May 2, 2024

Jennifer Flynn

Senior Project Coordinator
Massachusetts School Building Authority
40 Broad St |Suite 500 | Boston, MA

Re: Town of Dedham
Oakdale Elementary School Project
Preferred Schematic Report Submission

Dear Jennifer:

Please accept the enclosed documents as constituting the Preferred Schematic Report for the
above referenced project. This submission was prepared by Jonathan Levi Architects, Inc. in
conjunction with Vertex.

The District has reviewed and approved the Report for submission to the MSBA in accordance
with Article 8.1.1 of the OPM contract. This approval is reflected in the Local Actions and
Approvals letter included in this report.

We have reviewed these documents for conformance and completeness with the MSBA
requirements for a Preferred Schematic Report. In general, our review has found these
documents to be in conformance with MSBA requirements.

Please note that this review does not address the technical quality or sufficiency of the design
and, in accordance with Article 2.6 of the OPM contract, should not be construed as an
assumption of the Designer’s responsibilities or duties.

Very truly yours,

Jon Lemieux
Project Director
Vertex

Cc: John Tocci, Dedham School Building Rehabilitation Committee, Chair
Ms. Nan Murphy, Superintendent of Schools
Jonathan Levi, Jonathan Levi Architects, Inc.

THE VERTEX COMPANIES, LLC
ONE EDGEWATER DR., SUITE 204
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PREFERRED SCHEMATIC REPORT

1 Introduction

Overview and Background
The 2020 Dedham Public Schools Facility Master Plan is a methodical
process of planning and upgrading schools in the Dedham community.
Throughout the 1980's the Dedham Public Schools closed four of its
eight elementary schools and consolidated its declining enrollment
at the remaining four schools. As the millennium came to a close,
Dedham’s aging school infrastructure was in clear need of an overhaul.
« December 2000 - the Town of Dedham established a School
Building Rehabilitation Committee to study and recommend
improvements to the aging structures that houses the town’s
students.
2003 - the district completed its first comprehensive 25 year
School Facilities Master Plan, and the planning required to
complete that initial document has continued to guide our
thinking.
2006 - A new Dedham Middle School for Grades 6-8
opened.
2008 - An updated Facilities Master Plan completed.
2012 - A new Avery Elementary School opened.
2013 - An updated Facilities Master Plan completed.
2019 - A new Early Childhood Education Center opened.
February 2020 - The current Facilities Master Plan update
completed.

The 2020 Facilities Master Plan update provides a comprehensive review
of the districts remaining outdated school buildings still in use (Oakdale,
Greenlodge , and Riverdale Elementary Schools and Dedham High
School). The report recommends immediate replacement of the 1902
Oakdale Elementary School. This building has been in constant use as
an elementary school for more than 115 years and despite significant
maintenance investment it is no longer adequate educational space to
meet the needs of students in the 21st century.

Subsequently, the MSBA was engaged to conduct an analysis and
prepare an enrollment projection that was completed in January 2022.
As a result, (3) enrollment types were recommended to be investigated
in the Feasibility Study for the new Oakdale Elementary School.

Oakdale School - 235 students

Oakdale + Riverdale Schools — 450 students

Oakdale + Greenlodge Schools - 550 students

Enrollment Modification

UPDATE - The Preferred Schematic Report for the Oakdale school was
submitted to the MSBA 8/31/2023 and approved 10/25/2023 based
on the enrollment options above. Through the detailed PSR process,
the School Committee voted unanimously on 6/7/23 for an Oakdale
+ Greenlodge 550 students school. The SBRC on 6/26/23 voted
unanimously for the Oakdale site.. The 8/31/23 PSR concluded with

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report
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MSBA deliverables including scaled plans, site development, along with
MEP, Structure, and Utility coordination for the following configuration.
Oakdale + Greenlodge 550 students at Oakdale site.

The project subsequently moved into the Schematic Design phase
further developing this enrollment configuration the Oakdale site. The
Design team met with teachers, administrators, staff, custodial and
kitchen staff to further refine the program, and study design options of
how this materializes at this site.

On December 1, 2023 the MSBA provided responses to questions
prompted by the Town of Dedham regarding a change in projected
student enrollment. Given the responses provided, at the meeting on
December 19, 2023 the SBRC voted to not submit the Schematic Design
in process and engage the MSBA in a re-evaluation of the enrollment
options.

On January 31, 2024 the MSBA issued a letter documenting a re-
calculation of the enrollment projections and revised the enrollment
options to the list below.

Oakdale School - 360 students

Oakdale + Riverdale Schools - 560 students

Oakdale + Greenlodge - 665 students

On February 28, 2024 the MSBA issued a letter to return to the PSR
phase to study new enrollment options identified. This REVISED
Preferred Schematic Report documents the enrollment number change
throughout the process.

The MSBA table outline of options to be re-evaluated is below.



