 0.12 0.67 1.5 0.15 0.028 U
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 35 21 28 39 43 12 55 43 33 50 9.8 13 51 41
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 6,200 2,700 6,400 3,100 3,600 350 11,000 9,300 2,600 9,100 190 250 1,500 3,800
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 55 U 6.7 U 55 U 64 U 61 U 6.7 U 54 U 61 U 61 U 55 U 61 U 6.7 U 6.0 U 55 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 055 U 0.67 U 055 U 0.64 U 061 U 2.0 054 U 061 U 061 U 055 U 061 U 0.67 U 0.60 U 055 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 110 U 170 160 150 120 U 130 U 210 310 120 U 190 120 U 160 120 U 110
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 28 U 34 U 28 U 32 U 31 U 33 U 27 U 30 U 30 U 28 U 31 U 34 U 30 U 27 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 48 29 45 59 72 24 77 89 44 73 13 16 49 31
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 51 540 60 170 290 630 160 190 300 82 560 540 1,300 30
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 043 U 2.8 035 U 0.58 U 0.54 5.6 15 17 34 0.50 7.6 8.6 0.49 035 U

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).

N/A - Not applicable/available.
U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs.
|\_/alues shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.
PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
~ - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
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Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Test Pit Soil Samples -- November 2012
Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Table 2

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID: T-TP-6 T-TP-7 T-TP-8 T-TP-9 T-TP-10
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 1-2 3.5-5 0-1 2-3 5-6 0-1 34 0-1 34 0-1 0-1 2-3
Sample Date:] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 12 U 12 U 11 U 16 U 19 U 12 U 12 U 11 U 12 U 11 U 15 U 30 U 13 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 12 U 12 U 11 U 150 91 23 12 U 11 U 12 U 11 U 30 38 13 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 12 U 25 11 U 76 52 17 12 U 11 U 20 11 U 39 61 13 U
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.16 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.36 019 U 0.22 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 457 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.33 019 U 0.31 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.50 019 U 0.30 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.25 019 U 0.16 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.18 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 4.1 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.46 019 U 0.23 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 437 7.635 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.86 019 U 0.43 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.23 0.37 013 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.32 019 U 0.13 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 030 U 013 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 012 U 0.19 011 U 0.53 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.21 0.36 013 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.89 019 U 0.50 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 0.18 030 U 013 U
PCBs
(mg/kg) |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.16 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.16 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.16 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 1.6 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 0.16 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 016 U 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 012 U 012 U 011 U 1.6 019 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 015 U 015 U 013 U
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Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Test Pit Soil Samples -- November 2012

Table 2

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID: T-TP-6 T-TP-7 T-TP-8 T-TP-9 T-TP-10
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 1-2 3.5-5 0-1 2-3 5-6 0-1 34 0-1 34 0-1 0-1 2-3
Sample Date:] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, tgtal
(mg/kg)  [Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 26,000 7,600 31,000 3,900 3,700 26,000 30,000 27,000 14,000 17,000 15,000 12,000 26,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 30 U 31 U 28 U 37 48 U 29 U 30 U 26 U 30 U 25 U 36 U 35 U 33 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 6.7 12 28 U 7.7 9.8 6 30 U 26 U 4 4 14 6 4.8
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 200 250 220 750 670 160 120 220 45 53 39 28 160
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 061 U 0.57 14 U 037 U 048 U 058 U 0.60 U 13 U 0.30 U 025 U 071 U 071 U 0.65 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 0.55 0.46 0.59 22 51 14 0.40 031 0.50 0.56 0.48 035 U 0.38
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,900 7,900 2,000 1,800 2,000 1,300 790 1,200 350 600 310 220 1,500
Chromium” N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 88 20 130 88 77 86 100 180 31 42 100 98 240
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 16 8.0 18 5.3 10 15 14 17 6.7 11 9.1 7.8 16
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 47 73 63 1,700 1,700 180 11 16 9.9 25 10 9.8 15
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 27,000 8,800 33,000 31,000 73,000 56,000 27,000 28,000 17,000 15,000 24,000 23,000 28,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 78 130 46 580 7.6 37 28 32 57 86 4.1
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 12,000 1,700 15,000 1,100 470 9,700 9,900 15,000 2,400 6,300 5,900 4,800 13,000
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 420 86 400 430 860 390 170 200 74 130 100 85 280
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.19 0.26 0.54 6.2 6.4 0.33 0.043 0.027 U 0.065 0.026 U 0.068 0.078 0.033
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 42 15 57 11 24 43 40 57 19 38 24 23 47
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8,800 910 9,700 330 200 4,300 3,700 7,700 390 2,500 940 540 5,200
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 6.1 U 61 U 56 U 75 U 96 U 58 U 6.0 U 53 U 61 U 50 U 71 U 71 U 65 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 061 U 061 U 056 U 2.3 2.9 058 U 0.60 U 053 U 061 U 050 U 071 U 071 U 0.65 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 160 250 110 U 150 U 190 U 120 U 120 U 110 U 120 U 100 U 140 U 140 U 130 U
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 30 U 31 U 28 U 37 U 48 U 29 U 30 U 26 U 30 U 25 U 36 U 35 U 33 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 69 19 84 17 59 65 69 69 43 31 95 120 69
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 110 55 180 590 1,500 460 64 52 39 24 41 31 46
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 0.62 U 0.57 039 U 9.8 7.5 4.1 1.8 045 U 042 U 0.67 073 U 0.66 U 035 U

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).

N/A - Not applicable/available.
U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs.
|\_/alues shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.
PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
~ - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
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191981 _L.ittle Falls_Windham ME

Table 3

Summary of Analytical Results for Hydro Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID: H-GP-1 H-GP-2 H-GP-3
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 15-5.5 10-11 0-1 1-6 6.5-7.5 0-1 2.5-35 5-7
Sample Date:] 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 11 U 28 U 12 U 10 U 11 U 12 U 11 U 61 U 12 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 11 U 92 12 U 10 U 40 12 U 23 330 12 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 16 200 12 U 20 86 12 U 24 620 12 U
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 011 U 028 U 012 U 010 U 0.21 012 U 011 U 74 012 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 011 U 0.80 012 U 0.10 U 0.47 012 U 011 U 1.3 012 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 011 U 0.74 012 U 010 U 0.42 012 U 011 U 11 012 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 011 U 2.7 012 U 0.10 U 1.3 012 U 011 U 13 012 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4.57 011 U 3.8 012 U 010 U 18 012 U 011 U 012 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 011 U 5.5 012 U 0.10 U 2.9 012 U 011 U 18 012 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 011 U 2.8 012 U 010 U 14 012 U 011 U 7.0 012 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 011 U 21 012 U 0.10 U 0.95 012 U 011 U 6.5 012 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 41 011 U 43 012 U 010 U 21 012 U 011 U 17 012 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 011 U 0.90 012 U 0.10 U 0.48 012 U 011 U 2.6 012 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.37 7.635 011 U 74 012 U 010 U 35 012 U 0.16 41 012 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 011 U 0.43 012 U 0.10 U 0.25 012 U 011 U 8.7 012 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 011 U 32 012 U 010 U 17 012 U 0.12 9.0 012 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 011 U 028 U 012 U 0.10 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 3.6 012 U
Naphthalene 17 10,000 10,000 041 0.8368 011 U 0.34 012 U 010 U 0.14 012 U 011 U 7.0 012 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 011 U 3.7 012 U 0.10 U 1.9 012 U 0.11 48 012 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 011 U 7.4 012 U 0.10 U 3.5 012 U 011 U 37 012 U
PCBs
(mg/kg) |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 011 U 014 U 012 U 011 U 011 U 012 U 011 U 012 U 012 U
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191981 _L.ittle Falls_Windham ME

Table 3

Summary of Analytical Results for Hydro Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

Little Falls

Windham, Maine

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID: H-GP-1 H-GP-2 H-GP-3
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 15-55 10-11 0-1 1-6 6.5-7.5 0-1 2.5-35 5-7
Sample Date:] 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, total
(mg/kg)  [Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 6,000 9,900 11,000 5,300 13,000 15,000 14,000 15,000 19,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 28 U 33 U 29 U 26 U 27 U 30 U 27 U 30 U 30 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 28 U 5.8 4.7 26 U 6.4 4.7 27 U 5.4 30 U
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 29 150 46 23 150 66 90 130 62
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 028 U 033 U 029 U 026 U 14 U 030 U 14 U 15 U 030 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 028 U 0.70 029 U 026 U 0.54 030 U 027 U 0.48 030 U
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,600 3,700 810 2,100 2,100 1,100 5,400 1,800 1,000
Chromium N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 13 25 21 9.7 44 26 42 46 35
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 5.1 8.3 6.1 43 11 7.6 11 9.8 10
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 7.5 99 1.7 7.3 82 3.3 16 46 6.7
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 9,800 16,000 12,000 8,900 19,000 14,000 21,000 20,000 18,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 4.6 300 4.1 5.9 210 7.3 12 180 6.5
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3,100 3,300 2,700 2,500 7,100 3,400 8,800 7,000 5,500
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 150 280 280 140 300 230 250 290 260
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.027 U 0.13 0.029 U 0.026 U 0.094 0.031 U 0.027 U 0.42 0.029 U
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 12 21 11 8.0 29 12 31 26 17
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,700 2,100 1,300 1,500 5,600 1,500 7,900 4,900 2,600
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 55 U 6.7 U 58 U 52 U 54 U 6.0 U 55 U 6.1 U 59 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 055 U 067 U 058 U 052 U 054 U 0.60 U 055 U 061 U 059 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 110 U 180 160 110 220 280 210 160 210
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 28 U 33 U 29 U 26 U 27 U 30 U 27 U 30 U 30 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 17 47 23 14 46 31 41 46 41
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 32 200 39 31 130 35 49 130 48
Cyanide
(mg/kg) [Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 049 U 1.1 040 U 046 U 0.50 U 054 U 040 U 043 U 032 U

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).

N/A - Not applicable/available.
U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs.

VValues shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.
PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
~ - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
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Table 4
Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Sample Location: T-GP-1 T-GP-2 T-GP-3 T-GP-4 T-GP-5 T-GP-6 T-GP-7
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID] T-GP-1 T-GP-1 T-GP-2 T-GP-2 T-GP-3 T-GP-3 T-GP-3 T-GP-4 T-GP-5 T-GP-5R T-GP-5 T-GP-6 T-GP-7R | T-GP-7R
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 4-65 0-1 2-6 0-1 1-15 5-7 0-1 0-1 1-15 6-8 0-1 0-1 1-25
Sample Date:| 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/10/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 12 U 13 U 14 U 37 U 12 U 12 U 1 U 14 U 13 U 14 10 U 13 U 16 U 12 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 21 13 U 99 94 12 U 12 U 1 U 73 54 55 10 U 23 31 180
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 26 21 97 72 17 17 1 U 48 33 51 10 U 20 29 92
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 012 U 013 U 014 U 037 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 013 U 0.17 010 U 013 U 0.16 U 012 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 012 U 013 U 0.21 037 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 013 U 012 U 010 U 013 U 016 U 012 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 012 U 013 U 0.31 037 U 012 U 0.13 011 U 014 U 013 U 0.37 010 U 013 U 0.16 U 012 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 012 U 013 U 15 0.93 012 U 0.20 011 U 0.19 0.27 0.86 010 U 013 U 016 U 012 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 457 012 U 013 U 1.9 1.4 012 U 0.28 011 U 014 U 013 U 1.1 010 U 013 U 0.16 U 012 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 012 U 013 U 25 15 012 U 0.28 011 U 0.29 0.37 1.2 010 U 013 U 016 U 012 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 0.12 013 U 1.1 0.89 012 U 0.12 011 U 0.15 0.23 0.51 010 U 013 U 0.16 U 012 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 012 U 013 U 0.94 0.52 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 0.14 0.42 010 U 013 U 016 U 012 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 41 0.14 013 U 1.8 1.1 012 U 0.26 011 U 0.25 0.31 0.97 010 U 013 U 0.16 U 012 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 012 U 013 U 0.32 037 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 013 U 0.16 010 U 013 U 016 U 012 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 437 7.635 0.17 013 U 2.3 1.7 0.14 0.50 011 U 0.38 0.57 1.8 010 U 013 U 0.20 0.23
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 012 U 013 U 014 U 037 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 013 U 0.23 010 U 013 U 016 U 012 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 26 012 U 013 U 1.3 0.92 012 U 0.14 011 U 014 U 0.20 0.62 010 U 013 U 0.16 U 012 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 36 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 012 U 013 U 014 U 037 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 013 U 0.16 010 U 013 U 016 U 012 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 012 U 013 U 0.24 037 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 013 U 0.19 010 U 013 U 0.16 U 012 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 0.12 013 U 0.93 1.2 012 U 0.60 011 U 0.41 0.48 15 010 U 013 U 0.16 012 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 0.18 013 U 2.7 1.7 012 U 0.44 011 U 0.35 0.53 1.8 010 U 013 U 0.21 0.18
PCBs
(mg/kg)  |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 0.65 U 012 U 010 U 0.66 U 061 U 12 U
Avroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 065 U 012 U 010 U 066 U 061 U 12 U
Avroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 0.65 U 012 U 010 U 0.66 U 061 U 12 U
Avroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 065 U 012 U 010 U 066 U 061 U 12 U
Avroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 0.65 U 012 U 010 U 0.66 U 061 U 12 U
Araclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.14 013 U 0.36 019 U 0.17 012 U 011 U 0.20 27 053 010 U 46 35
Avroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 0.65 U 012 U 010 U 0.66 U 061 U 12 U
Avroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 065 U 012 U 010 U 066 U 061 U 12 U
Avroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 014 U 019 U 012 U 012 U 011 U 014 U 0.65 U 012 U 010 U 0.66 U 061 U 12 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 0.14 013 U 0.36 019 U 0.17 012 U 011 U 0.20 2.7 0.53 010 U 46 35
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Table 4
Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012
Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Sample Location: T-GP-1 T-GP-2 T-GP-3 T-GP-4 T-GP-5 T-GP-6 T-GP-7
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:} T-GP-1 T-GP-1 T-GP-2 T-GP-2 T-GP-3 T-GP-3 T-GP-3 T-GP-4 T-GP-5 T-GP-5R T-GP-5 T-GP-6 T-GP-7R T-GP-7R
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 4-6.5 0-1 2-6 0-1 1-15 5-7 0-1 0-1 1-15 6-8 0-1 0-1 1-25
Sample Date:| 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/4/2012 12/4/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/10/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, total
(mg/kg)  [Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 7,700 15,000 7,900 8,500 15,000 11,000 35,000 15,000 16,000 16,000 24,000 20,000 18,000 16,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 28 U 5.4 34 U 14 31 U 29 U 27 U 34 U 32 U 31 U 26 U 32 U 38 U 29 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 28 U 7.1 34 U 9.7 7.3 29 U 27 U 4.5 32 U 8.3 26 U 8 11 7.1
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 84 160 130 280 150 150 300 740 230 150 320 120 150 160
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 028 U 031 U 034 U 046 U 031 U 029 U 13 U 034 U 16 U 031 U 13 U 032 U 038 U 029 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 04 N/A 0.43 031 U 11 11 0.39 029 U 0.36 1.6 11 1.2 0.32 0.44 0.85 11
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,800 45,000 5,800 13,000 2,600 7,100 4,100 21,000 3,700 3,800 2,000 2,400 2,400 2,300
Chromium N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 170 29 220 48 39 35 120 54 78 63 150 51 56 69
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 12 9.0 12 8.9 9.7 9.1 22 9.4 13 14 18 11 21 13
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 72 15 200 510 37 21 17 120 140 320 9.5 42 66 94
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 66,000 16,000 110,000 43,000 18,000 14,000 41,000 21,000 33,000 36,000 29,000 20,000 41,000 67,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 50 48 330 160 32 32 770 190 160 2.0 99 89 130
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4,000 5,200 3,500 3,600 4,800 5,500 22,000 11,000 7,800 6,900 17,000 5,900 5,900 6,100
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 710 280 820 480 490 240 630 680 580 430 530 300 640 510
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.13 0.074 0.75 2.9 0.85 0.61 0.027 U 30 0.34 0.23 0.026 U 0.20 0.24 0.27
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 84 18 75 23 27 31 66 24 54 42 61 39 47 45
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,500 3,300 1,700 2,000 2,200 3,900 16,000 2,100 5,100 4,600 16,000 2,300 2,400 3,500
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 11 U 63 U 14 U 93 U 6.2 U 58 U 54 U 6.8 U 63 U 62 U 52 U 64 U 77 U 57 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 057 U 0.63 U 0.68 U 093 U 0.62 U 058 U 054 U 0.68 U 0.63 U 0.62 U 052 U 0.64 U 0.77 U 0.72
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 150 150 140 U 190 U 120 U 130 600 140 U 180 150 170 130 150 U 110 U
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 57 U 31 U 6.8 U 46 U 31 U 29 U 27 U 34 U 32 U 31 U 26 U 32 U 38 U 29 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 56 33 47 27 38 34 100 48 52 49 82 40 47 51
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 66 33 270 480 98 45 76 540 220 160 56 88 130 210
Metals, SPLP
(mg/L) |Lead 5/ N/A N/A N/A N/A NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Metals, TCLP
| (mg/L) Lead 5/ N/A N/A N/A N/A NA NA NA 0.11 NA NA NA 0.60 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyanide
||(mg/kg) Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 033 U 043 U 0.62 U 2.1 0.62 U 059 U 054 U 1.6 0.55 U 0.99 043 U 0.67 U 0.93 14

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).

mg/L - milligrams per liter.
N/A - Not applicable/available.

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs or TCLP criteria, as af

|Values shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value. ||

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.

PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

SPLP - Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure.

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.
** - For reference purposes only.

A - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.

M - EPA SW-846 Chapter 7, Table 7-1, Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for Toxicity Characteristic.
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191981 _L.ittle Falls_Windham ME

Table 4

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012
Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Sample Location:] T-GP-8 T-GP-9 T-GP-10 T-GP-11 T-GP-12 T-GP-13
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:}] T-GP-8R T-GP-9 T-GP-10R T-GP-11 T-GP-12 T-GP-13 Dup-1 T-GP-13
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 1-3
Sample Date:| 12/10/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup

Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT

Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact

Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**

EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 12 U 30 U 13 U 14 U 1 U 14 U 15 U 10 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 12 U 30 U 13 U 14 U 1 U 1,400 100 10 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 12 U 36 22 44 20 520 84 10 U
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.13 014 U 0.15 010 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.17 014 U 0.26 010 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.18 014 U 0.59 010 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4,57 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.22 014 U 0.72 010 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.19 014 U 0.59 010 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 0.24 010 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 4.1 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.19 014 U 0.83 010 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.37 7.635 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.54 0.47 1.2 010 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.15 014 U 0.24 010 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 0.32 010 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.17 014 U 015 U 010 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.74 0.19 1.3 010 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 012 U 030 U 013 U 014 U 0.55 0.41 1.6 010 U
PCBs

(mg/kg) [Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 012 U 014 U 013 U 014 U 011 U 014 U 015 U 010 U
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191981 _L.ittle Falls_Windham ME

Table 4

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Sample Location:] T-GP-8 T-GP-9 T-GP-10 T-GP-11 T-GP-12 T-GP-13
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:] T-GP-8R T-GP-9 T-GP-10R T-GP-11 T-GP-12 T-GP-13 Dup-1 T-GP-13
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-1 1-3
Sample Date:|] 12/10/2012 | 12/4/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, tatal
(mg/kg)  |Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 27,000 22,000 20,000 18,000 25,000 9,600 11,000 22,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 29 U 35 U 33 U 36 U 29 U 4.8 35 U 26 U
Avrsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 29 U 78 36 U 33 U 4.0 9.6
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 250 95 67 64 210 310 360 260
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 14 U 1.7 U 033 U 18 U 29 U 033 U 035 U 13 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 0.40 035 U 0.39 0.36 1.2 13 14 0.34
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,000 1,500 430 870 2,200 2,500 2,600 1,600
Chromium N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 100 78 43 42 98 50 62 120
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 20 11 9.1 6.8 15 7.5 9.1 18
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 14 18 9.5 7.8 56 260 360 12
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 30,000 21,000 18,000 21,000 55,000 31,000 24,000 25,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 9.5 30 17 51 140 560 710 2.6
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15,000 7,900 4,500 3,600 11,000 3,400 3,700 14,000
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 470 190 130 110 370 300 360 680
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.029 U 0.12 0.10 0.087 0.056 2.8 21 0.026 U
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 55 42 24 21 46 19 22 58
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 14,000 2,800 1,700 1,000 7,500 1,500 1,700 13,000
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 57 U 70 U 66 U 71 U 57 U 6.7 U 70 U 52 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 057 U 0.70 U 0.66 U 071 U 057 U 0.67 U 0.70 U 052 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 180 140 U 130 U 140 U 220 130 U 140 U 130
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 29 U 35 U 33 U 36 U 29 U 33 U 35 U 26 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 83 52 45 70 71 30 35 71
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 62 72 44 81 320 500 600 52
Metals, SPLP
(mg/L) |Lead 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Metals, TCLP
(mg/L) Lead 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 053 U 0.68 U 0.65 U 051 U 047 U 9.2 7.9 043 U

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).

mg/L - milligrams per liter.
N/A - Not applicable/available.

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs or TCLP criteria, as a

Values shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.

PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

SPLP - Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure.
TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
~ - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.

A - EPA SW-846 Chapter 7, Table 7-1, Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for Toxicity Characteristic.
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Table 4

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

Little Falls

Windham, Maine

Sample Location: T-GP-14 T-GP-15 T-GP-16
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:] T-GP-14 T-GP-14 T-GP-14 T-GP-15 T-GP-15 T-GP-15 T-GP-16 Dup-2 T-GP-16
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 1.5-55 6-7 0-1 1-15 2-6 0-1 0-1 1-25
Sample Date:| 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup

Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT

Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact

Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**

EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 13 U 14 U 1 U 13 U 1 U 10 U 12 U 12 U 10 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 57 160 1 U 52 1 U 10 U 18 30 10 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 52 92 1 U 56 22 10 U 35 35 10 U
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 0.27 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4,15 0.50 0.22 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4,57 013 U 0.49 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 0.66 0.57 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 013 U 0.43 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 0.22 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 4.1 0.63 0.40 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4,37 7.635 1.2 0.34 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 0.17 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 0.31 0.16 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 0.22 012 U 010 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 1.2 0.44 011 U 0.14 011 U 010 U 0.21 012 U 010 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 1.1 0.32 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 010 U
PCBs

(mg/kg) [Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 013 U 014 U 011 U 013 U 011 U 010 U 012 U 012 U 0.099 U
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Table 4

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

Little Falls

Windham, Maine

Sample Location: T-GP-14 T-GP-15 T-GP-16
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:] T-GP-14 T-GP-14 T-GP-14 T-GP-15 T-GP-15 T-GP-15 T-GP-16 Dup-2 T-GP-16
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 1.5-55 6-7 0-1 1-15 2-6 0-1 0-1 1-25
Sample Date:] 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, tatal
(mg/kg)  |Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 2,300 2,400 26,000 6,200 2,800 21,000 4,900 4,100 24,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 65 17 27 U 4.8 28 U 26 U 5.3 4.1 25 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 9.2 4.2 4.9 0 4.6 26 U 3.8 30 U 25 U
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 570 390 240 610 160 190 73 78 230
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 032 U 034 U 14 U 1.0 028 U 13 U 030 U 030 U 12 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 1.8 0.98 0.34 0.76 028 U 0.28 0.31 030 U 0.28
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,600 3,100 1,700 4,300 2,200 1,800 2,500 2,300 1,600
Chromium N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 21 120 94 67 5.8 120 19 15 140
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 51 5.8 19 9.3 5.6 16 5.6 4.8 17
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 900 3,200 12 170 23 9.5 97 91 8.5
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 12,000 14,000 27,000 17,000 6,900 24,000 17,000 14,000 25,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 2.8 350 32 43 170 160 3.0
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 760 510 14,000 1,200 330 12,000 840 750 14,000
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 460 140 410 170 35 390 93 65 460
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 4.8 3.2 0.035 1.1 0.070 0.026 U 0.42 0.35 0.025 U
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 15 12 56 19 11 51 15 14 54
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 200 190 11,000 350 230 7,900 370 420 13,000
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 64 U 6.8 U 54 U 66 U 57 U 51 U 6.0 U 59 U 49 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 2.6 2.8 054 U 0.66 U 057 U 051 U 0.60 U 059 U 049 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 130 U 140 U 190 320 110 U 130 120 U 120 U 190
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 32 U 34 U 27 U 33 U 28 U 26 U 30 U 30 U 25 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 15 10 73 37 14 65 38 32 69
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 610 450 67 300 32 45 130 98 68
Metals, SPLP
(mg/L) |Lead 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Metals, TCLP
(mg/L) Lead 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A NA 17 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 7.0 6.4 044 U 6.4 042 U 051 U 1.7 11 039 U

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).
mg/L - milligrams per liter.