Documents from the MSBA follow:
11/28/23  MSBA approval of previous PSR with enrollment of 550
students
12/1/23 MSBA letter to Dedham
1/31/24 MSBA enrollment letter
2/28/24 MSBA recategorization letter

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report: -
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Deborah B. Goldberg James A. MacDonald John K. McCarthy
Chairman, State Treasurer Chief Executive Officer Executive Director / Deputy CEO

November 28, 2023

Mr. Leon Goodwin, Town Manager
Town of Dedham

Dedham Town Hall

450 Washington Street

Dedham, MA 02026

Re: Town of Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School
Dear Mr. Goodwin:

On October 25, 2023, the Massachusetts School Building Authority’s Board of Directors voted to
approve the Town of Dedham’s Preferred Schematic for the Oakdale Elementary School project.
Based on this approval, enclosed is a Design Enrollment Certification for 550 students in grades 1-5
for your review and execution. The enclosed Design Enrollment Certification will replace the
previous Study Enrollment Certification, which was signed by the Town of Dedham February 2,
2022 and submitted to the MSBA.

Please sign and return the attached certification within 21 calendar days to document the Town of
Dedham’s agreement on the design enroliment for the Oakdale Elementary School project.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact Christina Forde
(Christina.Forde@MassSchoolBuildings.org).

Sincerely,

Michael McGurl
Director of Capital Planning

Cc:  Legislative Delegation
James A. MacDonald, Chair, Dedham Select Board
Victor Hebert, Chair, Dedham School Committee
Nan Murphy, Superintendent, Dedham Public Schools
John Tocci, Chair, Dedham School Building Rehabilitation Committee
Matt Haffner, Director of Facilities, Town of Dedham
Matt Wells, Assistant Superintendent of Business and Finance, Dedham Public Schools
Jon Lemieux, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 ® Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 ® www.MassSchoolBuildings.org
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November 28, 2023
Dedham Design Enrollment Letter

Steve Theran, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Anissa Ellis, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Jonathan Levi, Jonathan Levi Architects

Philip Gray, Jonathan Levi Architects

Carol Harris, Jonathan Levi Architects

File: 10.2 Letters (Region 4)
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MASSACHUSETTS SCHOOL BUILDING AUTHORITY

TOWN OF DEDHAM
OAKDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

DESIGN ENROLLMENT CERTIFICATION

As a result of a collaborative analysis with the Massachusetts School Building Authority
(the “MSBA”) of enrollment projections and space capacity needs for the proposed
project at the Oakdale Elementary School, the Town of Dedham hereby acknowledges
and agrees that the design of the proposed project at the Oakdale Elementary School shall
be based on a consolidated enrollment of no more than 550 students in grades 1-5 from
the Oakdale Elementary and Greenlodge Elementary Schools. The Town of Dedham
further acknowledges and agrees that pursuant to 963 CMR 2.00 et seq., the MSBA shall
determine the square feet per student space allowance and total square footage for an
elementary school serving 550 students in grades 1-5 that consolidates the Oakdale
Elementary School and the Greenlodge Elementary Schools. The Town of Dedham
acknowledges and agrees that it has no right or entitlement to any particular design
enrollment, square feet per student space allowance, or total square footage and that it has
no right or entitlement to a design enroliment any greater than 550 students for the
consolidation of the Oakdale Elementary School and the Greenlodge Elementary School,
and further acknowledges and agrees that it shall not bring any claim or action, legal or
equitable, against the MSBA, or any of its officers or employees, for the purpose of
obtaining an increase in the design enrollment at the Oakdale Elementary School that it
has acknowledged and agreed to herein. The Town of Dedham further acknowledges and
agrees that, among other things, the design enrollment, square feet per student space
allowance, and total square footage of the Oakdale Elementary School shall be subject to
the approval of the MSBA'’s Board and that the final approval of a proposed project at the
Oakdale Elementary School shall be within the sole discretion of the MSBA’s Board.

The undersigned, for themselves and the Town of Dedham, hereby certify that they have
read and understand the contents of this Design Enrollment Certification and that each of
the above statements is true, complete and accurate. The undersigned also hereby certify
that they have been duly authorized by the appropriate governmental body to execute this
Certification on behalf of the Town of Dedham and to bind the Town of Dedham to its
terms.

Chief Executive Officer Duly Authorized Representative of School
Committee
Date Date

Superintendent of Schools

Date






Deborah B. Goldberg James A. MacDonald Mary L. Pichetti
Chair, State Treasurer Chief Executive Officer Executive Director / Deputy CEO

December 1, 2023

Mr. John Tocci, Chair

Dedham School Building Rehabilitation Committee
Town of Dedham

Dedham Town Hall

450 Washington Street

Dedham, MA 02026

Re: Town of Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School
Dear Mr. Tocci:

Thank you for your email dated November 22, 2023, in which you as the Chair of the Dedham
School Building Rehabilitation Committee (“SBRC”) request the Massachusetts School Building
Authority (“MSBA?”) provide written responses to three questions so that the SBRC may publish
the answers to the citizenry of Dedham.

As you note, the MSBA has received a letter and two emails with questions from the Dedham
Community which have been forwarded to your attention. In response to your inquiry, the
MSBA is providing written responses to your stated questions and has also incorporated
responses to the other community questions as well.

Question 1 — Email dated 11/22/23 from John Tocci:

If Dedham wanted to build a bigger standalone Oakdale — for example, a 20-classroom school
for at least 360 students -- would the MSBA fund their portion of a 235 enrollment and allow the
District to pay the financial difference for the additional enroliment? Said another way, if the
cost of a 235-student school was $70 Million and the cost of a 20 classroom, 360 student school
was $90 Million; and the town fully paid for the differential between the two ($20 Million),
would the MSBA still reimburse the town the approved costs of the $70 Million, 235 student
school?

MSBA Response to Question 1:

A critical early component in completing the feasibility study and schematic design phases
begins with an appropriate study or design enrollment that positions the District to efficiently
meet space capacity needs throughout potential future enrollment variations. As part of
completing Eligibility Period and being invited into Feasibility Study by the MSBA Board of
Directors, the District provided information and met with the MSBA to arrive at agreed upon
study enrollments.

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 ® Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 ® www.MassSchoolBuildings.org
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December 1, 2023
Town of Dedham

The MSBA uses a data driven enrollment projection methodology based on the widely accepted
modified grade-to-grade cohort survival methodology (the “enrollment methodology™). The
MSBA’s enrollment methodology generates a baseline enroliment projection as discussed during
the December 20, 2021, enrollment meeting, and as further described on the MSBA’s website
found under the ‘Building With Us’, “MSBA Enrollment Methodology’ section.

The MSBA received the District’s completed on-line enrollment questionnaire on September 29,
2021, which included housing permit and housing development information. The District
received a projection package ahead of attending a virtual enrollment meeting with the MSBA on
December 20, 2021, during which the MSBA presented the projection information and the
District shared believed impacts to student enrollment. This process informed the MSBA’s
enrollment projections captured in the MSBA’s January 31, 2022, letter. The District’s signed
study enrollment certification dated February 2, 2022, is on file with the MSBA.

As noted in the signed study enrollment certification, the Town has acknowledged that “it has no
right or entitlement to any design enrollment any greater than any of the enrollments noted
above” (see study enrollments in certification). The MSBA’s enrollment process considers
multiple factors and resources as indicated on our website here. Based on an agreed upon design
enrollment, the MSBA collaborates with each district to aggressively pursue strategies to create
right-sized facilities, that are more affordable to construct and less costly to operate and
maintain. The MSBA does not participate in projects that are constructed to serve an enroliment
higher than the agreed upon enrollment.

The October 31, 2023, letter from multiple Dedham residents supplies information that the
signatories believe is new and should be reviewed. If the District believes that there is new or
different information beyond what has already been provided to the MSBA by the District during
the enrollment process and the District would like the MSBA to review this information, then the
District should provide a written communication signed by the Chief Elected Official, the School
Committee Chair and the Superintendent requesting that the MSBA consider reevaluating the
enrollment and the District should supply this new or different information.

Questions 2 and 3 — Email dated 11/22/23 from John Tocci:

2. If either the Dedham Town Meeting vote or townwide debt exclusion vote were to fail in the
spring of 2024 (after presumed approval by the MSBA of Schematic Design), would Dedham be
able to get an extension for the purpose of considering and changing the construction location
(thereby necessitating new design) without falling out of the MSBA process?

3. If either the Dedham Town Meeting vote or townwide debt exclusion vote were to fail in the
spring of 2024 (after presumed approval by the MSBA of Schematic Design), would Dedham be
able to ask for a different enrollment option, either reverting to the 235 standalone school
previously approved by the MSBA (but not chosen by the District) or a larger standalone
Oakdale — for example a 20 classroom school -- without falling out of the MSBA process?

MSBA Response to Questions 2 and 3:

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 e Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 e www.MassSchoolBuildings.org
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December 1, 2023
Town of Dedham

No. Once the District submits its Schematic Design and the MSBA votes to approve the
Schematic Design Submission, the District has 120 days to seek local approval for the approved
project. In the event that a school district fails to approve funding for the approved project
within the 120-day deadline, by no later than 10 business days following the failed vote, the
school district must submit to the MSBA a plan that: 1) presents the vote results, 2) explains the
school district’s understanding of the reason(s) for the failed vote, and 3) sets forth the school
district’s plan to remedy the failed vote and a suggested timeline for such a remedy.

Please note that any proposed remedy would apply only to the project as approved by the MSBA
Board of Directors and would not include proposing any alternatives, such as the location of the
project and/or the enrollment for the project. The MSBA does not consider requests to study an
alternative project after the Board has approved the project. The MSBA'’s failed vote policy is
available on our website here.