N/A - Not applicable/available.
U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs or TCLP criteria, as a

Values shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.

PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

SPLP - Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure.
TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
~ - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
A - EPA SW-846 Chapter 7, Table 7-1, Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for Toxicity Characteristic.

Page 6 of 8



191981 _L.ittle Falls_Windham ME

Table 4

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

L

ittle Falls

Windham, Maine

Sample Location: T-GP-17 T-GP-18 T-GP-19
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:] T-GP-17 T-GP-17 T-GP-17 T-GP-18R | T-GP-19R
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 1-55 10-12 0-1 0-1
Sample Date:| 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 12/5/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/10/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background

Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT

Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact

Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**

EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 25 U 13 U 10 U 15 U 25 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 81 76 10 U 74 25 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 100 75 10 U 50 25 U
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 025 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 025 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 025 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 025 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 025 U 0.26 010 U 015 U 025 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4,15 0.52 0.74 010 U 0.21 025 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4,57 0.51 0.74 010 U 015 U 025 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 0.80 1.1 010 U 0.38 025 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 0.45 0.46 010 U 015 U 025 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 0.30 0.37 010 U 015 U 025 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 4.1 0.66 0.86 010 U 0.29 025 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 025 U 0.22 010 U 015 U 025 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.37 7.635 0.89 15 010 U 0.46 025 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 025 U 0.13 010 U 015 U 025 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 0.40 0.67 010 U 0.23 025 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 025 U 0.13 010 U 015 U 025 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 025 U 0.18 010 U 015 U 025 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 0.38 0.90 010 U 0.31 025 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 0.94 1.4 010 U 0.39 025 U
PCBs

(mg/kg)  [Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.19 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.31 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 012 U 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 0.50 013 U 010 U 015 U 013 U
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Table 4

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Geoprobe Soil Samples -- December 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Sample Location: T-GP-17 T-GP-18 T-GP-19
Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:] T-GP-17 T-GP-17 T-GP-17 T-GP-18R | T-GP-19R
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 1-55 10-12 0-1 0-1
Sample Date:] 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/5/2012 | 12/10/2012 | 12/10/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, tatal
(mg/kg)  |Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 11,000 3,500 20,000 16,000 27,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 30 U 5.8 25 U 37 U 31 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 30 U 6.4 13 14
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 160 120 260 1,300 230
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 030 U 030 U 13 U 037 U 063 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 0.52 0.62 0.36 43 0.67
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3,200 7,500 6,900 2,800 600
Chromium N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 71 17 100 120 86
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 9.1 5.4 16 12 12
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 120 110 7.1 470 16
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 37,000 21,000 24,000 38,000 28,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 210 750 32 120
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4,200 2,000 13,000 5,900 6,300
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 1,100 170 720 490 140
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.33 0.46 0.036 6.3 0.17
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 37 24 45 32 30
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,700 780 13,000 2,700 1,400
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 59 U 61 U 51 U 75 U 6.3 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 059 U 061 U 051 U 2.3 063 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 U 120 U 200 150 U 130 U
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 30 U 30 U 25 U 37 U 31 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 40 21 67 58 7
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 140 150 51 1,100 140
Metals, SPLP
(mg/L) |Lead 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A NA 44 NA NA NA
Metals, TCLP
(mg/L) Lead 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A NA NA NA NA NA
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 2.5 1.9 1.6 17 9.0

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).

mg/L - milligrams per liter.
N/A - Not applicable/available.

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs or TCLP criteria, as a

VValues shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.

PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

SPLP - Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure.
TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
~ - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.

A - EPA SW-846 Chapter 7, Table 7-1, Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for Toxicity Characteristic.
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Table 5

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Hand Auger Soil Samples -- November 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:] T-HA-5 T-HA-9
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 0-1
Sample Date:] 11/8/2012 | 11/8/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
EPH
(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 15 U 16 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 15 U 27
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 33 47
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 015 U 0.16 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 015 U 016 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 015 U 0.16 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 015 U 0.16 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 457 015 U 016 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 015 U 0.16 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 015 U 016 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 015 U 016 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 4.1 015 U 0.16 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 015 U 0.16 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 437 7.635 015 U 0.16 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 015 U 016 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 015 U 016 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 015 U 016 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 015 U 0.16 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 015 U 016 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 015 U 016 U
PCBs
(mg/kg) |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 014 U 015 U
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Table 5
Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Hand Auger Soil Samples -- November 2012
Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis |Analyte Sample ID:] T-HA-5 T-HA-9
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-1 0-1
Sample Date:] 11/8/2012 | 11/8/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, total
(mg/kg)  [Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 23,000 7,900
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 35 U 37 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 4 4.1
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 57 17
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 0.69 U 037 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 035 U 037 U
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,500 640
Chromium” N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 46 75
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 9.9 37 U
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 8.9 5.0
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 22,000 7,700
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 25 18
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3,800 550
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 130 38
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.071 0.065
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 38 4.2
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,000 310
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 69 U 74 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 069 U 0.74 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 140 U 150 U
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 35 U 37 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 48 18
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 51 19
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 050 U 057 U
Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).
N/A - Not applicable/available.

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

|Values shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value. ||
EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.

PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
A - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
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Table 6

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Surface Water Drainage Sediment Samples -- November 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis [Analyte Sample ID]] T-SWD-1 | T-SWD-2
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-0.5 0-0.5
Sample Date:)] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background

Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT

Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact

Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**

EPH
(mg/kg) |C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 17 U 14 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 17 U 14 U
C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 23 14 U
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 017 U 014 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 017 U 014 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 017 U 014 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 017 U 014 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4.57 017 U 014 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 017 U 014 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 017 U 014 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 017 U 014 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 4.1 017 U 014 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 0.17 U 014 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.37 7.635 017 U 014 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 017 U 014 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 017 U 014 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 017 U 014 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 017 U 014 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 017 U 014 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 017 U 014 U
PCBs

(mg/kg) |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 017 U 014 U
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Table 6

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Surface Water Drainage Sediment Samples -- November 2012
Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis [Analyte Sample ID}] T-SWD-1 | T-SWD-2
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-0.5 0-0.5
Sample Date:)] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, total
(mg/kg)  |Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 9,400 19,000
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 41 U 34 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 7.2 6.9
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 75 91
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 041 U 034 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 0.52 0.58
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,200 3,200
Chromium” N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 16 59
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 13 14
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 14 14
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 21,000 29,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 29 22
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,000 8,900
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 1,800 1,000
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.044 U 0.036 U
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 11 23
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,400 4,400
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 83 U 6.9 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 083 U 0.69 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 170 U 150
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 41 U 34 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 31 70
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 87 120
Cyanide
(mg/kg) |Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 070 U 042 U
Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).
N/A - Not applicable/available.

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

||Va|ues shown in Bold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value.

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.
PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.

* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012.

** - For reference purposes only.
A - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
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Table 7

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Near-Bank Soil Samples -- November and December 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine

Analysis  [Analyte Sample ID:] T-Bank-1 | T-Bank-2 | T-Bank-3 T-Bank-4 T-Bank-4-1 | T-Bank-4-2 | T-Bank-4-3 | T-Bank-4-4

Sample Depth (ft.): 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5
Sample Date:] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/8/2012 | 11/8/2012 | 12/6/2012 | 12/6/2012 | 12/6/2012 | 12/6/2012

Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
EPH

(mg/kg) [C9-C18 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 7,300 N/A N/A 14 U 12 U 13 U 17 U 18 U 25 U 19 U 50 U 22 U
C19-C36 Aliphatics N/A 10,000 10,000 N/A N/A 34 41 13 U 17 U 130 25 U 19 U 98 22 U

C11-C22 Aromatics 460 4,500 4,700 N/A N/A 41 53 16 43 120 42 39 220 46
Acenaphthene 170 10,000 9,800 0.479 0.6072 014 U 012 U 013 U 017 U 0.78 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Acenaphthylene 68 10,000 10,000 0.4937 0.6606 0.14 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.17 U 0.18 U 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Anthracene 2,400 10,000 3,800 0.49 1.63 014 U 012 U 013 U 017 U 17 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Benzo(a)anthracene N/A 35 430 2.332 4.15 0.36 012 U 0.13 U 0.17 U 2.9 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Benzo(a)pyrene N/A 4 43 2.292 4,57 0.41 012 U 013 U 017 U 2.8 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene N/A 35 430 3.452 5.335 0.46 012 U 013 U 0.17 U 3.6 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene N/A 10,000 10,000 1.487 2.035 0.18 012 U 013 U 0.17 U 2.0 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A 350 4,300 2.228 3.225 014 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.17 U 13 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Chrysene N/A 3,500 10,000 3.76 4.1 0.43 012 U 013 U 0.17 U 3.0 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene N/A 4 43 0.48 0.58 014 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.17 U 0.52 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Fluoranthene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.37 7.635 0.78 0.19 0.14 0.17 U 7.9 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Fluorene 120 10,000 10,000 0.426 0.708 014 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.17 U 0.91 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene N/A 35 430 1.55 2.6 0.34 012 U 013 U 0.17 U 2.3 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.6 3,600 600 0.414 0.804 014 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.17 U 0.19 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Naphthalene 1.7 10,000 10,000 0.41 0.8368 014 U 012 U 0.13 U 017 U 0.30 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Phenanthrene 97 10,000 8,900 1.608 4.064 0.45 012 U 0.13 U 0.17 U 7.2 025 U 019 U 050 U 022 U
Pyrene N/A 10,000 10,000 4.016 6.71 1.0 0.23 0.13 U 0.17 U 7.3 0.25 U 019 U 050 U 0.22 U

PCBs

(mg/kg) |Aroclor-1016 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 U 012 U 013 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 022 U
Aroclor-1221 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 022 U
Aroclor-1232 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 U 012 U 013 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 022 U
Aroclor-1242 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 022 U
Aroclor-1248 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 U 012 U 013 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 022 U
Aroclor-1254 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.6 012 U 0.13 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 022 U

Aroclor-1260 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.37 012 U 013 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 0.28
Aroclor-1262 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 U 012 U 0.13 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 0.25 U 022 U
Aroclor-1268 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 U 012 U 013 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 022 U

Total PCBs N/A 12 7 N/A N/A 197 012 U 013 U 0.16 U 0.17 U 012 U 019 U 025 U 0.28
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Table 7

Summary of Analytical Results for Transmission Line Parcel Near-Bank Soil Samples -- November and December 2012

Little Falls
Windham, Maine
Analysis  [Analyte Sample ID:] T-Bank-1 | T-Bank-2 | T-Bank-3 T-Bank-4 T-Bank-4-1 | T-Bank-4-2 | T-Bank-4-3 | T-Bank-4-4
Sample Depth (ft.): 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5
Sample Date:] 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/7/2012 | 11/8/2012 | 11/8/2012 | 12/6/2012 | 12/6/2012 | 12/6/2012 | 12/6/2012
Scenarios and Exposure Pathways* Maine Background Field Dup
Outdoor Excavation or Urban (DOT
Leaching to Commercial Construction Rural (DOT Compact
Groundwater Worker Worker Compact District) District)**
Metals, total
(mg/kg)  [Aluminum N/A 1,000,000 310,000 63,000 N/A 14,000 20,000 12,000 8,400 9,200 11,000 13,000 2,600 8,900
Antimony N/A 680 120 1 N/A 33 U 31 U 33 U 40 U 42 U 30 U 47 U 6.3 U 51 U
Arsenic N/A 4 42 15 N/A 5.3 8 11 40 U 42 U 30 U 47 U 6.3 U 51 U
Barium N/A 10,000 10,000 490 N/A 130 97 38 31 30 34 58 31 41
Beryllium N/A 3,400 620 3 N/A 0.66 U 0.62 U 033 U 0.40 U 0.84 U 030 U 0.47 U 0.63 U 051 U
Cadmium N/A 94 19 0.4 N/A 0.80 0.60 033 U 0.40 U 0.42 U 0.30 U 0.47 U 0.63 U 051 U
Calcium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3,700 770 690 940 1,000 750 2,400 4,200 1,900
Chromium» N/A 5,100 2,800 N/A N/A 67 65 34 22 25 22 32 6.0 20
Cobalt N/A 510 920 15 N/A 13 9.2 6.1 5.9 5.2 4.9 8.4 6.3 U 51 U
Copper N/A 10,000 4,300 28 N/A 100 67 7.2 11 11 13 11 11 10
Iron N/A 1,000,000 220,000 40,000 N/A 61,000 25,000 14,000 10,000 11,000 11,000 16,000 3,200 11,000
Lead N/A 1,100 950 N/A N/A 100 190 20 24 26 6.4 18 11 17
Magnesium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 6,500 5,500 4,300 3,300 3,600 2,800 5,500 1,200 3,300
Manganese N/A 10,000 7,400 1,100 N/A 700 150 100 93 100 85 340 130 130
Mercury N/A 510 930 N/A N/A 0.32 0.39 0.046 0.059 0.10 0.031 U 0.048 U 0.088 0.054 U
Nickel N/A 5,100 930 43 N/A 45 26 15 11 12 8.4 16 4.4 10
Potassium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 6,100 1,500 1,500 1,200 1,300 830 2,200 910 1,400
Selenium N/A 8,500 1,500 0.8 N/A 6.6 U 6.2 U 6.6 U 80 U 84 U 6.0 U 94 U 13 U 10 U
Silver N/A 8,500 1,500 N/A N/A 0.66 U 0.62 U 0.66 U 0.80 U 0.84 U 0.60 U 094 U 13 U 10 U
Sodium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 130 U 120 U 130 U 160 U 170 U 120 U 190 U 250 U 210 U
Thallium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 33 U 31 U 33 U 40 U 42 U 30 U 47 U 6.3 U 51 U
Vanadium N/A 10,000 2,200 100 N/A 56 51 43 20 22 23 31 6.5 20
Zinc N/A 10,000 10,000 100 N/A 170 120 28 38 38 22 68 37 39
Cyanide
(mg/kg) [Cyanide N/A 1,000 1,900 N/A N/A 0.68 2.6 0.58 U 0.64 U 0.69 U 1.0 052 U 12 U 10 U

Notes:

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).
N/A - Not applicable/available.

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs.

|Va|ues shown inBold and with double line border exceed one or more of the listed Maine RAGs but are equal to or less than the listed Rural Background value. ||

EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons.
PCBs - Polychlorinated Biphenyls.
* - Table 1: Maine Remedial Action Guidelines for Soil, Maine Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) for Sites Contaminated with Hazardous Substances, draft revision January 2012,

** - For reference purposes only.
A - RAGs for Chromium (+6) used.
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TABLE 8
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS
Little Falls Site

Hydro & Transmission Line Properties
Windham and Gorham, Maine

Total Total Primary contributors to risk
Exposure Scenario/ Exposure Cancer Risks| Noncancer (ILCR > 1E-06, HI > 1)
Point Receptor Media Risks
Hydro Propert Current surface soil 2E-06 2E-02 N/A
Y perty Adult Non-Intrusive Worker
Northern Transmission Line Current .
Property Adult Non-Intrusive Worker surface soil 7E-06 2801 |N/A
Current )
South Bank Area Adult Non-Intrusive Worker surface soil 2E-06 1E-02 N/A
Current .
Hydro Property Adult Indoor Worker surface soil 9E-07 1E-02 N/A
Current :
Hydro Property Older Child Trespasser surface soil 3E-06 6E-02 N/A
Northern Transmission Line Current .
Property Older Child Trespasser surface soil 18-05 4B-01  |N/A
Current )
South Bank Area Older Child Trespasser surface soil 4E-06 3E-02 N/A
Hydro Proper Future surface/subsurface soil 1E-05 3E-02 N/A
4 perty Adult Non-Intrusive Worker
Northern Transmission Line Future ’
Property Adult Non-Intrusive Worker surface/subsurface soil 4E-06 6E-02 N/A
South Bank Area Future surface/subsurface soil 2E-06 1E-02 N/A
Adult Non-Intrusive Worker
Hydro Propert Future surface/subsurface soil 4E-06 1E-02 N/A
Y perty Adult Indoor Worker
Hydro Proper Future surface/subsurface soil 1E-05 7E-02 N/A
4 perty Older Child Trespasser
Northern Transmission Line Future ’
Property Older Child Trespasser surface/subsurface soil 5E-06 2E-01 N/A
South Bank Area Future surface/subsurface soil 4E-06 3E-02 N/A
Older Child Trespasser
Northern Transmission Line Future ’
Property Adult Intrusive Worker surface/subsurface soil 1E-05 2E-01 N/A
South Bank Area Futl_Jre surface/subsurface soil 6E-06 4E-02 N/A
Adult Intrusive Worker
Hydro Propert Future surface/subsurface soil 6E-06 6E-01 N/A
Y perty Adult Construction Worker
Northern Transmission Line Future tace/subsurf i 2E-06 1E+00 Note that the Adult Lead Model indicates that lead
Property Adult Construction Worker surtacefsubsuriace sol : would pose a risk to this receptor.
South Bank Area Future surface/subsurface soil 1E-06 2E-01 N/A

Adult Construction Worker

Notes

Bolded values exceed a cancer risk of 1E-05 or a target organ HI of 1.

HI - Hazard Index

ILCR - Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk

Page 1 of 1
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Table 9

Analysis of Remedial Alternatives - Transmission Line Property

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
No Action Environmental Covenant Soil Cover/Environmental Covenant RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Cover/Environmental Covenant | On-Site Treatment (Chemical Fixation)/ Environmental Limited Removal/Environmental Covenant Limited Removal/Cover/Environmental Covenant
Covenant

Description:
In this alternative, no actions undertaken at the Site.

Description:

In this alternative, an institutional control will be placed on the
property to maintain current commercial or industrial use, and
to prevent residential and recreational uses.

Description:

In this alternative, impacted soil remains on-Site. Existing treed
and other vegetation will be removed in northern portion of
property (approximately 1.1 acres), ground surface graded to
eliminate depressions, covered with clean soil and vegetated. Ay
institutional control will be placed on the property to maintain
current commercial or industrial use, and to prevent residential
and recreational uses, and to maintain the integrity of the soil
cover.

Description:

In this alternative, lead soils exceeding 2,000 mg/kg are
consolidated and covered with a RCRA Subtitle C cover (0.12
acres) and revegetated. An institutional control will be placed ony
the property to maintain current commercial or industrial use,
and to prevent residential/recreational uses, and prevent
penetration of the landfill cover.

Description:

In this alternative, lead soils exceeding 2,000 mg/kg are mixed
with a chemical stabilizer and placed back in the excavation,
covered by soil and revegetated. An institutional control will
be placed on the property to maintain current commercial or
industrial use, to prevent residential and recreational uses, and
to maintain the integrity of the soil cover protecting stabilized
soil. Assume soil volume 732 cubic yards.

Description:

In this alternative, lead soils exceeding 2,000 mg/kg are
excavated and disposed off-site as hazardous waste, and the
excavation backfilled with certified clean soil, and revegetated.
/An institutional control will be placed on the property to
maintain current commercial or industrial use, and to prevent
residential and recreational uses. Assume soil volume, 732
cubic yards.

Description:

In this alternative, lead soils exceeding 2,000 mg/kg are
excavated and disposed off-site as hazardous waste, the
excavation backfilled and the 1.1 acre site graded, covered with
soil and revegetated. An institutional control will be placed on
the property to maintain current commercial or industrial use,
and to prevent residential and recreational uses, and to maintain
the integrity of the soil cover.

Overall protection of
human health and the
environment

This alternative is not expected to be protective of human health
and the environment.

This alternative is expected to control human exposure to fill
materials.

This alternative is expected to control human exposure to fill
materials and prevent direct contact with fill materials.

This alternative is expected to control human exposure to fill
materials.

This alternative is expected to control human exposure to fill
materials.

This alternative is expected to control human exposure to fill
materials.

This alternative is expected to control human exposure to lead
impacted soils and prevent direct contact with fill materials.

Compliance with
ARARs

This alternative does not advance or enhance compliance with
[ARARSs.

In this alternative, ARARs include state/town requirements for
an institutional control.

In this alternative, ARARS for implementation include
state/town requirements for facility siting/construction, shoreling
zoning, NEPA, stormwater and Environmental Covenant.

In this alternative, ARARS include federal RCRA Subtitle C
requirements, and state/town requirements for shoreline zoning,
NEPA, stormwater and Environmental Covenant.

In this alternative, ARARS include RCRA requirements, and
state/town requirements for shoreline zoning, NEPA,
stormwater and Environmental Covenant.

In this alternative, ARARS include RCRA requirements, and
state/town requirements for shoreline zoning, NEPA,
stormwater and Environmental Covenant.

In this alternative, ARARS include RCRA requirements, and
state/town requirements for shoreline zoning, NEPA,
stormwater and Environmental Covenant.

Long-term effectiveness|
and permanence

This alternative does not provide long-term effectiveness and
permanence.

This alternative provides institutional control for exposure
reduction/prevention in perpetuity.

This alternative provides a barrier to exposures to hazardous
waste and institutional control for exposure
reduction/prevention in perpetuity.

This alternative provides a barrier to exposures to hazardous
waste and institutional control for exposure
reduction/prevention in perpetuity.

This alternative provides a permanent removal of hazardous
waste and institutional control for exposure
reduction/prevention in perpetuity.

This alternative provides a permanent removal of hazardous
waste and institutional control for exposure
reduction/prevention in perpetuity.

This alternative provides a permanent removal of hazardous
waste and institutional control for exposure
reduction/prevention in perpetuity.

Reduction in toxicity,
mobility through
treatment

This alternative provides no reduction in toxicity and mobility.

This alternative provides no reduction in toxicity and mobility.

This alternative does not provide reduction in toxicity and
mobility. Mobility may increase in the short term due to
construction by infiltrating precipitation; however, this is
expected to be mitigated by site controls during implementation
and have improved stabilization over the long term when
completed.

This alternative is expected to reduce toxicity and mobility as a
result of reduced infiltration of precipitation, and by providing a
barrier to impacted soils.

This alternative is expected to reduce toxicity and mobility of
soil where applied; however, the stabilized soil may degrade

over the long term due to natural weathering of the stabilized
mass.

This alternative is expected to eliminate toxicity and mobility of
materials removed from the site and long-term effectiveness and
permanence, where applied.

This alternative is expected to eliminate toxicity and mobility of
hazardous waste removed from the site and long-term
effectiveness and permanence, where applied.

Short-term effectivenesy]

Short term risks are not significant based on the scenarios
evaluated in the risk assessment.

Short term risks are not expected to be significant based on the
scenarios evaluated in the risk assessment, but the institutional
control does provide additional reduction of risk.

Short term risks are not expected to be significant based on the
scenarios evaluated in the risk assessment, but the institutional
control does provide incremental further reduction of risk.

Short term risks are not expected to be significant based on the
scenarios. Short term impacts to construction workers are
expected to be mitigated by a Health and Safety Plan.

Short term risks are not expected to be significant. Short term
impacts to construction workers are expected to be mitigated by
a Health and Safety Plan.

Short term risks are not expected to be significant. Short term
impacts to construction workers are expected to be mitigated by
a Health and Safety Plan.

Short term risks are not expected to be significant. Short term
impacts to construction workers are expected to be mitigated by
a Health and Safety Plan.

Implementability

Not Applicable.

DEP would have to agree to covenant. Approvals from DEP is
expected

This alternative is technically and administratively feasible, and
trained workers and equipment are available in the greater
Portland area that can support implementation. DEP approval of]|
covenant tis expected.

This alternative is both technically and administratively feasible,
and trained workers and equipment are available in the greater
Portland area that can support implementation. Would require a
RCRA permit and 5 year renewals. DEP approval of covenant
tis expected.

This alternative is both technically and administratively feasible,
and equipment are available in the greater Portland area that can
support implementation; however, specialized workers with
experience in this technology may need to come from outside of
Maine, which is expected to impact schedule and cost for
implementation of this alternative. DEP approval of covenant tis|
expected.

This alternative is both technically and administratively feasible,
and trained workers and equipment are available in the greater
Portland area that can support implementation. DEP approval of]|
covenant tis expected.

This alternative is both technically and administratively feasible,
and trained workers and equipment are available in the greater
Portland area that can support implementation. DEP approval of]|
covenant tis expected.

Green Remediation

Not Applicable.

Not applicable

This alternative conserves landfill space by minimizing waste
generation and Green Remediation priciples can be emphasized
through the use of local backfill sources (if available), use of
native vegetative cover, regular equipment
inspection/maintenance, limiting equipment idling, use of
energy/fuel efficient equipment (if available), etc.

This alternative conserves landfill space by minimizing waste
generation and Green Remediation priciples can be emphasized
through regular equipment inspection/maintenance, limiting
equipment idling, and the use of energy/fuel efficient equipment
(if available) during both construction and maintenance.