We hope that these clarifications are helpful and that it will enable you to address the existing
and any future questions that may arise from your community. We appreciate that the District
has been maintaining a website providing project information and would encourage you to
update your Frequently Asked Questions section as needed based on this information as well as
the progress of your project.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Pichetti
Executive Director

Cc:  Legislative Delegation
Dennis J. Teehan, Jr., Vice-Chair, Dedham Select Board
Victor Hebert, Chair, Dedham School Committee
Matt Haffner, Director of Facilities, Town of Dedham
Nan Murphy, Superintendent, Dedham Public Schools
Matt Wells, Assistant Superintendent of Business and Finance, Dedham Public
Schools Jon Lemieux, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Steve Theran, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Anissa Ellis, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Jonathan Levi, Jonathan Levi Architects
Philip Gray, Jonathan Levi Architects
Carol Harris, Jonathan Levi Architects
File: 10.2 Letters (Region 4)

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 e Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 e www.MassSchoolBuildings.org






Deborah B. Goldberg James A. MacDonald Mary L. Pichetti
Chair, State Treasurer Chief Executive Officer Executive Director / Deputy CEO

January 31, 2024

Mr. Leon Goodwin, Town Manager
Town of Dedham

Dedham Town Hall

450 Washington Street

Dedham, MA 02026

Re: Town of Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School

Dear Mr. Goodwin:

I would like to thank representatives of the Town of Dedham (the “District”) for continuing to
work with the Massachusetts School Building Authority (the “MSBA”) towards the most
educationally appropriate and cost-effective solution for the Oakdale Elementary School project
(the “Proposed Project”) and for meeting with staff on January 26, 2024, to review updated
enrollment projections and methodologies informed by updated information from the District. As
discussed, this enrollment letter replaces the MSBA enrollment letter issued to the District dated
January 31, 2022, and the attached enrollment certification replaces the enrollment certification
on file with the MSBA dated February 2, 2022. The next critical step is for the MSBA and the
District to agree on a study enrollment for the Proposed Project.

The MSBA works with local communities to create affordable, sustainable, and energy efficient
schools across Massachusetts. A critical early component in achieving these objectives begins
with an appropriate design enrollment that positions the District to efficiently meet space
capacity needs throughout potential future enrollment variations.

The MSBA uses a data driven enrollment projection methodology based on the widely accepted
modified grade-to-grade cohort survival methodology (the “enrollment methodology”). The
MSBA’s enrollment methodology generates a baseline enroliment projection as discussed during
the January 26, 2024, enrollment meeting, and as further described on the MSBA’s website
found under the “Building With Us’, “MSBA Enrollment Methodology’ section.

Based on information supplied by the District, data from sources such as the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education (“DESE”) and Department of Public Health, and
discussion with the District, the MSBA has been able to create an enrollment projection for the
Oakdale Elementary School project, as follows.

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 ® Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 ® www.MassSchoolBuildings.org
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Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School Enrollment Letter

The Oakdale Elementary School currently serves a portion of the District’s grade 1-5 enrollment.
The MSBA understands that the District would like its feasibility study to also examine options
that explore consolidation with the Greenlodge Elementary School or the Riverdale Elementary
School, both of which also serve the District’s grade 1-5 enrollment. Based on the information
provided by the District in its Statement of Interest and prior to its invitation to Eligibility Period,
the MSBA will not evaluate any additional grade levels for the potential eligibility of space
beyond grades 1-5 or the inclusion of Pre-K in the Proposed Project. Accordingly, this analysis
will be focused on the enrollment projections for grade 1-5 enrollment.

The table below illustrates the District’s K-12 enrollment during the most recent ten-year period,
including enrollment for the 2023-24 school year as reported by DESE.

S;';;’;’l K 1-5 6-8 9-12 Total
2014-2015 | 194 1,093 680 700 2,667
2015-2016 | 182 1,069 666 718 2,635
2016-2017 | 187 1,041 631 739 2,598
2017-2018 | 173 1,051 603 734 2,561
2018-2019 | 201 993 647 748 2,589
2019-2020 | 229 982 674 716 2,601
2020-2021 | 202 933 659 682 2,476
2021-2022 | 224 962 572 694 2,452
2022-2023 | 201 993 540 710 2,444
2023-2024 | 240 1,081 543 726 2,590

The total grade 1-5 enrollment as reported by DESE for the 2023-2024 school year was 1,081
students, which reflects a decrease of 12 students (-1.1%) from the grade 1-5 enrollment reported
for the 2014-2015 school year, which was the maximum grade 1-5 enrollment reported in the
preceding ten years. Additionally, the current year’s grade 1-5 enrollment reflects an increase of
61 students (+6.0%) from the average grade 1-5 enrollment reported during the preceding ten-
year period. The MSBA understands that the District is proposing a study enrollment option of
460 students in grades 1-5, which varies depending upon the solution that is selected for the
Proposed Project.

With respect to future enroliments, the MSBA’s base enrollment projection indicates the
District’s grade 1-5 enrollment will stabilize then trend slightly upward near the end of the
review period. In accordance with the MSBA’s Enrollment Methodology, the baseline
enrollment is calculated using the ten-year average of projected enrollments. As such, the
average grade 1-5 base enrollment projection through the 2033-2034 school year is 1,110
students.

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 ® Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 ® www.MassSchoolBuildings.org
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Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School Enrollment Letter

As a result of a sensitivity analysis performed by the MSBA on this base enrollment projection
and further discussion with the District, the following adjustment has been made to the base
enrollment projection:

e Out-of-District Enrollment

o Inorder to adjust for fluctuations to the out-of-district enrollment patterns of the
District’s residents over time, the MSBA has made an additional adjustment to the
base enrollment projection.

o In order to make this adjustment, the MSBA adjusted the grade-to-grade survival
ratios for grade 1-5 enrollment by a total of 3.3% throughout a four-year period in
the projection.

o This adjustment added students to the base grade 1-5 enrollment as compared to
the projection without this adjustment, as follows:

= Qakdale Elementary School: 10 students

= QOakdale Elementary School - Greenlodge Elementary School
consolidation: 15 students

= QOakdale Elementary School - Riverdale Elementary School consolidation:
15 students

Development

o Based on the discussions between the District and the MSBA regarding new
housing developments and the supplemental development information provided
by the District, the MSBA enrollment model has been adjusted to use the five-
year 75th percentile cohort survival rate for 2025 and 2026, rather than the five-
year average cohort survival rate, which is utilized throughout the base enrollment
forecast.

o This adjustment added students to the base grade 1-5 enrollment, as compared to
the projection without this adjustment, as follows:

= (Qakdale Elementary School: 20 students

= QOakdale Elementary School - Greenlodge Elementary School
consolidation: 30 students

= Qakdale Elementary School - Riverdale Elementary School consolidation:
25 students

In order to recommend an enrollment for an appropriately sized Oakdale Elementary School
project, the MSBA analyzed use of the District’s grade 1-5 elementary schools using “school
use” information as provided by the District. The following schools were included in the
MSBA’s analysis because they also serve grade 1-5 enrollment: the Avery Elementary School,
the Greenlodge Elementary School, and the Riverdale Elementary School (the “non-project
schools”). A total of 40 general classrooms, exclusive of Special Education, Art, Music, or
“other” spaces were identified and multiplied by 23, resulting in space for 920 students in the
grade 1-5 non-project schools, identified above. The MSBA understands that there may be a
possibility for any school district to have fluctuations in their future enrollment. Therefore, a
15% buffer has been included resulting in an assumed 782 student enrollment in the non-project
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Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School Enrollment Letter

schools, which is rounded to the nearest five students, for a total of 780 students serving grade 1-
5 enrollment.

The exercise above was repeated to support the District’s interest in studying options that
consider the consolidation of the Oakdale Elementary School and the Greenlodge Elementary
School. The following non-project schools were included: the Avery Elementary School and the
Riverdale Elementary School, resulting in a total of 25 general classrooms, yielding space for
575 students in the non-project schools. Providing a 15% buffer yields an assumed 489 student
enrollment in the non-project schools, which is rounded to the nearest five students, for a total of
490 students serving grade 1-5 enrollment.

The exercise above was repeated again to support the District’s interest in studying options that
consider the consolidation of the Oakdale Elementary School and the Riverdale Elementary
School. The following non-project schools were included: the Avery Elementary School and the
Greenlodge Elementary School, resulting in a total of 30 general classrooms, yielding space for
690 students in the non-project schools. Providing a 15% buffer yields an assumed 586 student
enrollment in the non-project schools, which is rounded to the nearest five students, for a total of
585 serving grade 1-5 enrollment.

As a result of the analysis on the average base enroliment projection, the adjustment to the base
projection described above, historical enrollment trends of the District, and the review of school
use as described above, the MSBA recommends the following study enrollment options for the
Oakdale Elementary School project:
e Oakdale Elementary School: 360 students serving grades 1-5 enrollment (1,140 students
— 780 spaces in non-project schools)
e Oakdale Elementary School and Riverdale Elementary School: 560 students serving
grades 1-5 enrollment (1,145 students — 585 spaces in non-project schools)
e QOakdale Elementary School and Greenlodge Elementary School: 665 students serving
grades 1-5 (1,155 students — 490 spaces in non-project schools)

Please note that this recommendation for multiple study enrollments does not represent an
affirmation by the MSBA for approval and/or funding of any of these options and are intended
only to provide a framework to inform the feasibility study, to be conducted as a means of
determining the most cost effective and educationally sound solution to be agreed upon by the
District and the MSBA.

If the Preferred Schematic is based on the consolidation of the Oakdale Elementary School and
the Greenlodge Elementary School, or the consolidation of the Oakdale Elementary School and
the Riverdale Elementary School, the District will be required to document in the Preferred
Schematic Report the proposed future use or disposition of any existing spaces vacated or
otherwise reprogrammed by this potential project and provide a description of the changes
needed to the vacated schools and sites to accommodate the proposed use; including conceptual
budgets, and schedules.
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Further, the MSBA will require a written plan from the District describing the process for
determining local support for the consolidated Preferred Schematic and associated redistricting
as a result of the consolidation, as well as the potential work required to prepare the vacated
school buildings for the proposed use, as applicable, once the proposed Oakdale Elementary
School project opens.