This alternative conserves landfill space by minimizing waste
generation through onsite reuse and Green Remediation
priciples can be emphasized through the use of local backfill
sources (if available), use of native vegetative cover, regular
equipment inspection/maintenance, limiting equipment idling,
use of energy/fuel efficient equipment (if available), etc.

Green Remediation priciples can be emphasized through soil
removal pre-planning, maximizing the efficiency of
transportation/disposal, use of local backfill sources, regular
equipment inspection/maintenance, limiting equipment idling,
use of energy/fuel efficient equipment (if available), etc.

Green Remediation priciples can be emphasized through soil
removal pre-planning, maximizing the efficiency of
transportation/disposal, use of local backfill sources, use of
native vegetative cover, regular equipment
inspection/maintenance, limiting equipment idling, use of
energy/fuel efficient equipment (if available), etc.

Estimated Cost

$0

$10,000-$15,000 (Plus $10,000/year for inspections,
maintenance, and reporting)

$300,000 - $350,000 (Plus $20,000/year for inspections,
maintenance, and reporting)

$150,000 - $200,000 (Plus $35,000/year for licensing,
inspections, maintenance, and reporting)

$170,000 - $200,000 (Plus $15,000/year for inspections,
maintenance, and reporting)

$550,000 - $600,000 (Plus $10,000/year for inspections,
maintenance, and reporting)

$800,000 - $900,000 (Plus $20,000/year for inspections,
maintenance, and reporting)

Retain

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Notes:

1. This table applies to the Northern Transmission Property where the risk assessment indicated lead posed a risk for MEDEP default excavation or construction worker; this condition does not exist on the Hydro Property (see Section 7.3 for additional details).

Abbreviations:

ARARs - Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
NRPA - Natural Resource Protection Act

RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

TSCA - Toxic Substances Control Act

2335/FS Technical Memo 2011/Table 9 Remedial Alts (CDS 8-6-13).xlsx
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Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report
Little Falls Site, Windham & Gorham, Maine September 06, 2012

Executive Summary

This Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was performed for the properties known as the Little
Falls Hydro and Transmission Line Properties (the Site), which for purposes of this ESA is made up of
three parcels of land. The Site totals 19.98-acres of land and includes the adjacent river bed. This
assessment has been prepared for S.D. Warren Company d/b/a Sappi Fine Paper North America (Sappi or
Client) by TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) in accord with the American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) E 1527-05 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment Process and the All Appropriate Inquiries (AAIl) Rule (70 Fed. Reg.
66070) titled “40 CFR Part 312, Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI regulation).

The purpose of this assessment was to identify recognized environmental conditions (RECs) as defined in
the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard, in connection with the Site. The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines a
REC as “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a
property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a
release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into the
ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property.”

The Site is property owned by Sappi located off Main Street, Gray Road and Mallison Falls Road, in the
Towns of Windham and Gorham Cumberland County, Maine. The Site consists of three parcels for the
purposes of this Phase | ESA one of which is river bottom of the Presumpscot River. The Site also
consists of one parcel that includes a hydroelectric power generation station, associated impoundment
dam, and a parking lot. The third parcel includes a transmission line, and undeveloped land.

This Phase | ESA consisted of the following tasks:

e Site reconnaissance, including visual inspection of the Site and drive by inspection of adjacent
properties;

Review of environmental database report and local regulatory agency records;

Investigation and description of historical Site conditions;

Review of prior environmental reports;

Interviews with owners, operators, occupants, and local government officials; and

Preparation of a final report summarizing findings, opinions, and conclusions.

This assessment has revealed three RECs in connection with the Site.

¢ On-Site dumping of historical mill waste and documented soil contamination;
¢ Off-Site contamination at the adjacent Keddy Mill property; and
o Off-Site kerosene release from the adjacent 859 Gray Road residential property.

L2012-339 i
| ©TRC
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) prepared this Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for
S.D. Warren Company d/b/a Sappi Fine Paper of North America (Sappi, i.e. the Client and the User) for
the Little Falls Hydro and Transmission Line properties, located off Main Street, Gray Road and Mallison
Falls Road, in the Towns of Windham and Gorham, Cumberland County, Maine (the Site) as shown on
Figure 1 in Appendix 1.

The Phase | ESA was performed in accord with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
E 1527-05 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment Process and the All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI) Rule (70 Fed. Reg. 66070) titled “40 CFR
Part 312, Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI regulation) and is solely intended
for the use of the Client.

1.1 Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this assessment was to identify recognized environmental conditions (RECs) as defined in
ASTM E 1527-05 Standard that have the potential to impact the Site. The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard
defines a REC as ““the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on
a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a
release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into the
ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property.”

This report documents the findings, opinions, and conclusions of the Phase | ESA.
1.2 Scope of Investigation/Services

In accordance with ASTM E 1527-05, this Phase | ESA consisted of the following tasks:

e Site reconnaissance, including visual inspection of the Site and drive by inspection of adjacent
properties;

¢ Review of environmental database report and local regulatory agency records;

¢ Investigation and description of historical Site conditions;

o Review of prior environmental reports;

o Interviews with owners, operators, occupants, and local government officials; and
o Preparation of a final report summarizing findings, opinions, and conclusions.

No services beyond those required by ASTM E 1527-05 were completed during the course of this
assessment. Accordingly, TRC did not conduct environmental sampling, surveys for asbestos, indoor air
quality, lead-based paint, radon gas or lead in drinking water at the Site.

1.3 Limitations

In accordance with the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard and AAI regulation, TRC has performed an evaluation
of data gaps in connection with information provided and obtained during the course of this assessment.
Data gaps generally reflect the inability to obtain required data despite efforts made to acquire reasonably
ascertainable information pertaining to the Site. Data failures generally reflect the inability to obtain
and/or utilize information sources and are typically associated with research regarding standard historical
sources.
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No data gaps or data failures were identified during this Phase 1 ESA however the following “limiting
Conditions” were noted:

e The Furnace Room beneath the apartment portion of the hydro building (Powerhouse) was not
completely observed due to lack of safe access to this lower level (stairs do not exist from the
main floor to the lower level). Limited observation of the room was made from a platform that
extended just below the room ceiling with a flashlight. The eastern side of the room was
observed without obstruction but the western portion could not be observed from this vantage
point. Sappi subsequently provided photographic documentation of the furnace room. The
inability for TRC to visual observe the entire area is considered a limiting condition for this
report; however; due to the provided photographic information this limiting condition is not
expected alter the outcome of this report.

e The river bottom at the Site and sediments upstream of the hydro-electric generation station and
impoundment dam were not observed due to the presence of water in the river channel and fore
bay and therefore is considered a limiting condition for this report, this limitation has a low
probability of altering the conclusions of this report.

e The size and forested nature of the Site is considered a limiting condition to the Phase | ESA as it
limited TRC’s ability to observe all surficial soil conditions at the Site. However, based on the
current and historic undeveloped nature of the Site, this limitation has a low probability of
altering the conclusions of this report.

e The island adjacent to the dam could only be observed from a distance and is therefore considered
a limiting condition of this report. This limitation has a low probability of altering the conclusions
of this report.

e The Sappi owned parcel in Gorham on the south side of the river was viewed from the top of the
dam from the right of way off Gray Road. This portion of the Site was not safely accessible due
to a steep slope. From the elevated vantage point the parcel appears to be generally bare bedrock
with natural pools and rapids from the river. However, based on the current and historic
undeveloped nature of the Site and presence of the Presumpscot River through this parcel, this
limitation has a low probability of altering the conclusions of this report.

1.3.1 Accuracy and Completeness

TRC makes no guarantees as to the accuracy or completeness of information obtained from others. It is
possible that information exists beyond the scope of this investigation or that was not provided to TRC
during the course of this investigation. Additional data subsequently provided, discovered, or produced
might alter findings or conclusions made in this Phase | ESA report. TRC is under no obligation to
update this report to reflect such subsequent information. The findings presented in this report are based
upon the information reasonably available and observed Site conditions at the time of this assessment,
subject to the limitations noted herein. Conditions may have changed since that time and the findings and
conclusions of this report are not meant to forecast future conditions at the Site.

1.3.2 Warranties and Representations
This report does not warrant against: (1) operations or conditions which were not in evidence from visual

observations or historical information obtained; (2) conditions which could only be determined by
physical sampling or other intrusive investigation techniques; or (3) locations other than Client-provided
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addresses and/or legal parcel description or information regarding off-Site locations (with possible impact
on the subject properties) not published in available records.

1.3.3 Continued Validity/User Reliance

This report is presumed to be valid, in accordance with the limitations specified in ASTM E 1527-05, for
a period of 180 days from the date of this ESA, or until the Client obtains specific information that may
materially alter a Finding, Opinion, or Conclusion in this report or until the Client is notified by TRC that
it has obtained specific information that materially alter a Finding, Opinion, or Conclusion in this report.
This report may not be relied on by any party other than the Client with whom TRC has contracted to
prepare this report and the User identified herein.

1.3.4 Exceptions to the ASTM E 1527-05 Practice

The protocol utilized for this Phase | ESA was in accordance with the requirements of the ASTM E 1527-
05 Standard. No exceptions were identified.

1.3.5 Significant Assumptions

For the purpose of assessing and evaluating upgradient and downgradient releases, groundwater at the
Site is presumed to flow generally towards the Presumpscot River. The Presumpscot River flows to the
south-southeast, originating in Sebago Lake and discharging to Casco Bay approximately nine miles east
of the Site in Portland, Maine.

No other significant assumptions were made in the preparation of this Phase | ESA report.

L2012-339 3
©TRC



Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report
Little Falls Site, Windham & Gorham, Maine September 06, 2012

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

The Site is located off Main Street, Gray Road and Mallison Falls Road, in the Towns of Windham and
Gorham Cumberland County, Maine. The Site consists of three parcels land and for the purposes of this
Phase | ESA. The Client indicated that the Site includes portions of the river bottom of the Presumpscot
River. The Site also consists of a hydroelectric power generation station, associated impoundment dam,
parking lot, transmission line, and undeveloped land.

For the purposes of discussion and analysis in this Phase | ESA, TRC has divided the three parcels that
make up the Site into two parts: 1) the “Hydro Property” which includes the dam, powerhouse, parking
lot and river bottom upstream of the dam structure, and 2) the “Transmission Line Property” which
includes the wooded parcel on the eastern side of the river, the island, and all other Sappi owned property,
including riverbed owned by Sappi, downstream of the dam structure. This distinction was drawn by
TRC to facilitate discussion of upstream versus downstream environmental impacts and well as nearby
properties.

The Hydro Property is improved with a hydro-electric dam, a vacant/unused three story residential
apartment on the southern end of the turbine house that the former owner intended for residential use (the
apartment was never residentially occupied), and a parking lot. The Hydro Property is accessed off Main
St in Windham and a private right of way on the southern side of the Main Street Bridge off Gray Road in
Gorham. The Transmission Line Property (hortheast and eastern portion of the Site) is generally vacant
with utility poles and a cleared access way. This portion of the Site may be accessed via a Maine
Department of Transportation (MEDOT) dirt “road” (former rail bed) located off Depot Street (along the
abutting railroad tracks on the Keddy Mill Site and the MEDOT Right of Way to the west), and the
Gorham portion of the Site is accessed via Route 202 and via Sappi-owned access rights on the southern
side of the Main Street Bridge off Gray Road in Gorham.

The approximate coordinates of the Site are 43° 44’ 2.64” North, 70° 25’ 25.88” West. The Site is
located on the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series Gorham, Maine topographic
guadrangle map dated 2011.

A Site Location Map identifying the general Site vicinity is provided as Figure 1 of Appendix 1 and a Site
Plan is provided as Figure 2 of Appendix 1. Photographs from the May 11, 2012 Site Reconnaissance are
included in the Appendix 2 photo log, and documentation of interviews is provided in Appendix 3.

2.1 Site Background

Based on the Summary of Historical Information of the Presumpscot River from Early Histories of the
Adjoining Towns the northwest portion of the Site (Hydro Property) was first developed as a saw mill in
the mid-1750s by Major William Knight. In 1756, a grist mill and carding mill was constructed adjacent
to the saw mill. A second saw mill was constructed on the Gorham side (south side) of the river in 1767.
Cumberland Cotton Manufacturing purchased the property in 1825, which was later destroyed by fire in
1856. The current mill was constructed in 1875 by C.A. Brown and Company and was purchased by the
Androscoggin Pulp Company in 1900. The Site was a portion of this larger mill complex until 1945
when the mill complex was subdivided for individual sale. The portions of the mill that occupied the
current parking lot portion of the Site at the Hydro Property throughout this early history were a
storehouse, machine rooms and steam drying room. The wood grinders and beater engines for a box board
mill occupied the portion of the Site where the current Powerhouse exists over the river.

According to the Sanborn Maps and historical ownership traced back through the Cumberland County
Registry of Deeds, the Androscoggin Pulp Company manufactured ground wood pulp and box board
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from construction through approximately 1940 when Cumberland Security Company (CSC) took
ownership of the Site and adjacent mill. CSC leased the mill space to Windham Fibres and J. W. Ellis
while operating the dam as a power supply. A portion of the mill was leased to Maine Steel prior to 1945
and they reportedly purchased the mill property in 1945. In 1954, Atlantic Mills Incorporated purchased
the portion of the larger property that is currently the northwest portion of the Site. Based on an aerial
photograph from 1956, the portions of the mill that occupied the northwest portion of the Site had been
demolished and this portion of the Site was occupied by only the hydro-electric dam.

According to historical topographic maps, the eastern portion of the Site (Transmission Line Property)
has historically been undeveloped since at least 1891. Evidence of the historic mill operation to the north
of this portion of the Site is apparent in numerous places the northeastern uplands of the Site as observed
during the March 11, 2012 Site Reconnaissance. Dumping of waste is apparent due to the visually
observed presence of drums, scrap metal (rusting), slag, glass, bricks and similar debris (see Section 5.9
for additional information). The dumping is likely to have occurred many years in the past as mature
trees are growing out of and above the deposited materials with roots wrapping around larger pieces of
debris. Based on review of historical aerial photographs, this dumping occurred prior to 1975 when the
northern portion of the Site appeared to be unvegetated. This is consistent with the approximate years of
steel manufacturing from the 1940s through early 1970s. By 1986 the northern land portion of the Site is
becoming increasingly vegetated and by 2011 is entirely wooded.

According to multiple interviewees and the National Register of Historic Places, in 1961 Lawrence
Keddy (Keddy Manufacturing Company) purchased the overall mill property, including the Site and
adjacent Keddy Mill Property. Mr. Keddy was an engineer and rebuilt the dam between 1961 and 1965 to
its current conditions. Steel production reportedly continued at the adjacent mill until 1974. In 1974, the
hydro-electric generation station, transmission line and impoundment dam were transferred to S.D.
Warren Company (At the time a subsidiary of Scott Paper Company. S.D. Warren Company is referred to
in this report as Sappi) to generate and transmit power for the paper mill it owned in Westbrook. All
current structures at the Site were in place at this time. The date of installation of the transmission line
poles could not be determined through available historical resources and interviews. In 1974, Keddy
Manufacturing Company shut down operation at the adjacent mill complex. The adjacent mill complex
has been inactive since the mid-1970s according to Sappi employees who began visiting the Site at that
time.

Sappi has operated the Site since 1974 exclusively for power generation purposes.
2.2 Legal Description of the Site

The Site is located off Main Street, Gray Road and Mallison Falls Road, in the Towns of Windham and
Gorham, Cumberland County, Maine. According to information obtained from the Town of Windham
Assessor’s Department, the Windham parcels are identified on Assessor’s Map 38 as Lot 10 with an
address of One Main Street and Map 3, Lot 8a with an address of 8 Mallison Falls Road. According to
information obtained from the Town for Gorham Assessor’s Department, the Gorham parcel is identified
as Map 111, Lot 19L with an address of Gray Road and as “river” which does not have a legal
description. All parcels are currently owned by Sappi (S.D. Warren as indicated on the Assessor’s Card).

According to the Town of Windham Zoning Map, the Windham portion of the Site is zoned village
commercial in the general development district. Surrounding areas are zoned medium residential and
South Windham contract zones. The Gorham side of the Site is zoned as the Presumpscot River and
Urban Residential Manufactured Housing with Little Falls Village Center zoned to the south.
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The 1974 Purchase and Sale Agreement between Lawrence J. Keddy and Scott Paper Company describes
the land, structures, machinery and electrical equipment that were transferred to the Scott Paper
Company. The deed provides the legal boundaries of the Site.

Appendix 4 provides photocopies of the property record card describing the Site, the assessor’s tax maps
for Windham and Gorham depicting the area of the Site, the Gorham Interactive Map showing the
Gorham parcel, a legal description of the Site as derived from the Site’s deed, the Purchase and Sale
Agreement, a recent surveyed plan of the Site and the Town of Windham and Town of Gorham Zoning
Maps.

2.3 Site and Vicinity General Characteristics

The Site is located in a mixed-use area characterized by commercial, residential and industrial
development immediately adjacent to the Site. Topography of the Site and surrounding vicinity is
generally flat to gently sloping to the south in the north and northwest portion of the Site and sloping to
the west in the eastern portion of the Site toward the Presumpscot River. The Site slopes steeply in some
areas on the eastern bank of the river.

2.4 Description of Site Improvements

The portion of the Site that extends out over the Presumpscot River is developed with a hydro-electric
power generation station with associated turbines and an unused/vacant residential apartment in the dam
that was rebuilt from 1961 to 1965 according to the National Register of Historic Places. The dam is
constructed on a concrete foundation overlying the old foundation from the former mill structure that
occupied the property. The former foundation with arches can be observed from this lower deck to the
east of the Site. The exterior walls are constructed of brick masonry and the structure is supported by
concrete buttresses on both sides.

The main structure, or Powerhouse, contains four turbine generators each producing up to 2,400 kilowatts
(kW) of electricity, which is stepped up by an onsite transformer to 11,000 kW for transmission to
Sappi’s Westbrook mill. The transformer is located on a lower deck on the eastern side (downstream) of
the Powerhouse. Three 333 Kkilo-volt ampere (KVA) transformers formerly occupied this location
according to the historical plans and other information. Additional information regarding the
transformers is provided in Section 4.4.6. The Powerhouse is currently heated via the residual generator
heat and is not cooled during the summer months. Electrical service for the building enters via two pole
type transformers (on the eastern wall) that have reportedly been used since the building was constructed.

An unused/vacant residential apartment is located off the southern end of the powerhouse structure. The
residential apartment is attached to the powerhouse/dam structure but is not a functional part of the power
generation process. The apartment is a three-story structure that is currently used for limited material and
equipment storage. The apartment is generally in poor condition with several areas of water and ceiling
damage. A room that houses the apartment’s furnace and other utilities (furnace room) is located on the
lower level, beneath the living areas, and formerly supplied water and heating to the residence. The
apartment’s main level contains living areas and bedrooms and the upper level contains a kitchen, living
room with a fireplace, dining area and two small bedrooms or offices. The apartment is accessed via a
walkway on the eastern side of the powerhouse and through the powerhouse. David Rolfe observed a
sanitary discharge pipe to the Presumpscot River in 1974. The current status of this discharge pipe is not
known. The apartment is not connected to public water and copper water piping has been removed. The
furnace is no longer in operation and heating oil is not delivered to the Site.
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The Site is also occupied by an approximately 12-foot concrete and granite spillway dam. The granite
portion was constructed in the 1800s and the concrete section replaced the former timber section in 1961
according to the National Register of Historic Places. The dam contains three sluicegates.

The land in the northwest portion of the Site is currently vacant and used as an unpaved driveway and
parking lot.

The eastern portion of the Site is currently undeveloped with the exception of seven pole structures
associated with the electrical transmission line. A 30-foot wide access way has been cleared along the
length of the transmission line.

2.5 Current Uses of Adjoining Properties

During the course of this assessment, TRC conducted a curbside inspection of adjacent property
conditions from the boundaries of the Site and performed a drive-by reconnaissance of nearby
surrounding areas to assess potential environmental impacts from off-Site properties. On the Keddy Mill
Property, TRC observed abundant demolition debris, waste drums and an old foundation in a fenced off
area just to the northeast of the Site parking lot. The fence was recently labeled “Warning, No
Trespassing, Hazardous Materials”; Sappi reports that this fence and sign were recently installed around
the Keddy Mill at the request of the Maine Department of Environmental Protection. TRC observed
some solid waste including broken concrete barriers and used railroad ties along the MEDOT property to
the east of the Site. TRC observed or has knowledge of multiple upstream historical mill properties which
may or may not have contributed to upstream contamination in the Presumpscot River.

A summary of TRC’s visual observations and descriptions of current uses of surrounding properties are
summarized in Table 2-1:

Table 2-1: Current Use of Adjoining and Nearby Properties
Approximate | Approximate Description . .
Direction Distance Address IR =y of Current Ob_servat|ons/Potent|a|
. : e Name Environmental Concerns
from Site from Site Use
Observed debris,
North & . 7 Depot . Vacant mill | documented releases and
Northeast Adjacent Street Keddy Mill building known contamination
(REMO01538)*
. 3 Depot Little Falls Avesta
North Adjacent . apartment None
Street Landing housi
ousing
Northwest Approx. . South Windham Voll_mteer
(across street) 100-feet Main Street Fire Compan fire None
pany department
. Main Street .
West Adjacent / Gray Road NA Bridge None
Approx. . . . Several residential fuel oil
400-feet Gray Road Various Residential releases*
. 859 Gray S . . Spill number
Adjacent Road Residential Residential P-130-2011*
Southwest Approx South Windham
100-feet Gray Road Public Library Library None
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Table 2-1: Current Use of Adjoining and Nearby Properties
Approximate | Approximate Description . .
Direction Distance Address e of Current Ob_servat|ons/Potent|aI
: : e Name Environmental Concerns
from Site from Site Use
Potential environmental
impacts from
West & South Adjacent NA Presumpscot River River upstream/adjacent historic
mill use, including the
Keddy Mill*
. Mallison . Vehicle & boat parking
Southeast Adjacent Falls Road NA Parking Lot and storage
unimoroved Observed solid waste
East Adjacent NA MEDOT prov (used RR ties, concrete,
road (rails
,etc)*
removed)

Notes:

NA- not applicable

REM - Remediation number prefix

P — Spill number prefix for MEDEP Portland region spills
MEDOT - Maine Department of Transportation

* - Further discussed in this Phase | ESA Report
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3.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION

A User Statement was provided by Sappi (the User) on June 1, 2012. The following section summarizes
information provided by Sappi with regard to this assessment. A copy of the User Statement is provided
in Appendix 3.

3.1 Title Records

The User provided a copy of the Purchase and Sale Agreement and the deed for review by TRC.

3.2 Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations

Pierce Atwood LLP, on behalf of the User, indicated that it has found no record of environmental liens
filed against the Site.

3.3 Specialized Knowledge

The User indicated that they are “not in the business of detecting or remedying environmental
contamination.” Based on this statement they have no additional knowledge pertaining to the REC
identified in the following Section 3.4.

3.4 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information

The User indicated that they are aware of a REC associated with the northeast portion of the Transmission
Line Property. The User indicated that a 2010/2011 investigation (described later in this ESA) identified
lead, iron, cobalt, manganese and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in soil in this area.

3.5 Valuation Reduction for Environmental Issues

The User indicated that there was no price reduction related to environmental issues from the purchase
price in 1974.

3.6 Owner, Property Manager, and Occupant Information

S.D. Warren Company doing business as Sappi Fine Paper North America was identified as the Site
owner. The “Key Site Manager”, for ASTM purposes, has been identified as Mr. Tom Howard,
Environmental Manager for Sappi. There are no occupants at the Site.

3.7 Reason for Performing Phase |

The User has requested this Phase | to assist in identifying possible RECs for the Site.

3.8 Other User Provided Documents

The User provided TRC with copies of prior reports for adjacent property investigations, historic plans
and other documents pertaining to the Site building and/or environmental conditions at the Site. The User
also provided photographic documentation of the furnace room below the residential apartment at Little

Falls Dam (see Appendix 3). These references have been described where appropriate throughout this
report.
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4.0 RECORDS REVIEW

The following sections summarize information obtained through a review of available historical and
environmental records.

4.1 Physical Setting Sources
4.1.1 Topography

The Site is located on the USGS 7.5-minute series Gorham Quadrangle, Maine, topographic map dated
2011. TRC’s review of the map indicates that the elevation of the Site is approximately 97-feet above
mean sea level (amsl). The topography of the Site is generally flat to gently sloping to the south in the
northern portion of the Site and towards the Presumpscot River to the west in the eastern portion of the
Site. The slope is steep in some locations throughout the eastern portion of the Site. A copy of an excerpt
from the topographic map is included in Appendix 1 as Figure 1.

4.1.2 Geology

Bedrock Geology

According to the Bedrock Geology of the Portland 1:100,000 Quadrangle, Maine and New Hampshire
map, the Site and surrounding areas are underlain by Silurian and Ordovician bluish to purplish-gray,
biotite-quartz-plagioclase granofels with thin interbeds of greenish-gray calc-silicate granofels and minor
pelitic schist layers of the Hutchins Corner Formation in the Central Maine Sequence.