The MSBA believes that this study enrollment recommendation will position the District to
efficiently meet space capacity needs throughout future enrollment variations. Please sign and
return the attached certification by February 8, 2024, to confirm agreement on this

study enrollment. If the District feels that this study enrollment does not meet the needs of the
District, please respond to this letter via e-mail to Jennifer Flynn at your earliest convenience.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me
or Jennifer.Flynn@MassSchoolBuildings.org) at 617-720-4466.

Sincerely,

Michael McGurl
Director of Capital Planning

Cc:  Legislative Delegation
Dennis J. Teehan, Jr., Vice Chair, Dedham Select Board
Victor Hebert, Chair, Dedham School Committee
John Tocci, Chair, Dedham School Building Rehabilitation Committee
Matt Haffner, Director of Facilities, Town of Dedham
Nan Murphy, Superintendent, Dedham Public Schools
Matt Wells, Assistant Superintendent of Business and Finance, Dedham Public Schools
File: 10.2 Letters (Region 4)
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Deborah B. Goldberg James A. MacDonald Mary L. Pichetti
Chair, State Treasurer Chief Executive Officer Executive Director / Deputy CEO

February 28, 2024

Mr. Leon Goodwin, Town Manager
Town of Dedham

Dedham Town Hall

450 Washington Street

Dedham, MA 02026

Re: Town of Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School
Dear Mr. Goodwin:

I am pleased to report that the Board of the Massachusetts School Building Authority (the
“MSBA”) has voted to re-categorize the Statement of Interest for the Oakdale Elementary School in
the Town of Dedham (the “Town”) from the Feasibility Study category to the Eligibility Period
category, to allow the Town and the MSBA to re-evaluate the enrollment projections originally
established during Eligibility Period, and to return the Statement of Interest to Feasibility Study, so
the Town may commence with a new Feasibility Study utilizing the updated study enrollment
options reflected in the enrollment letter and certification dated January 31, 2024.

The vote by the MSBA’s Board rescinds the October 25, 2023, Board approval of the Preferred
Schematic for the replacement of the Oakdale Elementary School and the Greenlodge Elementary
School with a new consolidated facility to serve 550 students in grades 1-5 on the existing Oakdale
Elementary School site.

Please note that the authorization to approve the Town of Dedham to return to the Feasibility Study
category includes a reimbursement exclusion provision regarding the eligibility of costs associated
with the second Feasibility Study. As the MSBA has reimbursed the Town for the approved,
eligible cost of the first Feasibility Study, the MSBA will not reimburse the Town for duplicative
costs associated with a second Feasibility Study.

We will be contacting you soon to discuss these next steps in more detail, but in the meantime, |
wanted to share with you the Board’s approval to re-categorize the Statement of Interest for the
Oakdale Elementary School in the Town of Dedham from the Feasibility Study category to the
Eligibility Period category, to allow the Town and the MSBA to re-evaluate the enrollment
projections originally established during Eligibility Period, and return the Statement of Interest to
Feasibility Study, so the Town may commence with a new Feasibility Study utilizing the updated
study enrollment options.

I look forward to continuing to work with you throughout the MSBA’s grant program process. As
always, feel free to contact me or my staff at (617) 720-4466 should you have any questions.

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 ® Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 ® www.MassSchoolBuildings.org
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February 28, 2024
Dedham, Oakdale Elementary School Re-categorization Board Action Letter

Sincerely,

Mary L. Pichetti
Executive Director

Cc:  Legislative Delegation
Victor Hebert, Chair, Dedham School Committee
Nan Murphy, Superintendent, Dedham Public Schools
John Tocci, Chair, Dedham School Building Rehabilitation Committee
Matt Haffner, Director of Facilities, Town of Dedham
Matt Wells, Assistant Superintendent of Business and Finance, Dedham Public Schools
Jon Lemieux, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Steve Theran, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Anissa Ellis, Owner’s Project Manager, The Vertex Companies, LLC
Jonathan Levi, Jonathan Levi Architects
Philip Gray, Jonathan Levi Architects
Carol Harris, Jonathan Levi Architects
File: 10.2 Letters (Region 4)

40 Broad Street, Suite 500 ® Boston, MA 02109 e Phone: 617-720-4466 ® www.MassSchoolBuildings.org



Oakdale
Greenlodge
Riverdale

(apen

Striar
(apen-Striar

Paul Park

Dolan Center
Whitcomb Woods

Rustcraft Road

1.1 Overview of Process
During the 2023 PDP process, a multitude of sites were carefully
considered and analyzed as potential school building locations
concluding with 5 sites to proceed into the PSR for further consideration.
- Oakdale
- Greenlodge
+ Riverdale
- Capen
- Striar

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report

Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham, Massachusetts
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After the issuance of the PDP in March 2023, the SBRC voted

unanimously to remove the Striar site from further consideration by the
town on April 26, 2023. Comments included safety concerns associated
with restricted access to the site, wetlands restrictions, and the fact that

the property is not controlled by the School Department all could delay
or derail the project if selected.