Based on the Overburden Thickness Portland 30 x 60-minute Quadrangle Map, depth to bedrock in the
area of the Site ranges from approximately 75 to 100-feet to west of the Site and approximately 10 to 15-
feet at a point closer to the river to the southeast. Bedrock was observed to the east (downstream) of the
dam structure at an approximate elevation within the river bed of 15 to 25-feet below the surrounding area
ground surface elevation.

A copy of the Gorham, Maine quadrangle bedrock geology map has been included in Appendix 8.

Surficial Geology

According to the Surficial Geology of the Portland 1:100,000 Quadrangle, Maine map, the Site is
underlain by silt, clay and sand deposited on the historic seafloor. These marine sediments are part of the
Presumpscot Formation. A copy of the Portland, Maine quadrangle surficial geology map has been
included in Appendix 8.

Based on information reviewed in the Environmental Data Resource (EDR) report, which is derived from
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service State Soil Geographic (STATSGO) federal
database, soils identified on the Site and within immediately surrounding areas are classified as Cut and
Fill Land, which consists of very gravelly sandy loam with slow infiltration rates; and Podunk Soils,
which consists of fine sandy loam with moderate infiltration rates. Other nearby soils are classified as
Water Bodies Greater Soils to the west; Hollis Soils to the southeast, which consist of fine sandy loam
with somewhat excessive drainage; Suffield Soils to the southwest, which consist of silt loam with slow
infiltration rates; Swanton Soils to the southwest, which consist of fine sandy loams that a poorly drained;
and Buxton Soils to the west, which consist of silt loam with slow infiltration rates.
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4.1.3 Hydrogeology

The Presumpscot River flows through the Site towards the east/south. The river is dammed in the
northwest portion of the Site as well as at several other locations along the river’s length between Sebago
Lake and Casco Bay. The river meanders and flows into Casco Bay approximately 9-miles to the east.

According to the Significant Sand and Gravel Aquifer Map for the Gorham, Maine Quadrangle, the Site is
not located within a Significant Sand and Gravel Aquifer. The Site is located near the center of a mapped
surface water/groundwater divide. Groundwater from surrounding properties is presumed to flow toward
the Site and toward the Presumpscot River. A copy of the Portland, Maine quadrangle sand and gravel
aquifer map has been included in Appendix 8.

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife National Wetlands Inventory, the river portion of the Site is
identified as riverine area. No mapped wetlands or riparian zones are located at the Site. A copy of the
wetlands map has been included in Appendix 8.

Based on this information, assessment of potential off-Site environmental impacts will primarily focus on
properties located to the west, northwest, north, northeast, and east of the Site, as they are considered
hydrogeologically upgradient.

4.1.4 Discretionary and Non-Standard Physical Setting Sources
No discretionary or non-standard physical setting sources were reviewed for this assessment.
4.2 Standard Environmental Record Sources

In accordance with the ASTM Standard E 1527-05, a computerized radius search of pertinent federal,
state, and tribal environmental record databases was performed by EDR of Milford, Connecticut. The
database search was conducted to identify environmental regulatory records associated with the Site and
nearby properties that would indicate environmental conditions (i.e., reported releases of hazardous
substances and/or petroleum products), which may have potential to adversely impact the Site and
surrounding vicinity.

Due to poor or missing address information, 20 un-mappable (“orphan) listings were identified by EDR
as being located within the general area of the Site. These listings were reviewed and evaluated using
available address and facility name information established through interviews, Site reconnaissance, and
on-line mapping services. A summary of the database search findings is presented in the following table
and a copy of the complete EDR regulatory database search report is included in Appendix 5.

Table 4-1: Summary of Database Search Findings

Minimum Site Number of Listings
Regulatory Database Search Listed? Identified within
Distance " | Searched Distances
Federal Records
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), National 1 mile No 0
Priorities List (NPL)
USEPA, NPL LIENS Site No 0
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Table 4-1: Summary of Database Search Findings

Minimum Site Number of Listings
Regulatory Database Search Listed? Identified within
Distance " | Searched Distances
USEPA, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 15 mile No 1
and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) 2
USEPA, CERCLIS - No Further Remedial Action Planned .
(NFRAP) Y2 mile No 0
USEPA, Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System 1 mile No 0
(RCRIS) — Corrective Action Facilities (CORRACTS)
USEPA, RCRIS non CORRACTS Treatment, Storage, & Disposal 15 mile No 0
Facilities (TSDFs) 2
USEPA, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) — Large v, mile No 0
Quantity Generators (LQG) N
USEPA, RCRA - Small Quantity Generators (SQG) Yamile No 0
USEPA, RCRA - Conditionally Exempt SQGs (CESQG) Yamile No 0
USEPA, RCRA - Non Generators (NonGen) Yamile No 1
U.S. Institutional Control Control Registry (INST CONTROL) Y2 mile No 0
U.S. Engineering Control Registry (ENG CONTROL) Y2 mile No 0
USEPA, Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) Site No 0
US Brownfields Y2 mile No 1
USEPA Facility Index System (FINDS) Site No Not applicable
State Records
State Hazardous Waste Sites (SHWS) 1 mile No 1
Maine (ME) Solid Waste Facility/Landfill (SWF/LF) and ME 1 mile No 0
Landfill Closure Program (LCP) 2
ME Registered Underground Storage Tanks (UST) Yamile No 7
ME Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) Y2 mile No 13 (1 Orphan)
ME Leaking Aboveground Storage Tanks (LAST) Y2 mile No 13 (1 Orphan)
ME Registered Aboveground Storage Tanks (AST) Yamile No 0
IC\:/I(EN_II_rgzngJ)tlonal Control/Engineering Control Registry (INST Y, mile No 1
State Liens Site No 0
State ME Spills Site No 0 (1 Orphan)
State and Tribal Brownfields Sites Y mile No 0
State and Tribal Voluntary Cleanup Site (VCP) ¥ mile No 3
Drycleaners Yamile No 0
Manufactured Gas Plants 1 mile No 0
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4.2.1 State and Federal Agency Database Listings

Site

The Site it not listed in any state or federal databases.

Surrounding Properties

Multiple federal and state agency database listings were identified within the ASTM-specified search

distances from the Site.

Based on distance, hydrogeology, nature and extent of the releases, and

regulatory status, the majority of these listings are not considered likely to represent an environmental
threat that could impact the Site. Relevant database listings that have a potential to adversely impact the
Site are summarized and evaluated in Table 4-2 below.

Table 4-2: Nearby Property Listings Summary

Off-Site Listing #1:

Facility Name:

Lorraine Jonassen

Address:

859 Gray Road, Gorham, Maine (see figure 2)

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number: P-130-2011

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Adjacent to south and west

Hydrogeologic Setting relative to site:

Upgradient / Crossgradient

Database Review Summary:

On February 21, 2011, approximately 214-gallons of kerosene were
released from a residential aboveground storage tank (AST). The
filter had been broken off when snow from the roof was shoveled
off onto the AST. Allstate Environmental was contracted to
conduct response actions. Impacted soil (20.43-tons) was removed
via vacuum truck and disposed of offsite. Groundwater was found
to be impacted and recovery wells were installed with a pump and
treat trailer onsite. No further information was available.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the lack of documentation confirming the extent of
impacts to the east and northeast towards the Site and the unknown
outcome of the remedial system, the release associated with spill
number P-130-2011 has the potential to environmentally impact
subsurface conditions at the Site and therefore is considered a REC.

Off-Site Listing #2:

Facility Name:

South Windham Community Church

Address:

15 Main Street, Windham, Maine

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number: P-716-1997

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 450-feet north

Hydrogeologic Setting:

Upgradient

Database Review Summary:

On November 25, 1997, approximately 30-gallons of kerosene
were released to the concrete floor from the AST in the basement
of the church. The kerosene was absorbed from the concrete using
an absorbent and disposed of offsite. Kerosene was not found to
have migrated to the subsurface.
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Table 4-2: Nearby Property Listings Summary

Discussion and Evaluation: Based on the lack of impacts to soil and groundwater and the
limited quantity of the release, the release associated with spill
number P-716-1997 is not likely to have impacted environmental
conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #3:

Facility Name: Keddy Mill

Address: 7 Depot Street, Windham, Maine

Federal Databases: US BROWNFIELDS, CERCLIS

State Databases: ALLSITES, SPILLS, VCP, MANIFEST

Reference IDs: Spill Number: P-868-2005, EPA ID: MEN000106078
Approximate Location Relative to Site: Adjacent to northeast-north

Hydrogeologic Setting relative to site: Crossgradient / Upgradient / Downgradient

Database Review Summary: The adjacent Keddy Mill property has been involved in the Maine

Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) Voluntary
Response Action Program (VRAP) since November 2005 and is
currently under investigation by the USEPA under the Superfund
Program.

In 1993, a Phase | ESA prepared by Consla Geotechnical
Engineering Incorporated identified the presence and possible
subsurface impacts associated with a 10,000-gallon underground
storage tank (UST) in the northeast portion of the disposal site.
The ESA also recommended investigation of a former transformer
pad and floor drains/outfalls associated with the property building.

In 1997, A Phase | ESA and Phase Il Subsurface Investigation
performed by S. W. Cole identified two additional oil tanks along
the northern edge of the property. These tanks were found to have
leaked to the subsurface, impacting surrounding soil. The tanks
and 11 tons of surrounding impacted soil were removed.

In 2004, a Supplemental Site Investigation performed by Ransom
Environmental Consultants identified PCB  contamination
throughout the building and in surrounding soils. Additional
sampling was conducted to support a Self-Implementing PCB
Cleanup Plan to USEPA. The plan was approved for the removal
of the PCB impacted materials; however, a bid package for the
cleanup was not prepared until November 2007 and quotes for the
cleanup were not received until April 2010. No cleanup has been
done to date.

MEDEP was notified of the release of PCBs by apparent vandals at
the property on July 5, 2005. Approximately 30 to 40-gallons of
previously documented PCB containing oil was released from
electrical equipment that was damaged. A subcontractor was hired
to clean up the release and no further action was taken related
specifically to the spill number. Additional response actions were
tied into the VRAP investigation and cleanup.

In 2010, additional sampling by Summit Environmental
Consultants (Summit) revealed PCB impacts to soil throughout the
property. Results exceeded the Toxic Substance Control Act
(TSCA) threshold of 50 ppm in some locations at the property and
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Table 4-2: Nearby Property Listings Summary

were as high as 1,100 ppm PCBs. Concentrations ranging from 1.1
parts per million (ppm) to 14 ppm were found in surface soils (0 to
2-inches) at the Keddy Mill property adjacent to the property line
near the northeast corner of the Site parking lot (west of the
existing mill building).

Additional sampling was conducted by Summit to assess the
potential for iron filings found throughout the property to be a
source of PCBs. A June 25, 2011 memorandum reported
investigation findings which revealed five areas of concern (AOC)
associated with Keddy Mill, three of which have the potential to
impact the Site: (1) metal filing area on a portion of the mill parcel
north of the dam to the northeast of the Site parking lot (Summit
AOC 1), (2) a slag, metal and PCB area along the western property
line (northeast portion of the Site on the Transmission Line
Property, Summit AOC-4) and (3) the slag and metal area at the
south end of the Keddy Mill Property (which is presumed to be in a
similar area to (2), Summit AOC-5). These areas are identified on
Figure 2 of Appendix 1. Samples collected within this slag, metal
and PCB area in the northeast portion of the Site contained PCB
concentrations of 1.3 ppm to 4.6 ppm. The slag area is delineated
approximately 200-feet onto the Site, though Site observations
confirm the fill area extends further to the south (see delineated
area on Figure 2 of Appendix 1).

A Phase | ESA was prepared for the Keddy Mill in March 2011 by
Summit and identified documented PCB soil impacts, slag, drums,
stressed vegetation, demolition debris and soil staining observed
during their site reconnaissance.

In the spring of 2012, USEPA prepared a Preliminary Assessment
(PA) for the Keddy Mill property under the Superfund Program,
which has not yet been publically released. USEPA has prepared a
Work Plan as part of the Superfund Site Investigation (SI) process
for the Keddy Mill property.

Discussion and Evaluation: Documented petroleum-related soil contamination exists in the
northern and northeastern portion of the Keddy Mill Property.
PCB impacts to soil are documented throughout the Keddy Mill
property, specifically in proximity to Site property boundaries. In
addition, PCB soil impacts related to the operation of the Keddy
Mill are documented extending off the Keddy Mill property onto
the northeast corner of the Site. The documented presence of
contamination at the adjacent Keddy Mill property, some of which
is known to have migrated onto or been placed on the Site is

considered a REC.
Off-Site Listing #4:
Facility Name: Westbrook Transmission
Address: 13 Depot Street, Windham, ME
Federal Databases: None
State Databases: LUST, UST
Reference IDs: Spill Numbers: P-296-2005 & P-696-1993, Facility ID: 18653
Approximate Location Relative to Site: Approximately 500-feet northeast-north
Hydrogeologic Setting relative to site: Crossgradient / Upgradient
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Database Review Summary:

On October 28, 1993, MEDEP was notified of the soil
contamination observed during the removal of a gasoline UST (P-
696-1993). The material released from the UST was determined to
be leaded gasoline. Based on the UST registration listing, the tank
was a 500-gallon bare or asphalt coated steel tank. It was installed
in 1988. The impacted soil was considered “baseline” at the time
and no further remedial actions were required.

On April 19, 2005, MEDEP was notified of the illegal dumping of
tires, petroleum products, batteries and auto fluids by a former
tenant at the property (P-296-2005). A Vvisit to the property
confirmed poor housekeeping practice. A site assessment from
2004 revealed the presence of residual petroleum impacts from the
former 500-gallon UST as well as impacts downgradient of a
second 10,000-gallon former petroleum UST. MEDEP required
the housekeeping issues to be addressed; however, due to the
suspected desire of the adjacent property developer to acquire this
property, the contamination associated with the USTs was left to be
addressed by the developer under the VRAP program. While no
direct link exists, it is assumed that the referenced developer was
also a former owner/developer of the Keddy Mill property. As
discussed in Off-Site Listing #3 above, MEDEP conducted
assessment and remedial actions on the Keddy Mill property, which
is believed to include the Westbrook Transmission property.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the assessment and remedial work conducted by MEDEP
at the property and distance from the Site, the potential remaining
environmental impacts associated with spill numbers P-696-1993
and P-296-2005 are not likely to have impacted environmental
conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #5:

Facility Name: Real School

Address: 55 High Street, Windham, Maine
Federal Databases: None

State Databases: LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number; P-375-2002

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 650-feet to northeast

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Upgradient

Database Review Summary:

On May 17, 2002, apparent soil staining was observed at the fill
pipe for an AST. Approximately 5-gallons were presumed to have
been spilled. The stained soil was cleaned using absorbent pads
and no further action was required by MEDEP.

No additional information is available regarding this fill pipe.

Mr. David Rolfe observed a discharge pipe coming from the
School into the river around 1974.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the quantity of the release and distance from the Site, the
release associated with spill number P-375-2002 is not expected to
have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.
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Off-Site Listing #6:

Facility Name:

Bill Eskilson (Residence)

Address:

46 High Street, Windham, Maine

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number: P-1053-2002

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 600-feet northeast

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Upgradient

Database Review Summary:

On April 3, 2002, approximately 0.12-gallons of No. 2 fuel oil
dripped from a fire-matic valve. The valve was repaired and the
spill was absorbed with sorbent pads. No further action was
required by the MEDEP.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the quantity of the release and distance from the Site, the
release associated with spill number P-1053-2002 is not likely to
have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #7:

Facility Name: Residence

Address: 771 Gray Road, Gorham, ME
Federal Databases: None

State Databases: LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number: P-1074-2008

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 500-feet west

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Crossgradient / across the Presumpscot River

Database Review Summary:

On November 26, 2008, approximately 2-gallons of No. 2 fuel oil
leaked from a boiler to pooled water in a residential flooded
basement. Absorbent pads were used to clean the product floating
on the flood water and MEDEP required no further action.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the nature of the release and cleanup performed as well as
the location on the opposite side of the Presumpscot River, the
release associated with spill number P-1074-2008 is not likely to
have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #8:

Facility Name:

U.S. Bank N.A,, Trustee (Residential Building)

Address:

1 Mechanic Street, Windham, Maine

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number P-1052-2010

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 500-feet north

Hydrogeologic Setting:

Upgradient

Database Review Summary:

On December 17, 2010, approximately 20-gallons of No. 2 fuel oil
were released from a 275-gallon AST in the basement of the
property building. The basement of the building is a combination
concrete and earth floor. The concrete was cleaned with absorbent
materials and two 5-gallon buckets of impacts soil were removed
from the earth floor portion. No further action was required by the
MEDEP.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the quantity of No. 2 fuel oil released and distance from
the Site, the release associated with spill number P-1052-2010 is
not likely to impact environmental conditions at the Site.
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Off-Site Listing #9:

Facility Name: Michael Shaghnessy (Residential Building)
Address: 32 Main Street, Windham, Maine

Federal Databases: None

State Databases: LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill number; P-728-1999

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 1,000-feet north

Hydrogeologic Setting:

Upgradient

Database Review Summary:

On October 8, 1999, approximately 50-gallons of No. 2 fuel oil
were released to an earthen basement from a leaking fuel line. The
impacted soil was removed via vacuum truck and disposed of

offsite. Some impacted soil remains beneath structural areas
(quantity not specified). No further action was required by the
MEDEP.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the amount of the release and the documented cleanup
activities, the release associated with spill number P-728-1999 is
not likely to have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #10:

Facility Name: Williams Oil Company/ JTL Oil Company Williams Oil
Address: 26 Mosher Road Route 237, Gorham, Maine

Federal Databases: None

State Databases: LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill number: P-220-1997 & P-367-2007

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 500-feet southwest

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Across the Presumpscot River

Database Review Summary:

On April 28, 1997, MEDEP was notified of the release of an
unknown quantity of kerosene from an AST. No cleanup was
conducted and no further action was taken by MEDEP.

On May 21, 2007, MEDEP visited the property for the EPA to
determine compliance and housekeeping practices for the facility
prior to use under an EPA remediation contract. Conditions were
noted generally good; however, based on the quantity of oil storage
observed the primary responder informed the owner that an Spill
Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan should be
implemented at the property.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on lack of any significant reported releases and location of
the property on the opposite side of the river, the spill numbers P-
220-1997 and P-367-2007 are not likely to have impacted
environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #11:

Facility Name: Route 202 Rotary

Address: 688 Gray Road, 202 Circle, Gorham, Maine
Federal Databases: None

State Databases: LUST

Reference IDs:

Spill numbers: P-566-2007

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 830-feet southwest

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Across the Presumpscot River
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Database Review Summary:

On July 30, 2007, petroleum impacted soil was found during utility
excavation at the rotary. The petroleum was determined to have
migrated from the adjacent Gulf Gas Station which had reported
releases in the past. Although known petroleum contamination was
observed at the rotary, potential for contact with the soil was
considered minimal and no further action was taken by MEDEP
associated with this spill number.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the hydrologic location on the opposite of the
Presumpscot River and distance from the Site, the release
associated with P-566-2007 is not likely to have impacted
environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #12:

Facility Name:

Little Falls Mobile (Kimball’s Mobil) / Petro King / Williams Oil
Company/ JTL Oil Company Williams Qil

Address:

20 Mosher Road, Gorham, Maine

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

LUST, LAST, UST

Reference IDs:

Spill Numbers: P-428-1989, P-34-1997, P-205-1999, P-584-2003,
P-278-2005 & P-916-2007; Facility ID 6401

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 800-feet southwest

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Across Presumpscot River

Database Review Summary:

Eight USTs are registered for the property. None of the tanks are
currently active; four have been removed and four are listed out of
service. The USTs reportedly contained unleaded diesel, gasoline,
regular gasoline, premium unleaded gasoline and waste oil.

On September 1, 1989, a release of an unknown quantity of
gasoline occurred (P-428-1989). Based on the age of the release
the spill report does not contain additional details with the
exception of the use of a mobile oil/water separator to treat
groundwater. The P-205-1999 spill report indicates that USTs
were replaced associated with this spill number and that no
“severe” contamination was observed.

On January 16, 1997 (P-34-1997), a release of 100-gallons of No. 2
Fuel oil from an AST was reported. The oil traveled across the
driveway, into Route 237 down a storm drain and ultimately into
the Presumpscot River. The release was contained by the Gorham
Fire Department with absorbent pads and sand. It was concluded
that less than one gallon of oil had reached the river and the rest
had been absorbed by the pads or the asphalt over a widespread
area. No further action was taken by the MEDEP at the time based
on the minimal impacts to soil.

On March 24, 1999, MEDEP was notified of the presence of
product in the property’s monitoring well (P-205-1999). A nearby
diesel tank was presumed to be the source. The tank was excavated
to observe subsurface conditions. Soil between the monitoring well
and UST did not appear to be impacted. A sheen was documented
on groundwater in multiple locations. Additional information was
not available to TRC for review.

L2012-339

”



Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment Report

Little Falls Site, Windham & Gorham, Maine September 06, 2012

Table 4-2: Nearby Property Listings Summary

On July 13, 2003, MEDEP was notified of a sheen observe during
oil system updates (P-584-2003). All equipment was determined to
be working properly and no leaks were detected by the leak
detection system. The sheen was determined to be residual from
former leaks and to be minor in nature. No response actions were
conducted.

On March 30, 2005, MEDEP was notified of a malfunction with
the oil system that triggered an alarm (P-278-2005). Water was
leaking unto the tank from a spill bucket during heavy rain. The
malfunction was repaired and no further action was requested by
MEDEP.

On December 27, 2007, a release of approximately 15-gallons of
unleaded gasoline was spilled during overfilling of a USTs (P-916-
2007). The release stained nearby snow and ice. The snow and ice
was removed and melted in a drum, which was then disposed of
offsite. No further action was taken by the MEDEP.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Although limited information is available for the first spill, based
on the hydrogeologic location of the property on the opposite side
of the river from the Site; the releases associated with spill numbers
P-428-1989, P-34-1997, P-205-1999, P-584-2003, P-278-2005 &
P-916-2007 are not likely to have impacted environmental
conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #13:

Facility Name:

Little Falls Minimart / Lampron Lil Mart / Little Falls Minimart

Gulf
Address: 688 Gray Road, Gorham, Maine
Federal Databases: None

State Databases:

ALLSITES, VCP, LUST, UST

Reference IDs:

REMO01039, Spill numbers : P-403-1989, P-257-1991, P-560-1993,
P-697-2001, P-1015-2002 & P-381-2004, Facility ID: 13451

Approximate Location Relative to Site: Approximately 900-feet southwest

Site:

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the | Across the Presumpscot River

Database Review Summary: Ten (10) USTs have been registered for this property. One 6,000-

gallon regular gasoline tank constructed of bare steel has been
abandoned in place. Five USTs; two 6,000-gallon, bare steel
unleaded and premium USTs, one 7,000-gallon double wall
cathodically protected (CP) steel unleaded gasoline UST, one
10,000-gallon premium double wall CP steel and one 2,000-gallon
unleaded plus double wall CP steel UST; have been removed from
the property. Four USTs are currently active; two 15,000-gallon
unleaded gasoline double wall jacketed USTs, and two 8,000-
gallon double wall jacketed UST containing premium gasoline and
kerosene.

On July 12, 1989, a release of approximately 10-gallons of gasoline
occurred (P-403-1989). Soil and groundwater was determined to
be impacted but no further action was conducted by MEDEP.

On April 24, 1991, the UST system at the property was replaced
(P-257-1991). “Remediation through reduction” was reportedly
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used to address soil and groundwater impacts encountered during
the removal. Approximately 15-cubic yards of soil were excavated
and land spread offsite. Additional details may be available in a
narrative; however this was not available to TRC for review.

On September 8, 1993, approximately 4-gallons of unleaded
gasoline were released at a pump (P-560-1003). Sorbent pads were
used to clean up the spill and no further action was conducted.

On August 29, 2001, MEDEP inspected planned upgrades for the
facility (P-697-2001). The owner indicated that upgrades had
begun but were temporarily on hold. The spill report indicated that
additional information for the prior two spill numbers should be
available in the UST file # 13451.

On July 22, 2002, approximately 5-gallons of unleaded gasoline
were leaked to the interstitial space within the UST (P-1015-2002).
Surrounding soil was not impacted. The tank was taken out of
service. No further action was taken.

On May 3, 2004, the UST system at the property was entirely
replaced (P-381-2004). Observations of surrounding soil in the
tank excavation revealed the presence of minor petroleum impacts
presumed to be from historic releases. Photoionization Detector
(PID) responses were all generally below 100-ppm; however,
approximately 600-tons of visually impacted soil was transported
offsite for disposal. The four currently active USTs were installed
in place of the removed tanks.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the distance from the Site and the location on the opposite
side of the river, the released associated with spill numbers P-403-
1989, P-257-1991, P-560-1993, P-697-2001, P-1015-2002 and P-
381-2004 are not likely to have impacted environmental conditions
at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #14:

Facility Name:

Cumberland County Emergency Management Bunker / Bomb
Shelter (Orphan Listing)

Address: 22 High Street, Windham, Maine
Federal Databases: None
State Databases: LUST, LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number: P-718-1994

Approximate Location Relative to Site: Approximately 500-feet east

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the | Upgradient

Site:

Database Review Summary: On November 16, 1994, a release of unleaded gasoline from a UST

occurred. The quantity was not reported. Two water supply wells
were determined to be impacted and one was presumed to be at risk
by the MEDEP Primary Responder. Two USTs, one gasoline and
one fuel oil, were removed from the property which appeared to be
intact with no evidence of release as observed by the consulting
firm J.B. Plunkett Associates. No further action by the MEDEP
Division of Response Services was deemed necessary according to
the spill report. No additional details were available for review by
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Additionally, one orphan listing was identified to possibly be
associated with this property. The listing was identified in the
LAST database. No additional information is available from the
orphan listing.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the fact that the tanks have been removed and there was
no evidence of contamination during UST removal, the release
associated with spill number P-718-1994 is not likely to have
impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #15:

Facility Name:

L.C. Andrews Lumber Mill / Maine Cedar Log Homes

Address:

35 Main Street, Windham, Maine

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

ALLSITES, INST Control, VCP, UST, MANIFEST

Reference IDs:

Spill number: P-433-2007

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 1,000-feet north

Hydrogeologic Setting:

Upgradient

Database Review Summary:

On June 15, 2007, MEDEP was notified of the need to remove
documented petroleum impacted soil at the property due to planed
new development. (No further Action was granted in the
properties’ 2003 VRAP certification. However, due to the change
in the property’s usage the No Further Action determination was no
longer valid and additional excavation was required.)
Approximately 1,000-cubic yards of impacted soil was excavated
and disposed of offsite. No further information is available.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the distance from the Site and documented cleanup
activities, the release associated with spill number P-433-2007 is
not likely to have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #16:

Facility Name:

Lee Michaud (Residence)

Address:

751 Gray Road, Gorham, Maine

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill number P-22-2008

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 500-feet west

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Crossgradient / across the Presumpscot River

Database Review Summary:

On January 8, 2008, a release of approximately 1-quart of No. 2
Fuel oil had been released to the concrete basement by overfilling a
residential AST. An absorbent was used to absorb the spilled oil
and was disposed of offsite. No further action was taken by the
MEDEP.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the lack of impacts to soil and the quantity of the spill,
the release associated with spill number P-22-2008 is not likely to
have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #17:

Facility Name:

Cumberland County Civil

Address:

85 High Street, Windham, Maine

Federal Databases: None
State Databases: UST
Reference IDs: Facility ID: 24

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 900-feet northeast
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Table 4-2: Nearby Property Listings Summary

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Upgradient

Database Review Summary:

Two USTs are registered at this location. One 2,000-gallon
gasoline UST and one 1,000-gallon No. 2 Fuel Oil UST. Both
USTs have been removed

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the lack of reported releases from these USTs, they are
not likely to have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Off-Site Listing #18:

Facility Name: Louise Siciliano (Residence)
Address: 720 Gray Road, Gorham, Maine
Federal Databases: None

State Databases: LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill number: P-187-2002

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 800-feet west

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Crossgradient / Across Presumpscot River

Database Review Summary:

On March 13, 2002, MEDEP was notified of the use of a leaking
55-gallon drum of No. 2 fuel oil for a fuel supply for heating
purposes. Approximately 20-gallons of oil reportedly leaked.
Absorbent pads were used to clean up the oil and no further action
was taken by MEDEP.

Off-Site Listing #19:

Facility Name: Depot Energy

Address: 29 Depot Street, Windham, Maine
Federal Databases: None

State Databases: UST

Reference IDs:

Facility ID: 8058

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 1,000-feet northeast

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Upgradient / Crossgradient

Database Review Summary:

Two USTs are registered for this property. One 550-gallon
gasoline UST and one 3,000-gallon UST containing an unknown
material. Both tanks were bare steel and since been removed.

Discussion and Evaluation:

Based on the lack of reported releases, the USTs at this property
are not likely to have impacted environmental conditions at the
Site.

Off-Site Listing #20 :

Facility Name:

Pieter Van Eekelen (Residence)

Address:

14 Pleasant Street, Gorham, Maine

Federal Databases:

None

State Databases:

LAST

Reference IDs:

Spill Number: P-779-2004

Approximate Location Relative to Site:

Approximately 1,000-feet west

Hydrogeologic Setting Relative to the
Site:

Across the Presumpscot River

Database Review Summary:

On September 11, 2004, a release of 200-gallons of No. 2 fuel oil
was released to the dirt floor of a basement. The fuel line detached
from the boiler and all the contents of the tank were spilled.
Impacted soil was removed via vacuum truck.  Impacted
groundwater was pumped from the basement; however due to
continued impacts a groundwater recovery system was use to
recover the remaining oil and a ventilation system was installed.
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Table 4-2: Nearby Property Listings Summary

Discussion and Evaluation: Based on the distance from the Site and location on the opposite
side of the river, the release associated with spill number P-779-
2004 is not likely to have impacted environmental conditions at the
Site.

4.2.2 Physical Setting Well Search

Four wells are located within ¥2-mile of the Site, one of which is a public water supply well (PWS). The
PWS was identified to the northeast of Site, approximately 750-feet north of Depot Street (presumed to be
hydrogeologically up-gradient). The owner is identified as the Northeastern Motel with public water
supply (PWS) identification number ME0004228. This water supply well is listed as active, serving 46
people and includes a distribution system, treatment system using post-hypochlorination and ion
exchange and a 15-foot dug well. The well is monitored routinely for coliform, nitrate, and nitrite. The
three additional wells identified in the well search are USGS wells.

4.3 MEDEP Online Searchable Databases
TRC performed a review of several of MEDEP’s online databases on May 7, 2012 to investigate Site and
nearby environmental conditions. A copy of the interactive map of all nearby database listings has been

included in Appendix 8.

Hazardous Qil Systems Site

TRC reviewed the MEDEP Hazardous Oil System Sites (HOSS) Interactive Map and found 17 spill
numbers within 1/4-mile of the Site. Combined with those additional spill numbers identified in the EDR
report, a total of 31 spill numbers are identified within %2 mile of the Site. Most of the spill numbers were
associated with small releases of petroleum or were in a downgradient or crossgradient hydrogeological
location. All but one of the relevant spill numbers are described above in Table 4-2. One additional spill
number was identified in the HOSS database and is described below.

P-204-2010 — Teddy Bear Daycare, 8 Newell Street, Gorham, Maine

On March 11, 2010, a release of an unknown quantity of sulfuric acid was reported to MEDEP by the
Gorham Fire Department subsequent to a fire at the day care facility. The facility is located
approximately 900-feet west of the southern end of the Site. Upon MEDEP inspection of the property,
car batteries, 55-gallon drums, an old 275-gallon AST and burned vehicles were noted. No staining was
observed though fire damage hindered an adequate inspection as most product was likely consumed in the
fire. MEDEP requested the owner properly dispose of the batteries and no further action was taken.

Based on the distance from the Site and MEDEP reported conditions after the fire, the release associated
with spill number P-204-2010 is not likely to have impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

Copies of all Spill Reports for the listed spill numbers and a complete list of spill numbers for the Town
of Windham and Gorham has been included in Appendix 8.
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Remediation Sites (Institutional Controls)

TRC reviewed the MEDEP Remediation Sites (Institutional Controls) Interactive Map and found two
remediation sites within ¥2-mile of the Site. Limited information was available for these disposal sites.
Available information has been summarized below.

REMO01538 — Keddy Mill

The property participated in the VRAP program and remediation was determined to be needed for this
site. See Offsite Listing #3 above for additional details.

REMO01216 — L.C. Andrews Lumber Mill

The property participated in the VRAP program and No Further Action was determined to be necessary.
See Offsite Listing #15 above for additional information.

Reqistered Petroleum Tanks

TRC reviewed the MEDEP Registered Petroleum Tanks Database Interactive Map and found 2 USTs
within ¥-mile of the Site. These USTs are registered at the Lampron Mini-mart (Registration # 13451).
See Table 4-2 Offsite Listing #13 for more information.

Solid Waste — Closed Municipal Landfills

TRC reviewed the MEDEP Solid Waste — Closed Municipal Landfills Interactive Map and found no
landfills within 1 mile of the Site.

Registered UST List

TRC reviewed the list of Maine Registered USTs for Windham and Gorham and found 19 removed, 4
active, 1 abandoned in place and 4 planned for removal USTs at or within ¥-mile of the Site. The USTs
are registered with the Cumberland County Civil, Lampron Lil Mart, Petro King, Rich Tool and Die
Company, Depot Energy, Inc. or L.C. Andrews, Inc.

A copy of the list of USTs registered in Windham and Gorham has been included in Appendix 8.

Active and Out of Service Underground Oil Storage Tanks Including Tanks That Have Not Been
Properly Abandoned List

TRC reviewed the list of Maine Active and Out of Service USTs, Including Tanks That Have Not Been
Properly Abandoned List for Gorham and Windham and found listings consistent with the Registered
tanks List; 4 active tanks and 4 tanks planned for removal exists within %-mile of the Site.

A copy of the list of Active and Out of Service USTs in Windham and Gorham has been included in
Appendix 8.

4.3.1 Local Environmental Record Sources
As part of this assessment, TRC conducted local municipal research at Windham Town Hall to obtain

available historical or environmentally-pertinent information pertaining to the Site. A summary of TRC’s
findings is discussed below.
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Windham Fire and Rescue

TRC contacted the Windham Fire and Rescue for information regarding the presence of former and
current storage tanks, hazardous material storage and reported incidents at the Site and surrounding areas.
TRC spoke with Fire Chief Charlie Hammond and he indicated that he has no record or recollection of
any environmental issues at the Site. The only issues were “a couple minor electrical fires”, but he did
not indicate if they were related to the transformers. No additional information was available.

Town of Windham Assessors’ and Code Enforcement Department

TRC contacted the Town of Windham Assessors’ and Code Enforcement Department for any available
files regarding any historical or environmentally pertinent information associated with the Site. One of
the office assistants provided the file for the property. No additional information than was already
obtained via online database systems was available in the file.

Town of Gorham Assessor’s and Zoning Offices

TRC researched the Gorham Parcel online through the town website and obtained a copy of the assessor’s
card, tax map, and interactive map printout showing the parcel (since it was not plotted on the applicable
tax map) and the Town of Gorham Zoning Map.

Portland Water District

TRC contacted the Portland Water District (PWD) for information on their service to the area surrounding
the Site. Public water supply was available to most of the surrounding area with the exception of the
eastern end of Depot Road before River Road and some side streets off of High Street.

Additionally, TRC prepared a Well Search for the Client as part of a separate scope of work using the
information obtained from the PWD. Thirty two potential private water supply wells were identified
within 2,500-feet of the Site during this search, with the closest wells located on Paul Drive and Van
Tassel Drive approximately 180-feet east of the site.

4.4 Historical Use Information on the Site and on Adjoining Properties

During the course of this assessment, available historical information identifying past uses of the Site and
surrounding areas was obtained from various data sources. The following sections summarize TRC’s
interpretations of obtained historical information from these sources.

4.4.1 Historical Aerial Photographs

Historical aerial photographs are used to interpret and evaluate changes in land use and visible areas of
potential environmental concern at the Site and surrounding areas. Historical aerial photographs from the
years 1956, 1970, 1975, 1986, 1991, 1998, 2003, 2006, 2007, 2010 and 2011 were obtained from EDR
and Google Earth which were reviewed as part of this assessment.

It should be noted that the scale and resolution of the 1956 through the 1991 aerial maps limits
observational opportunities of the Site and surrounding areas due to the small size of the target of interest;
however, the Site appear generally unchanged since 1956. An industrial-sized structure is depicted to the
north of the Site in the current location of the Keddy Mill on each of the aerial photographs reviewed.
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Portions of the adjacent building were removed between 1991 and 2003. An apartment complex was
constructed between 2003 and 2007 adjacent to the Site to the north-northwest.

Photocopies of available aerial photographs are included in Appendix 6. A summary of observation for
each aerials photograph has been provided in the following Table 4-3.

Table 4-3: Summary of Observations from Aerial Photography Review

Year Site Use Adjacent Property Use

The land in the northwest portion of the Site
appears vacant and the dam is apparent in its
current position. The buildings depicted onsite on
the 1944 Sanborn map appear to have been
removed by the time of the photograph.

A mill building is depicted to the northeast-north
of the Site and borders the eastern and northeast

1956 corner of the parking lot portion of the Site.
The eastern portion of the Site is depicted as Residential and commercial size structures
. . appear to occupy the remaining surrounding area.
vacant. The northernmost portion of the Site does PP Py g g
not appear to contain trees while the southern
portion appears wooded.
Site conditions appear generally similar to those in Surrounding conditions appear similar to those in
1970 1956 photoara hpp g y the 1956 photograph with a few more residential
photograpn. properties in the area.
1975 Site conditions appear generally similar to those in | Surrounding conditions appear similar to those in

1970 photograph. the 1970 photograph.

Site conditions appear generally similar to those in
1975 photograph.  Vegetation appears to be
1986 | spreading to the north in the eastern portion of the
Site covering the whole northeast corner of the
Site.

Surrounding conditions appear similar to those in
the 1975 photograph.

Site conditions appear generally similar to those in
1986 photograph. Wooded vegetation extends | Surrounding conditions appear similar to those in

1991 over the whole northeast corner of the Site up to | the 1986 photograph.
the mill by this time.
A portion of the adjacent building on the Keddy
Site conditions appear generally similar to those in Mill property near the northeast comer of the Site
1998 ppearg y has been demolished. Rubble is apparent in the

1991 photograph. photograph. Remaining surrounding conditions

appear similar to those in the 1991 photograph.

Another portion of the adjacent building on the
Keddy Mill property near the northeast corner of
the Site has been demolished. Rubble is apparent
in this area. A few cars or trucks appear to
occupy the area north of the adjacent building on
the Keddy Mill property.

Site conditions appear generally similar to those in
2003 | 1998 photograph. Two trailers are located near
Main Street at the entrance to the Site.

The rubble and cars observed to the northeast of
the Site in the 2003 photograph have been
removed.  An apartment complex building
appears in construction to the north of the
parking lot portion of the Site. Work trailers and
equipment are apparent surrounding the
apartment complex building.

Site conditions appear generally similar to those in

2006 the 2003 photograph.
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Table 4-3: Summary of Observations from Aerial Photography Review

Year Site Use Adjacent Property Use

Surrounding conditions appear similar to those in
Site conditions appear similar to those in the 2006 | the 2006 photograph. The apartment complex is

2007 photograph. now complete and a resident parking lot and
landscaping can be seen.
2010 Site conditions appear similar to those in the 2007 | Surrounding conditions appear similar to those in
photograph. the 2007 photograph.
2011 Site conditions appear similar to those in the 2010 | Surrounding conditions appear similar to those in

photograph. the 2010 photograph.

4.4.2 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps

TRC reviewed the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps (Sanborn Maps) for the Town of Gorham and South
Windham provided by EDR. Sanborn Maps were initially produced for assessing fire insurance liability
in urban areas in the United States. The maps provide detailed information of interest to the insurance
industry (i.e., building construction, facility occupants, storage tank locations, and hazardous material
storage areas), which can be used as a resource to document land use and structural change over time.
Sanborn Maps for the years 1909, 1922, 1934 and 1944 were reviewed to evaluate changes in land use
and areas of potential environmental concern visible at the Site and surrounding areas.

Based on a review of Sanborn Maps, the northwest portion of the Site was historically developed since at
least 1909. It was occupied by a portion of the Androscoggin Pulp Company, and then the Cumberland
Securities Company, through at least 1944. The eastern portion of the Site has remained vacant since at
least 1922. The surrounding area has been occupied by the remainder of the pulp mill as well as
associated out buildings, pulp and log piles and various commercial and residential developments. No
storage tanks were depicted on the Site, although two large capacity fuel oil storage tanks are depicted
north-northeast of the Site beginning in 1922 (and are depicted through 1944). These tanks are assumed
to be associated with the historical Keddy Mill’s operation. There are no known releases associated with
these fuel oil storage tanks.

Photocopies of available Sanborn Maps are included in Appendix 6. The following Table 4-4
summarizes interpretations made based on a review of the above-referenced Sanborn Maps.

Table 4-4: Summary of Observations from Sanborn® Map Review

Year Site Use Adjacent Property Use

The Site is depicted as being occupied by a portion | The surrounding properties are depicted as being
of the Androscoggin Pulp Company (APC), | occupied by the remainder of the APC and other
manufacturers of ground wood pulp and box board. | associated out buildings. A storehouse, coal shed
The driveway portion of the Site is occupied by a | and the boiler room containing eight boilers is
single story storehouse to the east and the two story | located to the northeast of the parking lot. The
main building to the west which contains two | beater building and engine room are located
machine rooms, an elevator and a Fales & Jenns | directly to the east of the Site parking lot with the
Fire Pump. The portion of the Site over the river is | machine shop with concrete floor depicted
occupied by a 2 story portion of the APC which | beyond those. Fifteen foot high pulp piles are
contains the wood grinders and beater engines. | depicted near Main Street north of the parking
The dam is depicted across the river with a single | area and a pair of railroad spurs run to the Site
story gate house located where the present day | parking lot from the northeast. A 16,000-gallon

1909
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Table 4-4: Summary of Observations from Sanborn® Map Review

Year Site Use Adjacent Property Use

sluicegates are. The eastern portion of the Site is | water tank is depicted just north of the parking
not depicted on the 1909 map. lot portion of the Site. A small storage shed,
machine shop and pipe shop are also depicted to
the north of the Site beyond the railroad spur. A
10-foot high pulp pile is depicted near the
northeast corner of the Site.

Surrounding conditions are depicted as generally
similar to the 1909 map with the exception of a
second large single story storehouse attached to
the north side of the APC building, north of the
Site and an addition on the eastern edge of the
APC building, north-northeast of the Site. Two
Site conditions are depicted as generally similar to | fuel oil tanks, one 150,000 and one 250,000-
1922 | those on the 1909 map. The eastern portion of the | gallon, are located to the northeast of the Site
Site is depicted as vacant. along Depot Street. These tanks are assumed to
be associated with the historical Keddy Mill’s
operation. Residential and commercial buildings
have been added to the north of the Site on the
corner of Main Street and Depot Street. A
residential building is depicted off the southern
end of the eastern portion of the Site.

Directly surrounding conditions are depicted as
similar to those in the 1922 map. The boilers are
Site conditions are similar to those depicted on the | no longer depicted in the boiler room. The two
1922 map. fuel oil tanks, one 150,000 and one 250,000-
gallon tanks continue to be depicted to the
northeast of the Site along Depot Street.

Surrounding conditions are depicted as similar to
Site conditions are depicted as similar to those on | those in the 1934 map. The L.C. Andrews
the 1934 map. The mill, including the portion on | Lumber Mill is now depicted across Depot Street
1944 | the Site, is depicted as being jointly occupied by J. | to the northeast. The two fuel oil tanks, one
W Lewis, Specialty Converts Incorporated, and [ 150,000 and one 250,000-gallon tanks continue
Cumberland Securities Company. to be depicted to the northeast of the Site along
Depot Street.

1934

4.4.3 Historical Topographic Maps

Historical topographic maps were reviewed for the years 1891, 1916 and 1957. The Site is depicted as
vacant in 1891 with only the nearby railroad line to the east. The Site is first depicted as occupied on the
1916 map and then is depicted as generally vacant again with the exception of the dam on the 1957 map;
although, this vacant depiction is assumed to be an error based on the known continuous presence of the
mill at the Site and surrounding properties through present time. The following Table 4-5 summarizes
interpretations made based on a review of the above-referenced Historical Topographic Maps. Copies of
the historical topographic maps have been included in Appendix 6.
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Table 4-5: Summary of Observations from Historical Topographic Map Review

Year Site & Surrounding Area Description

The Site and surrounding area are depicted as vacant. Possible development is depicted just north of the
Site along Depot Street, the block to the northwest of the Site and to the west. The railroad line is
1891 | depicted to the east trending in a northwest to southeast direction. The Presumpscot River appears to
have a much less significant bend at the Site than is depicted on future maps and that is currently
present at the Site.

The Site is depicted as being occupied by a mill and dam structure. Specific details cannot be assessed
1916 | based on the large map scale. Several residential structures have been constructed to the east.
Remaining surrounding conditions are depicted as similar to those on the 1891 map.

1957 | The Site does not appear to be occupied by the mill. The dam is depicted crossing the river.

444 Recorded Land Title Records

TRC obtained a copy of the Site’s deed from the Client and reviewed the same in the Cumberland County
Registry of Deeds (Page 25 in Book 3612). The Site was acquired by Scott Paper Company in October
1974. Scott Paper Company transferred the Site ownership to S. D. Warren Company by quitclaim deed
in 1986. A description of the land conveyed to Scott Paper Company, and subsequently S.D. Warren, can
be found within the deed.

It should be noted that the river bottom and water rights in the adjacent Presumpscot River were conveyed
to the grantee; however, the deed reserves the right of Lawrence J. Keddy to discharge *““any additional
waters obtained from public water supply used for cooling and processing purposes into the Presumpscot
River in accordance with applicable Local, State and Federal Standards, and to maintain repair and
replace the existing closed circuit cooling pipe extending from said adjacent premises into the bed of the
Presumpscot River.”” This statement indicates that the adjacent property owner has the right to discharge
to the river bottom owned by Sappi, and the river itself.

Tom Howard (Sappi) has no knowledge whether such pipe or discharge exists or ever existed, or whether
it was ever used by Keddy Mill operations, either before or after the date of the transfer of the Site to
Scott Paper Company. None of the other employees questioned had knowledge of the pipe or discharge.

Additional historical ownership could be traced back to 1900 through the Cumberland County Registry of
Deeds. The parcels were originally part of a much larger parcel which was subdivided to the current
property boundaries in 1945. Historical ownership, including all subdivides, has been summarized in
Table 4-6 below.

Table 4-6: Property Tax Files Ownership Summary (reverse chronology)
Date Grantor Grantee e of Document No.
Document
7/24/1986 Scott Paper Company S.D. Warren Qulgtgéglm 7313/132
Deed
10/18/1974 Mallison Corporation Scott Paper Company (Transmission 3612/30
Line)
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Table 4-6: Property Tax Files Ownership Summary (reverse chronology)
Date Grantor Grantee e of Document No.
Document
Not Applicable
(Not an ownership Plan Book 102,
10/18/1974 Scott Paper Company document or ownership Plan Page 34
change)
10/16/1974 Lawrence J. Keddy Scott Paper Company Deed (Dam) 3612/25
10/30/1961 Atlantic Mills Incorporated Lawrence J. Keddy Deed (Dam) 2641/44
6/6/1961 | Adtlantic Mills Incorporateg | <eddy Manufacturing |- Deed (Keddy 2611/192
Company Mill)
Cumberland Securities Deed
5/25/1955 . Mallison Corporation (Transmission 2232/46
Corporation .
Line)
8/19/1954 Irving Fox* Atlantic Mills Incorporated Deeﬁﬂ(iﬁ)eddy 2192/14
1/29/1954 Cumberland Securities | A yantic Mills Incorporated |  Deed (Dam) 2167/245
Corporation
Fred Weidland, Albert J Marital
12/28/1953 | Butchkes, Joseph H Hoodin & Irving Fox Release 2181/34
Jerome K Jelin* (Keddy Mill)
Fred Weidland, Albert J Deed (Kedd
12/10/1953 | Butchkes, Joseph H Hoodin & Irving Fox N y 2167/454
. Mill)
Jerome K Jelin*
Fred Weidland, Albert J
8/28/1953 Maine Steel, Inc.* Butchkes, Joseph H Deeﬁﬂ(iﬁ)eddy 2146/461
Hoodin & Jerome K Jelin
12/13/1945 Windham Fibres* Maine Steel, Inc. Deeﬂﬂ(iﬁ;’ddy 1800/492
7/25/1945 Cumberland Securities Windham Fibres Deed (Keddy 1787/353
Corporation* Mill)
10/6/1944 Cumberland Sectirities Central Maine Power Right of Way 1759/348
Corporation
. . . - Sewer
4/29/1941 | Cumberland Securities oration Julia L. Siciliano 1637/119
Easement
3/7/1940 Robert Gair Company C”mber'gr;‘:psecu”“es Deed 1601/95
7/30/1936 | Androscoggin Pulp Company Robert Gair Company Deed 1503/241
7/25/1913 | E. 1. DuPont De Nemours Androscoggin Pulp | Height of Dam | g,/ 74
Company Agreement
9/8/1919 William Bickford Androscoggin Pulp Deed 1031/260
Company
5/1/1917 Flslfe,_ Cornelia & Androscoggin Pulp Deed 989/409
WilliamWarren Company
3/20/1917 Cora E. Libby Androscoggin Pulp Deed 988/189
Company
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Table 4-6: Property Tax Files Ownership Summary (reverse chronology)
Date Grantor Grantee e of Document No.
Document
4/14/1900 Sebago Wood Board Androscoggin Pulp Deed 687/283
Company
Notes:

*- Indicates adjacent Keddy Mill property (first split off from larger parcel that included Little Falls Hydro Property in 1945, and
subsequent conveyances of Keddy Mill property).