Striar site removed from consideration
4/26/23



On June 7, 2023 during the original 8/31/23 PSR, the Dedham School
Committee unanimously voted to move forward with a combined 550
Oakdale-Greenlodge student enrollment option for the Oakdale School
Project. The 550 enrollment option inherently removed the Riverdale
site from further consideration since it would not host a Oakdale only
nor Oakdale-Greenlodge option on its site.

UPDATE - The MSBA in the January 31, 2024 letter revised the enrollment
options for review. The Riverdale site is included in the considerations
documented in this revised report.

Ultimately, on March 20, 2024 the School Committee unanimously voted
for an 360 student ‘Oakdale only” enrollment removing the Riverdale site
again from consideration.

Riverdale Site removed from consideration 6/7/23 then
Revisited for re-consideration 1/31/24

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report

Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham, Massachusetts

27



On June 21, 2023, the SBRC unanimously voted to remove the
Greenlodge site from consideration. Sloped site, wetlands and extensive
ledge make Greenlodge a challenging site to build on with limited
usable space.

UPDATE - The MSBA in the January 31, 2024 letter revised the enrollment
options for review. The Greenlodge site is included in the considerations
documented in this revised report.

Ultimately, on March 20, 2024 the School Committee unanimously voted
for an 360 student ‘Oakdale only” enrollment removing the Greenlodge
site again from consideration.

Greenlodge Site removed from consideration 6/21/23 then
Revisited for re-consideration 1/31/24



On June 26, 2023 the SBRC by unanimous vote removed the Capen site
from further consideration citing traffic concerns and steep topography.

Capen Site removed from consideration 6/26/23

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report:

Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham, Massachusetts



Sites were test fit for various building configurations.
Using different massings for a school, Useable Open Space "UOS" and
construction phasing were considered.

Preliminary Concept Studies

Oakdale 'A’ - 'Academic Courtyard’

New Construction

Preliminary Concept Studies

Oakdale ‘A’ - 'Academic Courtyard’

New Construction

m\

48,000S.F.

-

Preliminary Concept Studies

Oakdale ‘A" - 'Academic Courtyard’

New Construction

EMES

96,000 S.F.
(combined)



Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies

Oakdale ‘A’ - 'Academic Courtyard’

New Construction

New Construction

m\

Oakdale 'B' - '‘Common Core Welcome'

120,000 S.F.

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies
Oakdale 'B' - 'Common Core Welcome' Oakdale 'B' - 'Common Core Welcome'
New Construction New Construction

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies
Oakdale 'B' - 'Common Core Welcome' Oakdale 'C'
New Construction Addition/Partial Renovation

53,000S.F.

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies

Oakdale 'B' - 'Common Core Welcome' Oakdale 'C'

New Construction Addition/Partial Renovation

Lo N

53,000S.F. @
100,000 S.F. !
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Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies

Oakdale 'C' Greenlodge 'A' - 'Academic Courtyard'

Addition/Partial Renovation New Construction

e,

111,400 S.F. 19,700 S.F.

[prinse 2 N8

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies

Oakdale 'C' Greenlodge "A’ - 'Academic Courtyard'

Addition/Partial Renovation New Construction

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies
Greenlodge "A’ - 'Academic Courtyard' Capen 'A’ - 'Playfield Destination
New Construction New Construction

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies
Greenlodge 'A' - 'Academic Courtyard' Capen 'A’ - 'Playfield Destination’

New Construction New Construction

S,
I,

89,000 S.F.
(combined)

81,000 S.F.
(combined)



Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies

Capen 'A' - 'Playfield Destination' Capen 'C' - ‘Hillside Village'
New Construction New Construction

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies
Capen 'B' - ‘Cascading Terraces’ Capen 'C' - 'Hillside Village '

New Construction New Construction

e,

84,000 S.F
(combined)

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies
Capen 'B' - Cascading Terraces’ Capen 'C' - Hillside Village '
New Construction New Construction

36,000 S.F

Preliminary Concept Studies Preliminary Concept Studies
Capen 'B' - ‘Cascading Terraces’ Capen 'C' - ‘Hillside Village *
New Construction New Construction
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On June 26, 2023 by SBRC unanimous vote, the Oakdale site was
selected. The Oakdale site is advantageous for many reasons. A
relatively flat site, owned by the school district, with large open areas for
construction, optimal for solar orientation, centrally located, accessible
by car and foot, ample space for site access and circulation, and free
from wetlands and flood restrictions.

UPDATE - The MSBA in the January 31, 2024 letter revised the enrollment
options for review. The Riverdale and Greenlodge sites are included in

the considerations documented in this revised report.