4.45 Prior Reports

Site Reports

TRC performed a file review with the Sappi Engineering Department in search of additional
environmental reports for the Site. No prior reports were found; however other relevant documents
obtained during this file review have been incorporated into appropriate sections of this report and are
listed in Section 11 (References).

An Industrial Hygiene Monitoring Report was prepared by Northeast Test Consultants (NTC) and dated
June 20, 2012. Air samples were collected and analyzed for total dust, cobalt, lead and PCBs and were
compared to the Occupational Safety and Health Administration Limits for Air Contaminants standards.
None of the analyzed constituents were detected in the air samples. A copy of the report has been
included in Appendix 7.

Off-Site Reports

Sappi provided a collection of prior environmental reports for the adjacent Keddy Mill Property at 7
Depot Street. These reports are summarized in Section 4.2.1 in Table 4-2, Offsite Listing #3.

In the most recent Phase | ESA for the Keddy Mill Property prepared by Summit Environmental
Consulting (Summit), dated March 17, 2011, RECs were identified; however, none were associated with
the Site that is the subject of this Phase I ESA. This 2011 ESA did identify PCB concentrations
exceeding the TSCA threshold of 50 ppm in soil in some locations on the Keddy Mill Property and
petroleum impacted areas of soil to the northeast of the property.

Two prior soil investigation reports prepared by Summit were reviewed which indicated that PCB
impacts extend off the Keddy Mill property and onto the Site in an area identified as the “slag area” in the
northeast portion of the Transmission Line Property. At one sample location (G5.1.3), a concentration of
2.8 ppm of PCBs was detected in the surficial soil samples collected from the slag area in the northeast
portion of the Site on the Transmission Line Property. Concentrations of 1.1 to 14 ppm were detected in
surficial soil samples collected on the Keddy Mill property adjacent to the property line near the northeast
corner of the Site parking lot.

A July 25, 2011 memorandum from Summit to MEDEP disclosed five areas of concern associated with
Keddy Mill, three of which have the potential to impact the Site: : (1) metal filing area on a portion of the
mill parcel north of the dam to the northeast of the Site parking lot (Summit AOC 1), (2) a slag, metal and
PCB area along the western property line (northeast portion of the Site on the Transmission Line
Property, Summit AOC-4) and (3) the slag and metal area at the south end of the Keddy Mill Property
(which is presumed to be in a similar area to (2), Summit AOC-5). These areas are identified on Figure 2
of Appendix 1.
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Due to the proximity of the Keddy Mill property to the Site, it is likely that impacts (PCBs, slag, debris,
etc.) migrated across the current property line through natural (wind, stormwater runoff, etc.) and/or
manmade (mill operations, dumping, regrading, etc.) pathways. Based on the documented impacts on the
Site and documented impacts throughout the Keddy Mill property in proximity to the current property
line; the environmental impacts associated with the Keddy Mill are considered a REC.

A copy of prior reports obtained during this Phase | ESA process have been included in Appendix 7.
4.4.6 Other Historical Sources

TRC performed a file review of the Sappi Engineering Department file room in search of useful historical
information, engineering plans, or prior environmental due diligence performed for the Site. Numerous
documents and plans were reviewed and copied as part of this Phase | ESA process. Environmentally

pertinent information was available for review and summarized below.

Transformer History

TRC reviewed the Purchase and Sale Agreement for the Site (as well as two other hydro sites conveyed at
the same time) that included a list of transferred land, buildings; dams and associated structures; and
machinery and electrical equipment. The agreement included all the features at the Site and listed three
333 KVA transformers.

TRC reviewed historical Site and floor plans. The Sappi Little Falls Project Powerhouse Floor Plan dated
August 15, 1979 depicts the three transformers positioned in the location of the current transformer on the
eastern side of the Powerhouse. The updated plan dated December 9, 1997 still depicts the three
transformers in this location. Bill Foley (former Sappi employee) indicated in an interview (see Section
6.5) that these transformers contained PCBs at the request of the insurance company to prevent fires, but
that the transformers were replaced in the recent past.

A purchase requisition, electronic mail (e-mail) correspondence from August 1999, and a transformer
data report dated 1998 were reviewed. The report was for the sampling of the current transformer’s oil
contents (Transformer 87), indicating that the original three transformers were replaced with the single
step-up unit at an unknown point in time. In 1998, the manufacture date of the transformer was stated to
be 1976. Based on the e-mail correspondence, it is inferred that the oil in the unit was originally PCB-
containing oil, but was changed out to non-PCB mineral oil. A sample from January 1981 indicated a
concentration of 44 ppm; however, it is not indicated whether this was prior to the change to mineral oil
or if it was the original PCB-containing oil. The new non-PCB oil was tested and contained 11 ppm
PCBs in 1998. Another sample in 1999 indicated an increased concentration to 51 ppm PCBs; the
increase was presumed by Barry Stemm, applicable author of part of the e-mail chain, to be from the
leaching of PCBs from permeable interior transformer parts to the non-PCB containing oil. Based on the
detected concentrations, Barry Stemm and Raymond Pepin (second applicable author in the e-mail chain)
indicated in the e-mail correspondence that the transformers should be retrofitted or moved to a location
away from the river. It should be noted that neither of these individuals were interviewed for this Phase |
ESA, information was obtained solely from the e-mail chain. Don Bernier, current member of the Sappi
Line Crew, indicated during the Site Reconnaissance with TRC conducted on May 11, 2012, that he
recollected the oil in the transformer being changed out to “silica oil” some time from 2007 to 2008, but
he was not confident in the dates provided.

Based on observations made by TRC during the Site Reconnaissance no visual evidence of release was
observed (the concrete surrounding the transformer platform was clean with no apparent oil staining).
The current transformer appeared to be in good conditions with no evidence of leaks or corrosion.
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Fire Chief Charlie Hammond indicated that minor electrical fires had occurred at the Site, but he did not
indicate if they were related to the transformers. No evidence of fires was observed in the area of the
transformers or elsewhere on the Site.

Fore Bay Sediments

The fore bay at the Site is periodically drained and excavated for maintenance purposes. The sediment
naturally settles out in this location when the water velocity slows before it enters the penstocks. Two
recent occasions of sediment removal were documented in 2001 and 2005. In both instances the fore bay
was drained by lowering the water level and river bottom sediments were removed using an excavator.
Sediment removed in 2001 was sampled for metals. Arsenic exceeded current MEDEP Residential
Remedial Action Guidelines (RAG) at 1.9 mg/kg; however, the results are also below the current Soil
Background Concentrations and Outdoor Commercial Worker, Park User and Construction Worker
RAGs. Sediment removed in 2005 was sampled for metals, PCBs and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHSs). Arsenic was detected at concentrations ranging from 1.6 to 2.0 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)
exceeding MEDEP Residential Remedial Action Guidelines (RAG); however, results are below the
current Soil Background Concentrations and Outdoor Commercial Worker, Park User and Construction
Worker RAGs.

The sediment from the 2005 dredging was stockpiled onsite during the Site Reconnaissance and some
was reportedly used to fill in pot holes and settling in numerous places the parking lot and on snow and
ice in the winter months.

According to the June 28, 2012 Environmental Assessment for Soils report prepared by Northeast Test
Consultants (NTC), the 2005 stockpile was sampled again on June 11, 2012, after TRC’s Site
reconnaissance, for disposal characterization. None of the samples contained detectable concentrations of
the constituents analyzed (RCRA metals, mercury, PCBs, semi-volatile organic compounds, volatile
organic compounds). Additionally, corrosivity, flash point and total solids were within acceptable limits.
NTC recommended the soil be disposed offsite at “any landfill” based on the analytical results. The
stockpile was subsequently removed from the Site.

PCB Fish Tissue Data

TRC reviewed the MEDEP Surface Water Ambient Toxics Monitoring Program Final Report, dated 2010
for fish tissues analyzed for PCBs in the Presumpscot River. Three locations were sampled, one upstream
from the Site in Dundee Pond and two downstream along the Presumpscot River. Concentrations
upstream were 5.7 and 12.4 parts per billion (ppb) (ppb = ng/g) total PCBs, below or very near to the 11
ppb Maine Center for Disease Control Fish Tissue Action Level (MCDC FTAL). Downstream samples
contained concentration of total PCBs ranging from 51.4 to 216.5 ppb, well above the MCDC FTAL.

Although no special advisory exists for the Presumpscot River based on these levels; a consumption
advisory exists for all Maine’s inland waters limiting sensitive receptors to 1 meal per month of only
brook trout and landlocked salmon due to mercury levels. People over the age of 8 are limited to 2 meals
of freshwater fish per month and 1 meal per week of brook trout or landlocked salmon.

The fish tissue data mentioned above are provided for their possible relevance to general conditions in the
Presumpscot River, but there are no specific data or other evidence pointing to the Site or surrounding
properties as having contributed to the PCB results in fish tissue.

A copy of other documents and plans obtained during this Phase | ESA process have been included in
Appendix 8.
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5.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE

TRC staff, Ms. Allison Drouin (Principal Investigator) and Mr. Charles Springer (Task Manager),
conducted a Site reconnaissance on May 11, 2012. Tom Howard (Sappi Environmental Manager) and
Don Bernier (Line Crew Member) accompanied TRC during the Site reconnaissance. The following is a
summary of visual and physical observations of the Site on the day of the Site visit. Photographs taken
during the reconnaissance are provided in Appendix 2.

5.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions

The Site reconnaissance consisted of visual and/or physical observations of the Site, as well as visual
curbside observations of adjoining properties and general area characteristics. Building interiors were
observed, if they were safely accessible. Exterior and unimproved portions of the Site were observed
along the perimeter and in a general grid pattern in safely accessible areas.

The Furnace Room beneath the apartment portion of the hydro building (Powerhouse) was not completely
observed due to lack of safe access to this lower level (stairs do not exist from the main floor to the lower
level). Limited observation of the room was made from a platform that extended just below the room
ceiling with a flashlight. The eastern side of the room was observed without obstruction but the western
portion could not be observed from this vantage point. Sappi subsequently provided photographic
documentation of the furnace room. The inability for TRC to visual observe the entire area is considered
a limiting condition for this report; however; due to the provided photographic information this limiting
condition is not expected alter the outcome of this report.

The river bottom at the Site and sediments upstream of the hydro-electric generation station and
impoundment dam were not observed due to the presence of water in the fore bay and river channel and is
therefore considered a limiting condition for this report.

The island adjacent to the dam could only be observed from a distance and is therefore considered a
limiting conditions of this report, this limitation is not anticipated to alter the conclusions of this report.

TRC inspected the area within the woods along the River and along the Transmission line. The size and
densely-forested nature of the Site is considered a limitation to the Phase | ESA as it limited TRC’s
ability to observe all surficial soil conditions at the Site. However, based on materials that were observed
by TRC, this limitation is not anticipated to alter the conclusions of this report.

Weather conditions at the time of Site reconnaissance were clear and approximately 65 degrees
Fahrenheit with no visibility limitations (other than those noted herein for the interior building space).

5.2 Hazardous Substance Use, Storage, and Disposal

During TRC’s Site reconnaissance, containers of kerosene, waste oil, common cleaners, and other
commercial size (5-gallons or less) containers of chemicals and petroleum products were observed in
numerous places the Site building in the turbine room and in the apartment portion. Materials were
generally stored in secondary containment such as the fire cabinet and plastic containment basin;
however, two kerosene containers were observed in the apartment part of the building that were not in
secondary containment.

Abandoned and corroded drums, metal scraps, slag and gas tanks, were observed in numerous places the
northeast portion of the Site, north end of the Transmission Line Property. This debris is believed to be
historical mill waste dumped on the site during the time the adjacent mill was in operation (pre-1975).

L2012-339 35
©TRC



Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report
Little Falls Site, Windham & Gorham, Maine September 06, 2012

Mature trees were observed growing out of the debris. The extent of the above described materials is
depicted on Figure 2 in Appendix 1.

Minor staining was observed at the base of the transmission line utility poles. This staining was
presumed to be a wood preservative/treatment washed off from the wood poles.

5.3 Underground Storage Tanks

No visual indications (i.e., pipes, vents, or pumps) that would indicate former or current USTs were apparent
during the Site visit.

5.4 Aboveground Storage Tanks

No ASTs were observed onsite during Site reconnaissance. The Site building is heated by the residual heat of
the turbines eliminating the need for onsite fuel storage.

TRC did not visual observe the furnace room; however Sappi provided photographic documentation of this
area and stated that ASTs were not present (see Appendix 3 for photographic documentation).

One 275-gallon AST was included in the purchase and sale agreement and no documentation of removal was
found during this Phase | ESA.

5.5 Polychlorinated Biphenyls

PCBs were historically used as coolants in dielectric fluid utilized in some electrical transformers,
fluorescent light ballasts, capacitors, and other electrical equipment manufactured prior to 1978. PCBs
were additionally historically used in hydraulic fluid used in hydraulic equipment manufactured prior to
1978. PCB:s are also found service in many building materials like caulking, glazing, paint, joint sealants,
and mastics and were commonly used in these products during the time of construction / renovation of the
Powerhouse and apartment structures.

A step-up transformer is located on a lower platform on the eastern side of the dam. According to Don
Bernier, the transformer contains silica oil as of 2007 or 2008 and does not contain PCBs. No staining or
leakage was observed around the transformer. Three 333 KVA transformers were included in the
purchase and sale agreement, these were replaced at some point with the current transformer; however, a
replacement date cannot be pinpointed. Additional historical information regarding this transformer as
well as the prior transformers in this location is included in Section 4.4.6.

Two station service transformers were located on the eastern exterior wall of the dam. These
transformers are reportedly the original station transformers. Based on the age of construction of the dam,
these transformers may contain PCBs oil. No oil staining or leakage was observed near either of the
transformers. Based on observed conditions, it is unlikely that these two transformers have
environmentally impacted the Site.

Florescent lighting of unknown age was observed in the apartment portion of the Site.
Although a building material survey was not conducted, based on the age of the reconstruction of the

Powerhouse and apartment it is possible PCBs may be present in some of the building materials used at
the Site. However, a release to the environmental of these materials was not observed.
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No other pole-mounted transformers or other potentially PCB-containing electrical/mechanical equipment
was observed during the Site reconnaissance or was reported to TRC by Site management personnel.

5.6 Drains and Sumps

No floor drains or sumps were observed inside the Site building. A trap door to the turbines and
penstocks beneath the Powerhouse main floor was located in front of each generator.

5.7 Wastewater

TRC did not observe indication of wastewater generated, treated or discharged at the Site. TRC did not
observe the discharge pipe that David Rolfe (former Sappi employee) discussed during his interview (pipe
allegedly from High Street School) (see summary of this interview below).

5.8 Waste Pits, Ponds, or Lagoons
TRC did not observe indication of waste pits, ponds or lagoons at the Site.
5.9 Non-hazardous Solid Waste

No evidence of solid waste in excess of quantities typical of the Site’s operation as a hydroelectric plant
was observed within the Site building.

Non-hazardous solid wastes including wooden beams, old utility poles, concrete, rubber belts, metal
molds and bricks as well as commercial size unlabeled containers, bathmats, and aluminum cans were
observed near the northeast corner of the Site at the northern end of the transmission line. The southern
portion of the transmission line, south of the surface water drainage, contained little observed solid waste.
Only a few pieces of solid waste, including plastic bottles, coffee cups and a power tool plastic case; and
an abandoned snowmobile were observed in the southern portion of the Site. The extent of the solid
waste observed has been delineated on Figure 2 in Appendix 1.

5.10 Septic Systems
No evidence of a septic system or leach field was observed onsite.
5.11 Wells

TRC did not observe any indications of current or former potable, irrigation, or monitoring wells at the
Site during the Site reconnaissance.

5.12 Other Environmental Concerns

TRC observed a large pile of sand in the parking lot portion of the Site. This material was reportedly
material removed from the fore bay. See section 4.4.6 for additional information.

TRC observed a PVC pipe sticking out of the ground along the river. Neither Tom Howard, nor Don
Bernier were aware of this pipe or where it came from. Don Bernier could confirm that the pipe was not
present the previous fall when he last did landscaping at the Site. No road box, stickup pipe or any other
indication that it may be a monitoring well was observed. In addition, records of wells at the Site were
not identified at the in the EDR database report.
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TRC observed several mounds of soil, grass and trees stumps along the Transmission Line corridor.
These piles of earth were presumed to be from the clearing of the corridor for access by vehicle.
Additionally, several small sand piles were observed at the southeastern tip of the Site; these sand piles
were assessed to be created by wild animals digging shelters.

Relatively recent earth disruption in the observed fill was observed at the base of many trees in the
northern part of the Site. Fill material had been dug back away from the trees on the river/downgradient
side in all cases. Mr. Howard was not aware of who (or what) had dug these holes or why and speculates
that this digging might have been done as part of the recent EPA brownfields investigation. .

No other indications of contamination were observed during the Site Reconnaissance.
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6.0 INTERVIEWS

The following persons were interviewed to obtain historically and/or environmentally-pertinent
information regarding RECs in connection with the Site. Documentation for interviews is provided in
Appendix 3. Information obtained during TRC’s interview process is incorporated into appropriate
sections of this report.

6.1 Interview with Owner

Mr. Tom Howard, Sappi Environmental Manager and the Owner’s Key Site Manager, accompanied TRC
during the Site Reconnaissance and was able to provide TRC with basic past usage and ownership
information as well as current use general site knowledge. During the Site Reconnaissance, Mr. Howard
identified two environmentally pertinent pieces of information.

= Mr. Howard indicated that 10 to 15 years ago a test pit was dug through the center of the parking
lot to a depth of approximately 12 to 15-feet. This test pit was dug to assess hydrologic
conditions and causes of certain flow patterns in the river. Adjacent property owner and prior
Site owner, Mr. Lawrence Keddy, was onsite for this test pitting event and repeatedly indicated
that “they shouldn’t dig there.” It is not known what Mr. Keddy was referencing, or whether he
was referencing environmental conditions or some other condition. The trench was dug and no
evidence of contamination was observed. Primarily gravel was excavated with some evidence of
building demolition materials towards to bottom depth.

= Mr. Howard also indicated that the river to the south of the parking lot area is occasionally
excavated to remove sedimentation that occurs above the dam due to natural processes. A
stockpile of excavated sand was sampled in 2001, 2005 and again in 2012. According to Mr.
Howard the stockpile showed no signs of contamination based on the data provided to Sappi by
Katahdin Analytical (2001) and Woodard & Curran (2005). The most recent samples collected
by NTC (2012) contained no detectable concentrations of contaminants analyzed. The stockpile
was determined to be safe for disposal at any landfill. The stockpile has been removed from the
Site since TRC’s Site reconnaissance. Details of the stockpile sampling are described above in
Sections 4.4.6.

6.2 Interview with Site Management Personnel

TRC briefly interviewed Mr. Don Bernier, a member of the Hydro Line Crew. He indicated that he is the
only Site occupant. The dam operates unmanned 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Mr. Bernier stops by
daily to check for possible malfunctions or equipment failures but generally does not remain onsite for
more than 1 hour per day.

Don Bernier and former members of the Line Crew (see Table 6-2) were interviewed for environmentally
pertinent information at the Site. Mr. Bernier indicated he saw nothing out of the ordinary at the Site,
though he rarely visits the Transmission Line Property. As indicated during an interview (See below
Section 6.5), former Line Crew member, Guy Lebreque, recalls seeing scrap metal during landscaping
and maintenance along the transmission line.

6.3 Interview with Site Occupants

There are no regular occupants at the Site. The line crew visits the Site for a short time on daily basis to
assess operations.
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6.4 Interviews with Local Government Officials

As part of this assessment, TRC visited local regulatory agencies to obtain environmentally and
historically-pertinent information that could identify RECs in connection with the Site. All interviews
conducted with local government officials were successfully completed and information obtained is
incorporated into Section 4.3.1 of this report. A summary of local government officials interviewed for
this Phase | ESA is provided below in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1: Summary of Local Government Official Interviews
Local Regulatory Agency Name / Title Interview Type
Assessors’ Office Windham Office Assistant In person
Fire Department Charlie Hammond / Fire Chief Telephone
Water Supply Department and
Portland Water District Heather Fields / Customer Account Telephone and electronic mail
Services

6.5 Interviews with Others

Additional interviews were conducted by Pierce Atwood, LLC. David L. Rolfe, Bill Foley, John
McGregor, Guy LaBreque and Brad Goulet were interviewed for information regarding their position
with S.D. Warren at the time of the acquisition of the Site, any information they have regarding the
acquisition and any other environmentally pertinent information they recall from their time onsite. The
following Table 6-2 summarizes each interviewee’s responses. A copy of the interview document has
been included in Appendix 3.

Table 6-2: Interview Summary of Sappi Employees with Historic Site Knowledge

Interviewee Summary of their Responses

Mr. Rolfe was heavily involved with the acquisition of the Little Falls
Hydro property. He assessed the dam’s usefulness and ability to connect
to the paper mill in Westbrook. He performed a Site walk of the property
which also included a shoreline inspection from a canoe. He recalled
seeing a sewer discharge pipe coming from the High Street School that
discharged to the river. He does not recall observing slag, rubble, debris
or anything unusual. He assisted in the “due diligence” regarding the
sanitary discharge pipe from the Site building to the river and indicated
S.D. Warren never used the discharge. He indicated that an
approximately 30-foot clearance was treed access to the transmission
line; indicating the property was wooded at the time of purchase.

David L. Rolfe / Former Engineer,
Project Manager, Corporate
Engineering Group

Mr. Rolfe recalls seeing piles of scrap metal at the adjacent mill property
after 1974 but was not aware of any disposal on Site.

Mr. Foley was involved in assessing the electrical systems and integrity
of the hydro units. He indicated that the dam produced 2.3 kilovolts (kV)
of power and transformers were installed to step up the voltage to 11 kV.
He does not recall any dumping or unusual conditions that the Site. He
did indicate that he saw “junk” on the Keddy Mill Property. He recalls
the Site transmission poles being in ok conditions.

Bill Foley / Former Electrical
Engineer

He did not recall seeing any activity at the adjacent mill after the
purchase of the dam.

L2012-339 40
©TRC




Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report
Little Falls Site, Windham & Gorham, Maine September 06, 2012

Table 6-2: Interview Summary of Sappi Employees with Historic Site Knowledge

Interviewee Summary of their Responses

Mr. McGregor performed dam renovations and reconstruction at several
other of the S.D. Warren owned dams. He indicated that the Little Falls
Hydro property was in good conditions and not much work was done
there. Mr. McGregor indicated that he had only been to the Little Falls
John McGregor / Former Project Hydro Property a few times and had little involvement there. He
Engineer indicated that he never visited the transmission line portion of the Site.

He indicated the adjacent Keddy Mill was not running and was in a
dilapidated condition when he visited the Site. He never went inside the
Keddy Mill.

Mr. Lebreque indicated that he worked on maintaining and updating the
electrical components at the dam in the 70s and 80s. He indicated that a
small amount of lubricating oil may have been released when the
generators failed. Any events would have been logged in the station log
kept at the Little Falls Station. TRC did not find evidence or
documentation of this release.

His crew also visited the transmission line regularly for maintenance,
Guy LaBrecque / Former Line Crew | vegetation removal, pole replacement and application of Banbel

Electrician, Supervisor herbicide to control vegetation (It is assumed that Banbel was applied
according to manufacturer’s instructions). He recalls seeing debris within
25-feet of the transmission line including iron and bricks. He also
maintained the vegetation at the Site after 2001. He indicated that during
mowing, pieces of metal and glass had to be removed from the
transmission line corridor to prevent damaging his tractor.

He recalls seeing the adjacent Keddy Mill in operation but indicated the
mill was not in operation at the time of purchase of the dam.

Mr. Goulet performed inspections and repairs at the Site after 2000. He
indicated that when the fore bay filled with sand on occasion and is
excavated using a bobcat and stockpile in the parking lot; the sand was
sampled under Tom Howards direction. He indicated that they are
working on a recreational plan for the area. Mr. Goulet has only visited
the transmission portion of the Site briefly for a prior archeological,
shoreline and erosion control inspection.

Brad Goulet / Current Hydro
Manager, Utilities Engineer

Mr. Goulet did not provide any information related to the adjacent Keddy
Mill property.
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7.0

FINDINGS AND OPINIONS

TRC’s investigation revealed the following environmental findings in connection with the Site:

On-Site Historical Mill Use (Hydro Property) — The northwest portion of the Site was
historically occupied by portions of a mill complex dating back to the mid-1700s. Historical
documents indicate that the Site was occupied by storehouses, a railroad loading dock, machine
rooms, wood grinders and beater engines during the first half of the 1900s. The portions of the
mill complex occupying the Site were demolished during the 1950s, with the exception of the
hydro-dam. Current Site buildings were rebuilt in the early 1960s and have remained relatively
unchanged since. Based on TRC’s experience, historical operations associated with paper/steel
mills would have required the presence of oil and/or hazardous materials to be used in those
operations; however, this Phase | ESA did not identify any information to indicate a release of oil
and/or hazardous materials from these historic mill operations on this portion of the Site.

On-Site Dumping of Historical Mill Waste and Documented Contamination Associated with
the Keddy Mill (Transmission Line Property) - During TRC’s Site reconnaissance, abandoned
drums, corroded drums, metal scraps, wooden beams, old utility poles, concrete, slag, rubber
belts, gas tanks, metal molds, bricks and other solid waste including commercial size unlabeled
containers, bathmats, and aluminum cans were observed on land in numerous locations in the
northeast portion of the Site, north end of the transmission line. This debris is believed to be
historical mill waste dumped on the site during the time the adjacent mill was in operation (pre-
1975). Mature trees were observed growing out of the debris. The southeast portion of the Site,
south of the surface water drainage, appears to contain no debris except a few pieces of solid
waste and an abandoned snowmobile.

A June 25, 2011 memorandum prepared by Summit and associated with a Keddy Mill Site
Investigation reported investigation findings which revealed five areas of concern (AOC)
associated with Keddy Mill, two of which have the potential to impact the Site: (1) a slag, metal
and PCB area along the western property line (northeast portion of the Site on the Transmission
Line Property, Summit AOC-4) and (2) the slag and metal area at the south end of the Keddy Mill
Property (with is presumed to be in a similar area to (1), Summit AOC-5). These areas are
identified on Figure 2 of Appendix 1. Samples collected within this slag, metal and PCB area in
the northeast portion of the Site contained PCB concentrations of 1.3 ppm to 4.6 ppm. The slag
area is delineated approximately 200-feet onto the Site, though Site observations confirm the fill
area extends further to the south (see delineated area on Figure 2 of Appendix 1).

The observation of historical mill waste and related fill material and documented contamination
in numerous locations in the northeast portion of the Site, north end of the transmission line, is
considered REC.

On-site Presence of Current and Historical Transformers (Hydro Property) - TRC reviewed
the 1974 Purchase and Sale Agreement for the Site which included a list of electrical equipment
transferred with the Site and included three 333 KVA transformers. The Little Falls Project
Powerhouse Floor Plan dated August 15, 1979 depicts the three transformers positioned in the
location of the current transformer on the eastern side of the Powerhouse. The updated plan dated
December 9, 1997 still depicts the three transformers in this location. Bill Foley indicated in an
interview (see Section 6.5) that these transformers contained PCBs at the request of the insurance
company to prevent fires but that they were replaced in the recent past.
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A purchase requisition, e-mail correspondence and transformer data report was reviewed dated
1998. The report was for the sampling of the current transformer’s oil contents (Transformer 87),
indicating that the original three transformers were replaced with the single step up unit at a point
in time. The year of manufacture of the transformer is 1976. Based on the e-mail
correspondence it is inferred that the oil in the unit was originally PCB-containing oil, but was
changed out to non-PCB mineral oil. A sample from January 1981 indicated a concentration of
44 ppm; however, it is not indicated whether this was prior to the change to mineral oil or if it
was the original PCB-containing oil. The new non-PCB oil was tested and contained 11 ppm
PCBs in 1998. Another sample in 1999 indicated an increased concentration to 51 ppm; the
increase was presumed by Barry Stemm to be from the leaching of PCBs from permeable interior
parts of the transformer to the non-PCB containing oil. Based on the detected concentrations,
Barry Stemm and Ray Pepin indicated in the e-mail correspondence that the transformers should
be retrofitted or moved to a location away from the river. Don Bernier indicated during the Site
Reconnaissance that he recollected the oil in the transformer being changed out to “silica” oil
some time from 2007 to 2008, but he was not confident in the dates provided. A step up
transformer is currently located on a lower platform on the eastern side of the Powerhouse.

Two station service transformers are located on the eastern exterior wall of the Powerhouse.
These station service transformers are reportedly the original transformers serving the
Powerhouse. Based on the age of construction of the dam, these transformers may contain PCBs
oil. No staining or leakage was visually observed near either of the transformers. Fire Chief
Charlie Hammond indicated that minor electrical fires had occurred at the Site, but he did not
indicate if they were related to the transformers. No evidence of fires was observed in the area of
the transformers or elsewhere on the Site.

Based on observations made by TRC during the Site Reconnaissance no evidence of a PCB oil
release was visually observed associated with Site transformers. The concrete surrounding the
transformers was clean with no apparent staining. The current transformers appear to be in good
conditions with no evidence of leaks or corrosion.

e On-Site Potential PCB Containing Building Materials (Hydro Property) — Although a
building material survey was not conducted, based on the age of the reconstruction of the
Powerhouse and apartment it is possible PCBs may be present in some of the building materials
used at the Site. However, a release to the environmental of these materials was not observed.

e On-Site (Minor) Oil and Chemical Storage (Hydro Property) - During TRC’s Site
reconnaissance, containers of kerosene, waste oil, common cleaners, and other commercial size
containers of chemicals were observed in numerous places the Site in the turbine room and in the
apartment. Materials were generally stored in secondary containment such as the fire cabinet and
plastic containment basin; however, two kerosene containers were observed in the apartment part
of the building and were not within secondary containment. No staining was observed around
these containers. No other indication of the use, storage, or disposal of hazardous substances was
visually observed during the Site reconnaissance.

e Off-Site Contamination at the Adjacent Keddy Mill Property (Hydro and Transmission Line
Properties) - The adjacent Keddy Mill property has been involved in the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (MEDEP) Voluntary Response Action Program (VRAP) since
November 2005.

In 1993, a Phase | ESA identified the presence and possible subsurface impacts associated with a
10,000-gallon petroleum UST in the northeast portion of the disposal site. The ESA also
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recommended investigation of a former transformer pad and floor drains/outfalls associated with
the Keddy Mill property building.

In 1997, a Phase | ESA and Phase Il Subsurface Investigation conducted by S. W Cole identified
two additional oil tanks along the northern edge of the disposal site. These tanks were found to
have leaked to the subsurface, impacting surrounding soil. The tanks and 11 tons of surrounding
impacted soil were removed.

In 2004, a Supplemental Site Investigation performed by Ransom Environmental Consultants
identified PCB contamination throughout the building and in surrounding soils. Additional
sampling was conducted to support a Self-Implementing PCB Cleanup Plan to USEPA. The plan
was approved for the removal of the PCB impacted materials; however, a bid package for the
cleanup was not prepared until November 2007 and quotes for the cleanup were not received until
April 2010. No cleanup has been done to date.

MEDEP was notified of the release of PCBs by apparent vandals at the property on July 5, 2005.
Approximately 30 to 40-gallons of previously documented PCB containing oil was released from
electrical equipment that was damaged by the vandals. A subcontractor was hired to clean up the
release and no further action was taken related specifically to the spill number. Additional
response actions were tied into the VRAP investigation and cleanup.

In 2010, additional sampling revealed extensive PCB impacts to soil throughout the Keddy Mill
property. Results exceeded the TSCA threshold of 50 ppm in some locations on the Keddy Mill
Property. Concentrations of 1.1 to 14 ppm total PCBs (Aroclors) were detected in surficial soil
samples collected from adjacent to the property line near the northeast corner of the Site parking
lot. Results for the rest of the adjacent property were as high as 1,100 ppm PCBs.

Additional sampling was conducted by Summit to assess the potential for iron filings found
throughout the property to be a source of PCBs. A June 25, 2011 memorandum reported
investigation findings which revealed five areas of concern (AOC) associated with Keddy Mill,
one of which is located near Site boundaries and has the potential to impact the Site: metal filing
area on a portion of the mill parcel north of the dam to the northeast of the Site parking lot
(Summit AOC 1), This area is identified on Figure 2 of Appendix 1.

A Phase | ESA was prepared in March 2011 by Summit Environmental Consultants and
identified documented PCB soil impacts, slag, drums, stressed vegetation, demolition debris and
abundant staining observed during the site reconnaissance.

In the spring of 2012, USEPA completed a Preliminary Assessment (PA) for the Keddy Mill
property under the Superfund Program. USEPA is currently developing a Work Plan as part of
the Superfund Site Investigation (SI) process for the Keddy Mill property.

Due to the proximity of the Keddy Mill property to the Site, there is the potential that impacts
(PCBs, slag, debris, etc.) could migrate across the current property line through natural (e.g.,
wind, stormwater runoff, etc.) and/or manmade (e.g., mill operations, dumping, regrading, etc.)
pathways. Based on the documented impacts on the Site and documented impacts throughout the
Keddy Mill property in proximity to the current property line; the environmental impacts
associated with the Keddy Mill are considered a REC.

o Off-Site Kerosene Release from the 859 Gray Road Residential Property (Transmission Line
Property) - On February 21, 2011, approximately 214-gallons of kerosene leaked from a
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residential AST located adjacent to the northern end of the Site to the west. The filter had been
broken off when snow from the roof was shoveled off onto the AST. Allstate Environmental was
contracted to conduct response actions. Impacted soil (20.43-tons) was removed via vacuum
truck and disposed of offsite. Groundwater was found to be impacted and recovery wells were
installed with a pump and treat trailer onsite. No further information was available.

Based on the lack of documentation confirming the extent of impacts to the east and northeast
towards the Site and the unknown outcome of the remedial system, the release associated with
spill number P-130-2011 has the potential to environmentally impact subsurface conditions at the
Site and therefore is considered a REC for the Transmission Line Property.

e Off-Site Gasoline Release, Cumberland County Emergency Management Bunker, 22 High
Street (Transmission Line Property) — On November 16, 1994, a release of unleaded gasoline
from a UST occurred. The quantity was not reported. Two water supply wells were determined
to be impacted and one was presumed to be at risk by the MEDEP Primary Responder. Two
USTs, one gasoline and one fuel oil, were removed from the property which appeared to be intact
with no evidence of release as observed by the consulting firm J.B. Plunkett Associates. No
further action by the MEDEP Division of Response Services was deemed necessary according to
the spill report. No additional details were available for review by TRC.

Based on the fact that the tanks have been removed and there was no evidence of contamination
during UST removal, the release associated with spill number P-718-1994 is not likely to have
impacted environmental conditions at the Site.

o Adjacent Railroad Line to the East (Transmission Line Property) - Since at least 1891, a
segment of railroad has been located hydrogeologically upgradient and adjacent to the eastern
Site boundary. Environmental impacts typically associated with historic railroad lines include
soil and/or groundwater contamination from releases stemming from the presence of coal,
creosote, heavy metals, pesticides, herbicides and petroleum. However, no information regarding
documented releases or evidence of impacts was identified or observed.

e Data Gaps and Limitations — The following present the data gaps and limitations, as defined by
ASTM E1527-05, which were identified during the course of this Phase | ESA:

0 No data gaps or data failures were identified during this Phase | ESA.

0 The Furnace Room beneath the apartment portion of the hydro building (Powerhouse)
was not completely observed due to lack of safe access to this lower level (stairs do not
exist from the main floor to the lower level). Limited observation of the room was made
from a platform that extended just below the room ceiling with a flashlight. The eastern
side of the room was observed without obstruction but the western portion could not be
observed from this vantage point.  Sappi subsequently provided photographic
documentation of the furnace room. The inability for TRC to visual observe the entire
area is considered a limiting condition for this report; however; due to the provided
photographic information this limiting condition is not expected alter the outcome of this
report.

0 The river bottom at the Site and sediments upstream of the hydro-electric generation
station and impoundment dam were not observed due to the presence of river water in the
fore bay and river channel and therefore considered a limiting condition for this report,
this limitation is not anticipated to alter the conclusions of this report.
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0 The size and forested nature of the Site is considered a limitation to the Phase | ESA as it

limited TRC’s ability to observe all surficial soil conditions at the Site. However, based
on the current and historic undeveloped nature of the Site, this limitation is not
anticipated to alter the conclusions of this report.

The island adjacent to the dam could only be observed from a distance and is therefore
considered a limiting condition of this report, this limitation has a low probability of
altering the conclusions of this report.

The parcel in Gorham on the south side of the river was viewed from the top of the dam
from the right of way off Gray Road. This portion of the Site was not safely accessible
due to a steep slope. From the elevated vantage point the parcel appear to be generally
bare bedrock with natural pools and rapids from the river. However, based on the current
and historic undeveloped nature of the Site and presence of the Presumpscot River
through this parcel, this limitation is not anticipated to alter the conclusions of this report.
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS

TRC has performed a Phase | ESA of the Little Falls Site (Hydro and Transmission Line Properties)
Windham and Gorham, Cumberland County, Maine. This assessment has been conducted in
conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-05 and AAI regulation. Any
exceptions to, or deletions from this practice are described in Section 1.3.4, Section 8 and Section 9 of
this report.

Based on observations made and interviews performed during TRC’s Site reconnaissance, as well as a
review of regulatory database information and historical documentation, TRC concludes that this
assessment has revealed three RECs, as defined by ASTM, in connection with the Site.

e On-Site dumping of historical mill waste and documented soil contamination;
o Off-Site contamination at the adjacent Keddy Mill property; and
o Off-Site kerosene release from the adjacent 859 Gray Road residential property.
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9.0 DEVIATIONS

The protocol utilized for this Phase | ESA was in accordance with the requirements of ASTM Standard E
1527-05 and AAI regulation. No deviations to the ASTM E 1527-05 Practice were identified.
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10.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES

The Client did not request that TRC identify additional potential environmental issues beyond the
standard Phase | ESA requirements of ASTM Standard E 1527-05.
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APPENDIX 1

Figures

Figure 1 — Site Location Map
Figure 2 — Site Plan

L2012-339



(o, M\ RN

Gorham and North Windham 7.5-Minute 0 1,000 2,000
USGS Topographic Quadrangles N N et

T map
LOCATION

CTRC

400 Southborough Drive
South Portland, ME 04106
207-879-1930

SITE LOCATION

LITTLE FALLS HYDRO AND
TRANSMISSION LINE

WINDHAM AND GORHAM, MAINE

FIGURE 1

DATE: 9/6/2012

R:\Projects\GIS_2012\191981_Keddy_Mil\mxd\Fig1_SiteLocus_2012-08-02.mxd




Michael Shaghnessy / 32 Main St. S pr. + ] F .
Spill Number P-728-1999 e %2 | L.C. Andrews Lumber Mill / 35 Main St. [,

South Windham Community Church

: ers P-296-2005 & P-696-199
i > 2
¥, 15 Main St. % KN \ ~ R
" ALl 71 1997 Access to Site off Depot St. | ™\
F U.S. Bank N.A. Trustee (MEDOT ROW) -7

1 Mechanic St. Ty X

Cumberland County Civil [
85 High St.

B

{3 Depot St.
Residential

uf'

South Windham
Real School / 55 High St.

jFire Company —4 = < : Keddy Mill / 7 Depot St. Spill Number P-375-2002
-, : _ < e REM01538 / Spill Number P-868-2005

Sappi-Owned ) s : :- S I TRC division between Hydro
Little Falls Hydro Property - . = > and Transmission Properties
1 Main St. | S

Approximate area of metal filings

near dam as indicated by Summit.
(Summit AOC-1)

Approximate slag, metal and PCB area
along western property boundary as
=)

oi P, - estimated by Summit (AOC 4 & 5)
A\
02.

=
%

I Residential
] i y J

771 Gray Rd.
i Spill Number P-1074-2008

I Picter Van Eekelen/ e _ - gme;gergszl I\Hn?rﬂagfment
14 Pleasant St. unker ig .

¢ it -u - -
Spill Number P-779-2004 = : Spill Number P-718-1994

B))/
—Pl(ﬁ's'fm 'St

Louise Siciliano / 720 Gray Rd.
Spill Number P-187-2002

b1
* H[Route 202 Rotary / 688 Gray Rd.
Spill Number P-566-2007

" N
Little Falls Minimart / 688 Gray Rd.
»YREMO01039/S I Spill Numb
BN § evea D ———— Petro King / 20 Mosher Rd.
i - Several Spill Numbers

Williams Oil Company / 26 Mosher Rd.
Spill Numbers P-220-1997 & P-367-2007

: Approximate Extent of Observed . 400 Southborough Drive
] site Boundary Solid Waste Debris ‘ South Portland, ME 04106
i 207-879-1930
D Keddy Mill Property Approximate Areas of Concern
Parcels identified by Summit (July 25, 2011)

=P River Flow Direction Sappi Easement for Access SITE PLAN
N to Gorham Side of Site -
Public Roads LITTLE FALLS SITE

Approximate Town Boundary WINDHAM AND GORHAM, MAINE

Basemap: USGS, 2009; Data Sources: Parcels, Windham, Town of Windham, 2011, Gorham, o MAP
ME Library of Geographic Information, 2012; Roads, ME Public Utilities Commission, LOCATION

ME Emergency Services Communications Bureau ' FIGURE 2 DATE: 9/06/2012

R:\Projects\GIS_2012\191981_Keddy_Mill\mxd\Fig2_Dam Transm_Aerial_2012-08-02.mxd




Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report
Little Falls Site, Windham & Gorham, Maine September 06, 2012

APPENDIX 2

Site Photographs
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Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

1. View of the Site from across the bend in the Presumpscot River, 2. View f th
facing northwest. '

e Site from across the Presumpscot River. View
facing northeast.

3. Sluicegate platform on south side of Presumpscot. 4. View of the dam and sluice gates from the north side of the
Presumpscot. View facing south.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

5. View of the north side of the Powerhouse, view facing south. 6. View of the parking lot at the Site along the north side of the
Presumpscot. View facing southwest.

7. View of the Powerhouse and apartment, view facing east. 8. View over the dam facing downstream. View facing southeast.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC
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9. View facing upstream from the Site showing the Gray Rd/Main 10. Image of the shared wall between the Site and adjacent mill
St bridge. View facing west. property to the east.
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11. Image showing sand pile in parking lot which was reportedly
dredged from the river bottom above the dam. eastern side of site building.




Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties AN
1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @

13. Station service transformers on eastern exterior wall of Site 14. Area beneath transformer showing no staining. Image shows
building. Original to structure (early 1960s) only moisture and moss beneath the unit.

15. Area beneath station service transformers showing no staining. 16. Live high voltage electrical on eastern side of building.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC
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17. Image showing old foundation for former mill structure. View 18. Image showing water existing beneath mill building.

from lower deck on eastern side of building facing southeast.
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19. Image showing river under adjacent mill building. View from
lower deck east of Site building.

20. Image showing adjacent mill building from the lower deck on
east side of Site building. View facing northeast.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @
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21. Image showing 1 of 4 turbine generators inside turbine room on 22. Turbine room on main floor of Site building.
main floor of Site building.

- N 4 0

23. View of turbine room along back side of turbine generators. 24. Work area in turbine room in Site building.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

27. Flammable storage cabinet with available fire hydrants in case 28. Image showing interior of flammable storage cabinet.
of fire.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

R a S
29. Waste oil storag 30. Batteries stored in lower level of apartment portion of Site
turbine room. building. Batteries used for emergency power.

31. Electric heating in apartment portion of building. 32. Two kerosene cans and two heaters stored on lower level of
apartment portion of the Site building.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

33. Generator stored on lower level of apartment portion of the Site
building.

35. Lighting in the apartment portion of the Site building.

34. items stored on the lower level of the apartment portion of the
Site building.

S ]

36. Area beneath apartment portion of the Site building.
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39. Living room on second floor of apartment
building.

37. Area beneath apartment portion of the Site building.

Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

portion of Site
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38. Ladder down to area beneath apartment portion of the Site
building.

40. Kitchen on second floor of apartment portion of Site building.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine ( _

41. Water damage on second floor of apartment portion of Site
building.

43. Patio on second floor of apartment portion of Site building. 44, Main living area on second floor of apartment portion of Site
building.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC
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45, Adjacenproerty to t orth cotaining demI|t|n ei ‘ 46. Demolition debris on adjacent property to the north-northeast.
from former mill buildings.

47. View of the Presumpscot River and adjacent property to the 48. Little Falls Landing apartment complex located adjacent to the
east. Site to the north.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @TRC

49. Gated distinguishing Mill property from the Site.

50. Image of the north end of the Site where it intersections with
the MEDOT parcel.

t

51. View down the transmission line, view facing south. 52. Image showing abandoned tires near north end of the Site.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC
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ons at north end of Site. 54. Image typical of

conditions at north end of Site.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

58. Image showing buried drum. Image typical of surface
conditions in north end of Site.
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59. Image showing slag along river bank. 60. Image showing slag in proximity to river.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @TRC

62. Image typical of conditions at north end of Site.

63. Bricks and debris along river bank at north end of Site. 64. Image showing dug area downslope of tree. This condition is
typical of conditions throughout the north end of the Site.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC
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67. Image showing apparent disturbed area. 68. Image typical of conditions at north end of Site. Scrap metal
protruding from surface.
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69. Large slag plate with drum crushed underneath in north end of 70. Image showing another test pit or dug area in the northern end
Site. of the Site.

71. Imqge showing another test pit or dug area in the northern end 72. Drainage stream running east to west into the Presumpscot
of the Site. River toward the center of the Site.
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Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties AN
1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @

73. Presumpscot River adjacent to the Site.

75. Private property owners with a dock and boat access to
Presumpscot River.

&

74. Tool case belonging to Portland Safe, a business located south
of the Site.

[

76. Abandoned snow mobile in river at the southern end of the
Site.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
Little Falls Hydro & Transmission Properties

1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @TRC

79. Pile of disturbed earth (not recent). Tom Howard indicated it 80. Pile of disturbed earth similar to the one depicted in photo 31.
was likely from clearing along the transmission line.
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83. Image typical of conditions along the Transmission line. 84. Image showing pile of debris that marks the southern extent of
fill observed in the northern part of the Site.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @TRC
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86. Nearby abandoned property to the northeast. 13 Depot Street,
Former Westbrook Transmission.

T

87. Storage facility to the northeast on Depot Street. 88. Lumber company to the northeast on Depot Street.
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC

89. Unidentified auto/equipment shop, north of the Site.

91. Adjacent residence to the south-southwest, 859 Gray Road. 92. Fire Department located west of the Site.



Site Reconnaissance Photo Log
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1 Main Street & Depot Street, Windham, Maine @ TRC
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93. Gulf station at nearby rotary with several spill numbers 94. Mallison Falls Mill just downstream from the Site to the south.

associated with it. Gulf is west of the Site, 688 Gray Road.

o

95. Image showing nearby Petro King facility, 20 Mosher Road, 96. Image showing southern end of the Site, view facing northeast
which has several spill numbers associated with it. Petro King is looking up transmission line.

located southwest of the Site.
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USER STATEMENT AND
OWNER/OPERATOR STATEMENT
S.D. WARREN COMPANY
LITTLE FALLS DAM PARCEL
SEPTEMBER 2012

The “Subject Property” for purposes of this User Statement is described in and the subject of the
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment prepared by TRC (“Phase | Report™). That Subject
Property includes the hydro asset and associated parking lot, as well as the adjacent section of
riverbed of the Presumpscot River.

The User is S.D. Warren Company doing business as Sappi Fine Paper North America (herein
“User”). User has reviewed the final draft of that Phase | Report, and has consulted with
employees and former employees familiar with the Subject Property.

(1)  Knowledge of the Subject Property

User has knowledge of the environmental condition of Subject Property as supplied by use and
inspection of the Subject Property (except that it has not inspected the riverbed) and User’s
review of the Phase | Report. User has considered all that information, and considered the
obviousness of releases or threatened releases and the ability to detect contamination by
appropriate investigation. Considering all information it is aware of, whether expressly noted
above or not, User is not aware of any recognized environmental conditions on the Subject
Property.

(2) User’s “Specialized Knowledge” -- Expertise and Experience with Real Estate
Transactions and Environmental Contamination

User is not a commercial broker of real estate, and does not regularly buy or sell property. User
owns or leases, and occasionally buys and sells, property in connection with its need for property
to operate its business. User owns and operates hydro facilities and paper mills, and addresses
occasional accidental or historic releases in the course of its business, but is not in the business of
detecting or remedying environmental contamination. The experience of User does not suggest
to User that there are any recognized environmental conditions on the Subject Property.

3) Purchase Price

User’s experience and its general understanding of the value of hydro assets, indicate to User that
the purchase price for the Subject Property in 1974 did not reflect any discount for
environmental issues or possible undisclosed hazardous substance or petroleum releases.

(4)  Environmental Liens

User’s has consulted Pierce Atwood LLP to review the title files in its possession related to the
Subject Property. Pierce Atwood LLP reports that the Title Search does not identify any



environmental liens of record against the Subject Property. In addition, User has no knowledge
of any environmental liens that may apply to the Subject Property.

(5) Institutional Controls/Activity and Use Limitations

Pierce Atwood LLP reports that it is not aware of any institutional controls of record or recorded
activity and use limitation for the Subject Property to limit exposure to hazardous substances or
petroleum products. User has no separate knowledge of any institutional controls or activity and
use limitations that may relate to the Subject Property.



USER STATEMENT AND
OWNER/OPERATOR STATEMENT
S.D. WARREN COMPANY
LITTLE FALLS TRANSMISSION LINE PARCEL
SEPTEMBER 2012

The “Subject Property” for purposes of this User Statement is described in and the subject of the
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment prepared by TRC (“Phase | Report”). That Subject
Property includes a transmission line, as well as the adjacent section of riverbed of the
Presumpscot River.

The User is S.D. Warren Company doing business as Sappi Fine Paper North America (herein
“User”). User has reviewed the final draft of that Phase | Report, and has consulted with
employees and former employees familiar with the Subject Property.

(1) Knowledge of the Subject Property

User has knowledge of the environmental condition of Subject Property as supplied by use and
inspection of the Subject Property (except that it has not inspected the riverbed) and User’s
review of the Phase | Report. User has considered all that information, and considered the
obviousness of releases or threatened releases and the ability to detect contamination by
appropriate investigation. Considering all information it is aware of, whether expressly noted
above or not, User is aware of a recognized environmental condition on the Subject Property:
test results of soils from 2010/2011 have indicated the presence of several metals (lead, iron,
cobalt, manganese) and PCBs in an area at the north end of the Subject Property. User is also
aware of debris on the Transmission Line parcel.

(2 User’s “Specialized Knowledge” -- Expertise and Experience with Real Estate
Transactions and Environmental Contamination

User is not a commercial broker of real estate, and does not regularly buy or sell property. User
owns or leases, and occasionally buys and sells, property in connection with its need for property
to operate its business. User owns and operates hydro facilities and paper mills, and addresses
occasional accidental or historic releases in the course of its business, but is not in the business of
detecting or remedying environmental contamination. The experience of User does not suggest
to User that there are any recognized environmental conditions on the Subject Property except as
noted in this User Statement.

3) Purchase Price

User’s experience and its general understanding of the value of hydro assets and related
infrastructure, indicate to User that the purchase price for the Subject Property in 1974 did not
reflect any discount for environmental issues or possible undisclosed hazardous substance or
petroleum releases.



(4)  Environmental Liens

User’s has consulted Pierce Atwood LLP to review the title files in its possession related to the
Subject Property. Pierce Atwood LLP reports that the Title Search does not identify any
environmental liens of record against the Subject Property. In addition, User has no knowledge
of any environmental liens that may apply to the Subject Property.

(5) Institutional Controls/Activity and Use Limitations

Pierce Atwood LLP reports that it is not aware of any institutional controls of record or recorded
activity and use limitation for the Subject Property to limit exposure to hazardous substances or
petroleum products. User has no separate knowledge of any institutional controls or activity and
use limitations that may relate to the Subject Property.



LITTLE FALLS EMPLOYEE INTERVIEWS
April/May 2012

NOTE: TL = Transmission Line

SDW = S.D. Warren

Interviews conducted by Pierce Atwood LLP.

Dave L. Rolfe

Dave describes his SDW Work History as follows:

Started SDW 1963. Did electrical engineering, including high voltage distribution.
1966-67 Steam and electrical utilities were consolidated.

1967-70 Went to Muskegon, MI. Did paper mill install.

1970- Began project management and process control engineering.

1975 Went to Mobile, AL for one year.

1976 Was plant engineer, Westbrook.

1989/92 Went to Skowhegan, ME.

Then, SDW formed corporate engineering group, and | was in that.

1974 Acquisition Activities:

1.

In 1974, SDW approached by L. Keddy for sale/purchase of 3 hydros. We had
coordinated with him previously re river levels, as he operated on the river.
Keddy had owned, sold and repurchased “Androscoggin Paper” mill (Keddy
Mill). Burnell had also been owner of mill, making pipes. Grinnell had used to
make pipe flanges.

L. Keddy was to make rebar, scrap melt, using induction furnaces.

Purchase involved: Scott Corporate, Tyler Peabody (legal). Local attorney,
“Kap” Kaspar Cowan did title work; Roger Putnam (legal); Bob Blackborn, SDW
chief engineer, would have been involved also.

| evaluated Little Falls hydro machinery and ability to connect with mill. 1
canoed and looked at shore line. Found sewer line coming from High St.
school, Windham. Pipe under railroad tracks, across transmission line
property. No subsoil investigations. | walked transmission line. Don’t
remember slag. Nothing unusual. | wouldn’t have thought it unusual to see
rubble, if | saw it. Keddy didn’t tell us he used transmission line for dumping.
The transmission line was installed and operating as of 1974. Transmission line
property was treed, with about 30° clearance for OHU. PCBs didn’t come up as



potential contamination issue. No manufacturing activities on transmission line
property. Didn’t observe debris in river.

6. As part of due diligence_considered discharge to river - Keddy, from “office” at
hydro, had discharge from toilets/sanitary plumbed to water turbine casing for
maceration, that would have been directly dumped to river. Not sure it was
ever used. SDW saw that and made sure SDW never used it. SDW didn’t know
of any contamination or chemicals on property pre-purchase.

After Purchase activities:

1. Probably didn’t go on transmission line property after purchase; probably not
on river either.

2. After SDW connected Mallison (probably 1976-1977), to Westbrook mill, 1 was
no longer project engineer. No further visits after that.

3. | remember seeing piles of scrap metal at Keddy Mill after 1974.

4. Not likely any disposal after SDW purchased. No knowledge of disposal. Not
aware of any spills, or releases or disposal after purchase in 1974.

No environmental issues after we owned.

5. Not aware of any dredging of river. But in 1960s, Keddy had crane in river to
rebuild Little Falls dam.

Bill Foley

Tom Howard says about Bill:

Bill is an electrical engineer. Became chief engineer. He was involved in hydros. Bill
hired Tom Howard at SDW in 1987 or 1988 (Tom’s job was a civil engineer). Bill would
have been a higher level engineer.

Tom Howard tracked Bill down in Florida and spoke with him on 4/5/12. Bill’s
involvement in the purchase of the Keddy hydro was to look at the condition of the
hydro units and the electrical side of the system (what was needed to get the power
to the mill).

Tom says Bill could not remember changing anything on the transmission line from
Little Falls to Mallison as the line was already there. The SDW/Westbrook mill



installed the step-up transformers to boost the voltage to 11,000 volts to transmit it
to the SDW/Westbrook mill. These step-up transformers were the ones replaced a
few years ago and per the insurance company had PCB’s to prevent transformer fires.

Bill says:

1.

On 1/2/68, | started as Electrical Engineer at SDW. Worked for 29 years.
Retired as Chief Engineer on 2/1/97.

In 1968, mill had a senior guy who | worked for. SDW owned Sacarapa, Dundee
in Gorham, Eel Wier Dams. Keddy owned the three middle dams: Little
Falls/Central Falls; Mallison, and Gambo. Don’t know when Little Falls was
built.

| visited and inspected all three hydros before purchase. Water wheels and
generators were in good condition but “protective system” was unbelievable: a
rotary dial telephone with numbers dialed, except for last digit.

. Keddy’s three hydro facilities generated power for his mill. Crushed cars

arrived on rail cars at Keddy Mill. He made rebar from the crushed cars after
melting in his furnace. Believe he stopped manufacturing at Keddy Mill before
or at the time of sale of hydros in 1974.

| automated the three hydros and connected them to Westbrook. | was at
Little falls 2-4 times/week right after we bought it, for a couple of months.
There was 2200 volt power from all 3 dams. We then built 11,000 volt step up
transformer at Mallison to get power for Westbrook mill.

. Don’t recall seeing any activity at the Keddy Mill after our purchase of hydros.

. Rolfe, McGregor and | did pre-purchase evaluation of 3 hydros assets and |

didn’t do anything on structural aspects of hydros, only electrical. [NOTE:
McGregor disputes that he was involved in any pre-purchase evaluation.]

| walked the transmission line pre-purchase. | looked at poles and condition of
poles. They were in okay condition. No mental picture of anything (e.g., junk,
dumping) on transmission line property. There was junk on Keddy Mill
property; building not in good repair. Don’t believe any activities at Keddy Mill
after we purchased. Disposal of anything would have happened before.

We wouldn’t have allowed dumping on transmission line property. Don’t
remember walking TL property after purchase.

. No recollection of PCBs in relation to Little Falls hydro or TL, except changed

PCBs out of SDW transformers. Transformer oil change out was transformers in
hydro building. Don’t remember seeing any transformers at Keddy Mill.



10.Don’t remember any trespassers along TL property or at hydro.
11.Mill had “Line Crew” that patrolled TL regularly from Eel Wier to Mill.

12.McGregor might know how TL property line was selected. | don’t know. He
would also know about river condition/issues.

13.1 would have noticed any significant dumping on TL property when | walked
pre-purchase. No environmental issues came to my attention.

14.After purchase, | didn’t visit Little Falls expect perhaps twice/year when
visited all of them. Line crew visited regularly.

15.1 knew of price paid by SDW and it was based on value of electricity. No
discount for environmental issues.

John McGregor

Tom Howard says, about John:

Tom Howard identified John McGregor as the individual who may have done the Dam
inspection.

John was involved in the original licensing of the dams (Little Falls 1981).

John was responsible for taking care of the dams prior to Tom Howard. Brad Goulet
has since taken over that responsibility.

John says:

1. Started in April 1974 at SDW. | was hired to help with WWT plant construction
in Westbrook. | was graduate civil engineer. Then became project engineer,
working on various projects. In later 1970s, | began to assess condition of
hydro stations on Presumpscot for renovation: rebuilding facilities and repair
work. The projects needed FERC licensing and did initial licensing for hydro
plants. Became a significant duty. Had outside help from attorneys and
consultants (Kleinschmidt Associates, Pittsfield).

2. In dealing with power stations, | learned about dams. Other than licensing, |
didn’t do much work on Little Falls. SDW didn’t do any significant work there -
it was in good shape. Of all hydros, | know least about that one.



. Remember visiting about dozen times. Little Falls and other mills were

purchased from Keddy and his entities. | did not look at Little Falls pre-
purchase.

. When | went to Little Falls, | saw turbines and also the fancy modern

apartment/office of Keddy. Don’t remember visiting Keddy Mill. | visited dam
and hydro property from the Gorham side. | don’t remember inspecting or
being on river bed or transmission line property. Probably visited hydro station
last in 1980s.

| never saw Keddy Mill operating. Keddy Mill was dilapidated/run down in
1970s.

. Don’t know of dredging or sediment removal at Little Falls. | would have

known about it if it occurred so don’t think it occurred during my tenure.

Guy Labrecque

Tom Howard says, about Guy:

Guy was an electrician and became a supervisor. Guy worked his way up to salary
ranks. He might have done actual inspection on hydros. He would have run a line

crew.

Guy says:

1.

| started at SDW in 1968 as electrician, but immediately went onto line crew.
My Title was “Member Line Crew” for 18 years. Hydros had manpower, then
hydros were to be automated, and we did that. We maintained power line and
helped automate. We modernized. Solenoids were air operated or circuit
breakers oil operated. Sometime after 1976, replaced PCB-oil. We kept log
books and oil changes were logged.

When we bought Keddy, SDW needed a 5 man line crew. | taught the others.
In 1986, worked 6 months in Westbrook electrical shop. Then, in 1986/1987,
became Electrical Foreman, supervising line crew. Then 13 years as supervisor
of electrical. Retired December 1999. After 1999, | took year off.

. One year later, 2001, | contacted mill and got contract to maintain this line (on

the “Mallison circuit”). Had a contract until 2009. Last time | was there was
2009. Worked under contract with SDW for “hogging” the TL property.
“Hogging” means | used brush cutter on back of garden tractor. It cuts brush.



6.

Had someone moving glass, iron before my tractor got there so, didn’t my
tractor didn’t get hurt. Last time we worked under contract was 2009.

| saw Keddy Mill operating. Chunks of steel were on pallets used to make
rebar. | saw him smelting. Don’t think he was running Keddy Mill at time of
sale.

. The TL goes from Little Falls hydro to a pole on the TL , goes south to Mallison

(may have been single pole with double cross arm, or H frame, at south of
Keddy Mill; then single poles down to Mallison, then to H frame at Mallison).

a. There may have been a transformer on a pole on the Keddy Property,
near the poles on TL property (perhaps 15 feet). That transformer
wasn’t on SDW/TL property. We didn’t work on it. Wasn’t our
transformer. Wasn’t energized. That transformer went into the Keddy
mill.

b. Don’t recall any transformers on the SDW/TL property near the south
end of Keddy mill.

c. Can’t recall seeing any transformer on the ground on Keddy Mill
property, or any transformer pad between Keddy mill and river.

After purchase we visited TL property for (1) maintenance, (2) cutting of brush
for right of way, (3) poles were older but maybe 3 poles replaced every 10
years, (4) we were certified applicators, did spray (“Banbel” herbicide) but
stopped doing that during or before 1980. We added a communication line
(signal line) to Westbrook, in case there was a problem at any of the 6 dams.

. Over 18 years when | was on the line crew, | visited 3-4 times/year. When |

became supervisor, my line crew did that.

At/after acquisition, | remember seeing within 25 feet of each side of
transmission line (50 feet total) junk iron, half-chimney with brick, bricks.
Might have been some ash or tar-like material where no grass grew (might have
been slag). Believe probably still there.

| never disturbed those areas. Certain that nothing was put there after by
Keddy or others along/on TL property. Was only hogging underbrush within
right of ways.

Don’t know if there was any slag between right of way and river. Didn’t see
any slag there. In 1970s, there were lots of trees and vines between TL and
river. In summer couldn’t see water from TL. There was mature growth and
undergrowth and vines beyond TL (e.g., between TL and river). No fern
growth.

No recollection of any PCB discussions in the 1970’s.



7. Don’t recall seeing dredging at Little Falls, but think SDW did some later.
8. On occasion, if generators failed, small amount of lubricating oil might have
been lost to river. It would have been stated in the operating log. Remember

that happened once, and some oil (not transformer fluid) would escape.
Records are “station log” kept at Little Falls station.

Tom Howard
Tom says:

Tom was hired as a civil engineer by Bill Foley for SDW in 1987 or 1988. Now
Environmental Manager for S.D. Warren for Westbrook and the hydro properties.

Tom took over responsibility for the dam from John McGregor before passing those
responsibilities to Brad Goulet in mid 2000s.

Tom is not aware of any spills, or spill records, for the Little Falls dam property.
Hadn’t walked transmission line before fall 2011. My duties were similar to Brad. My

answers similar. Except | was in Keddy Mill once and heard water running in the
basement (the river flowing through/underneath).

Brad Goulet
Tom Howard says, about Brad: Brad is the current Hydro Manager/Utilities Engineer.
Brad says:

1. About 2005, | did water wheel repairs and mechanical/reliability work.
Started going out to Little Falls then.

2. Did Trash racks repair in 2005. Forebay fills up with sand. To repair trash
racks, we put a Bobcat in forebay; sand was piled in parking lot. T. Howard
arranged testing. Sand still there as of 4/30/12 [it was subsequently removed].

Did sand removal twice, in subsequent years. Same procedure. Not aware of
any removal downstream.



In 2010, | was asked to manage hydros -- includes site resp. building repairs,
recreation, etc. Current role includes: budget for hydros (regulatory,
improvements, capital). Crew works for Mark Fall; Fall reports to me.

Bypass gate facility replacement and repair occurred at Little Falls.

Went to transmission line property for first time in 2012, late winter, with T.
Howard and R. Weeden. No inspection of river sediments.

There is “parking” sign for fishing access at Little Falls hydro parking lot but
public doesn’t seem to use it.

No spills, spill reporting as far as | know. But we did transformer testing for
PCB contents.

A Security Firm is hired May to September to monitor the property. Probably
only inspects parking lot. Jean Wheat hires them.



Drouin, Allison (S.Portland,ME-US)

From: Howard, Tom <Tom.Howard@sappi.com>

Sent: Friday, August 10, 2012 1:03 PM

To: Ken Gray (KGray@PierceAtwood.com); Springer, Charles (S.Portland,ME-US); Sullivan,
Dave (Lowell,MA-US); O'Regan, Briana; Fitzgerald, Lawrence (Augusta,ME-US)

Subject: Little Falls Hydro lower level

Attachments: DSCNO0087.ZIP; DSCN0088.ZIP; DSCN0089.ZIP; DSCN0090.ZIP; DSCN0091.ZIP;

DSCNO0092.ZI1P; DSCNO0093.ZIP; DSCNO0094.Z1P; DSCN0095.ZIP; DSCN0096.ZIP;
DSCNO0097.Z1P; DSCNO0098.ZIP; DSCN0099.ZIP; DSCN0100.ZIP; DSCNO0101.ZIP;
DSCNO0102.Z1P; DSCNO0103.ZIP; DSCN0104.ZIP; DSCN0105.Z1P; DSCNO0106.ZIP;
DSCNO0107.ZIP; DSCN0108.ZIP; DSCNO0109.ZIP; DSCN0110.ZIP; DSCN0111.ZIP;
DSCNO0112.ZIP; DSCNO0113.ZIP; DSCNO0114.ZIP; DSCNO0115.ZIP

To all,

Attached are pictures of the lower level of Little Falls. There are duplicates of most pictures as | tried to make sure | got
the ceiling and floor all around the room.

There is a furnace, a water pump and an air receiver tank in the room.

The furnace has an oil line going to it that looks like it used to come from the machine room (where the generators are)
but is cut off before it leaves the room. There are no signs of any oil leakage or stains on the floor. Don Bernier was
with me and he could not recall where the oil tank was and he said to his knowledge the furnace has not been run by
Sappi.

The water pump is disconnected and the suction line does not leave the room.

The air receiver is disconnected with nothing going to or from it.

There is also a black plastic pipe on the floor that has a screen on one end and both ends are open and it is just laying on
the floor.

Tom Howard

Environmental Manager

Sappi Fine Paper North America
89 Cumberland Street

PO Box 5000

Westbrook, ME 04098-1597
(207) 856-4286 - Office

(207) 856-4010 - fax
tom.howard@sappi.com
www.sappi.com

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com




Photos provided by Sappi

Little Falls Hydro Lower Level / furnace room @TRC
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Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report
Little Falls Site, Windham & Gorham, Maine September 06, 2012

APPENDIX 4

Legal Description of the Site and Related Documentation

Assessor’s Property Card Map 38, lot 10
Assessor’s Property Card Map 3, Lot 8a
Assessor’s property Card Map 111, Lots 91L
Windham Tax Map
Gorham Tax Map
Town of Windham Zoning Map
Town of Gorham Zoning Map
Gorham Interactive Map Showing Parcel
Purchase & Sale Agreement and Deed
Site Survey Plan
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PARCEL SUMMARY (MBLU : 38/ 10/ / /; Location:1 MAIN ST) Page 1 of 2

1 MAIN ST

MBLU : 38/10///
Eo &9 Location: 1 MAIN ST
20 Owner Name: WARREN S D CO

Account Number: W3547R

SEARCH FOR SIMILAR
SaLe PropPERTIES

Item Assessed Value
Improvements 922,000
Land 117,700
Total: 1,039,700
ﬁ Owner of Record

WARREN S D CO

PO BOX 5000

WESTBROOK, ME 04098

ﬁ Ownership History

Owner Name Book/Page Sale Date Sale Price
WARREN S D CO 3612/ 25 10/28/1994
SCOTT PAPER CO 0/0

- Land Use (click here for a list of codes and descriptions)

Land Use Code Land Use Description
4400 IND LD DV

= Land Line Valuation

Size Zone Assessed Value
0.73 AC VvC 117,700

Construction Detail

Iltem Value
STYLE Vacant Land

http://data.visionappraisal.com/WindhamME /parcel.aspPpid=4153 5/7/2012



PARCEL SUMMARY (MBLU : 38/ 10/ / /; Location:1 MAIN ST)

MODEL Vacant

Building Valuation

Item Value

Living Area 0 square feet
Replacement Cost 0

Year Built

Depreciation 100%

Replacement Cost Less
Depreciation

Outbuildings (click here for a list of codes and descriptions)

Code Description Units
DAM 1

Extra Features (click here for alist of codes and descriptions)

Code Description Units
No Extra Building Features

Vacant Land, No Sketch

Online Database for Windham, ME Powered by Vision Appraisal Technology

http://data.visionappraisal.com/WindhamME /parcel.aspPpid=4153

BU|Id|ng Sketch (click here for alist of codes and descriptions)

Page 2 of 2

5/7/2012



PARCEL SUMMARY (MBLU : 3/ 8/ A/ /; Location:8 MALLISON FALLS RD) Page 1 of 2

8 MALLISON FALLS RD

MBLU : 3/8/ Al
Eo &’Q Location: 8 MALLISON FALLS RD
20 Owner Name: WARREN S D CO

Account Number: W3546R

SEARCH FOR SIMILAR
SaLe PropPERTIES

Item Assessed Value
Improvements 200,100
Land 39,700
Total: 239,800
ﬁ Owner of Record

WARREN S D CO

PO BOX 5000

WESTBROOK, ME 04098

ﬁ Ownership History

Owner Name Book/Page Sale Date Sale Price
WARREN S D CO 3612/ 25 10/28/1994
SCOTT PAPER CO 0/0

- Land Use (click here for a list of codes and descriptions)

Land Use Code Land Use Description
4400 IND LD DV

= Land Line Valuation

Size Zone Assessed Value
8.00 AC Sz 39,700

Construction Detail

Iltem Value
STYLE Vacant Land

http://data.visionappraisal.com/WindhamME/parcel.asp?pid=112 5/7/2012



PARCEL SUMMARY (MBLU : 3/ 8/ A/ /; Location:8 MALLISON FALLS RD)

MODEL Vacant

Building Valuation

Item Value

Living Area 0 square feet
Replacement Cost 0

Year Built

Depreciation 100%

Replacement Cost Less
Depreciation

Outbuildings (click here for a list of codes and descriptions)

Code Description Units
DAM 1

Extra Features (click here for alist of codes and descriptions)

Code Description Units
No Extra Building Features

BU|Id|ng Sketch (click here for alist of codes and descriptions)
Vacant Land, No Sketch

Online Database for Windham, ME Powered by Vision Appraisal Technology

http://data.visionappraisal.com/WindhamME/parcel.asp?pid=112

Page 2 of 2

5/7/2012



PARCEL SUMMARY ( Map-Lot-Unit: 111/ 91L/ / /; Location: GRAY ROAD)

GRAY ROAD

Map-Lot-Unit : 111/91L/11
EQ &’O Location: GRAY ROAD
eo Owner Name: SCOTT PAPER COMPANY

Account Number: S1350R

SEARCH FOR SIMILAR
SaLe PropPERTIES

Item Assessed Value
Improvements 309,300
Land 194,900
Total: 504,200
ﬁ Owner of Record

SCOTT PAPER COMPANY

C/O SD WARREN CO

BOX 5000, 89 CUMBERLAND ST
WESTBROOK, ME 04092

ﬁ Ownership History

Owner Name Book/Page Sale Date
SCOTT PAPER COMPANY 3612/ 25 10/18/1974

= Land Line Valuation

Size Zone Assessed Value
2.50 AC UR 194,900

Construction Detail

Iltem Value
STYLE Vacant Land
MODEL Vacant

Building Valuation

Iltem Value

http://data.visionappraisal.com/GorhamME /parcel.asp?pid=5287

Page 1 of 2

Sale Price

5/31/2012



PARCEL SUMMARY ( Map-Lot-Unit: 111/ 91L/ / /; Location: GRAY ROAD) Page 2 of 2

Living Area 0 square feet
Replacement Cost 0

Year Built

Depreciation 100%

Replacement Cost Less

Depreciation 0
& Outbuildings
Description Units
FLAT AMOUNT 239800 UNITS

W Extra Features

Code Description Units
No Extra Building Features

Building Sketch
Vacant Land, No Sketch

Online Database for Gorham, ME Powered by Vision Appraisal Technology

http://data.visionappraisal.com/GorhamME /parcel.asp?pid=5287 5/31/2012
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