Ultimately, on March 25, 2024 the SBRC confirms the Oakdale site
selection again by unanimous vote.

Oakdale Site confirmed again on3/25/24.
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1.2 Summary of Project Schedule

The Oakdale School Project has been delayed approximately 6-8
months. The Dedham School District requested the MSBA review

the original enrollments provided due to changes in the NESDEQ 10
year enrollment projects they received in the Fall of 2023. Once the
MSBA Reviewed all the new information they then provided updated
enrollments for the three school options and approved those updates
at the February 28, 2024 board meeting, the District was put back

into the feasibility phase of the project. The total project schedule has
been updated to show the new feasibility, Schematic Design, Design
Development, Construction, and Close Out phases. The goal is to
submit the Schematic Design to the MSBA on August 29, 2024 with an
anticipated MSBA approval at the October 30, 2024 board meeting. The
Town will then have the project presented at the Fall Town Meeting and
Fall ballot votes. The exact schedule of votes is still under discussion with
the Town Manager and Town Clerk. Should the project pass both the
Town Meeting vote and the Town Election vote, the team will work on
Design Development and Construction Documents through Fall of 2025
with anticipation of starting construction on the new school in Late
Winter/Early Spring 2026 and opening its doors the following Fall for the
2027-2028 School Year. The schedule provided herein provides greater
detail.



1.3 Summary of Existing Conditions
Extensive existing conditions reports were included in the 2023 PDP for
the Oakdale, Riverdale, and Greenlodge sites.

UPDATE - On on March 25, 2024 the SBRC confirmed the Oakdale

site selection by unanimous vote. Updated Existing Conditions
documentation since the prior 8/31/23 PSR are included in this revised
report.

Additional information pertaining to the Oakdale site, including updates
since the prior PSR submission, is included in Section 2.

« Historic (not designated)

+ Site Survey (updated 10/25/23)

- Geotech (updated 9/26/23)

- Geoenvironmental (updated 10/19/23)

- Hazardous Materials

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report: s
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14 Summary of Alternatives

UPDATE - The MSBA in the January 31, 2024 letter revised the enrollment
options for review.and included Riverdale and Greenlodge sites in the
options for consideration.

On on March 25, 2024 the SBRC confirmed the Oakdale site selection
by unanimous vote. In a study of massing types, five alternatives are
carefully considered.

0 Code Renovation

A Academic Courtyard

B Common Core Welcome
C Addition/Renovation

A Academic Courtyard

B Common Core Welcome



Options A, B and D build new 2-3 story construction on the open field
portion of the site allowing for the existing school to remain open
during construction. Option C Add/Reno retains the 1902 brick building
and builds 2 story academic wings to the north and south. Some
phasing for the 1902 building renovation is required.

Option 0 does not satisfy the spacial requirements identified in the
Space Summary since the existing school at 53,524sf is only about 1/2

the area required for even the smallest 360 student enrollment identified
in Section 4.2 of this report..

C Add/Reno

D Core Cluster

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report: s
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1.5 Summary of Preferred Solution
On August 7, 2023 SBRC votes unanimously for Option D Core Cluster as
the Preferred Design.

The new construction preferred solution builds on the District's
Educational Program by creating an exciting cluster of interactive core
spaces in the center of the building, respects the site boundaries and
adjacent properties, maximizes green space, minimizes student impact
during construction and mindful of costs.

UPDATE - The Option D ‘Core Cluster’ is updated to the revised Preferred
Solution representing the revisions documented in this report. On

April 29, 2024 the SBRC votes unanimously for the updated Option D
configuration.

3/20/24 School Committee unanimous vote for 360 student
enrollment
3/25/24 SBRC unanimous vote for Oakdale site

Preferred Solution: Oakdale site - 360 students 91,100gsf

UPDATE - D Core Cluster



1.6 MSBA PSR Review and District Response

The MSBA issued comments on the Preliminary Design Report on May
26,2023. Comments were carefully reviewed by the Architect, OPM, and
Town of Dedham and responses provided. The full MSBA PSR Comment

and District Response document follows.

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report: 4
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Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham MA
PDP Review Comment Response

ATTACHMENT A
MODULE 3 -PRELIMINARY DESIGN PROGRAM REVIEW COMMENTS

District: Town of Dedham

School: Oakdale Elementary School

Owner’s Project Manager: The Vertex Companies, LLC (Formally known as: Compass Project
Management Inc.)

Designer Firm: Jonathan Levi Architects LLC

Submittal Due Date: April 4, 2023

Submittal Received Date: March 31, 2023

Review Date: March 31, 2023 — May 18, 2023

Reviewed by: V. Dagkalakou, C. Forde, C. Alles, J. Jumpe

Note: The Dedham School Committee unanimously voted at its June 7, 2023 meeting to move forward
with the combined 550 student enrollment option for the Oakdale School Project. The 235 and 450
student enrollment options have been formally removed from further consideration by the town, so the
following response comments address the approved 550 enrollment portions of the PDP submission only.

Minutes from the 6/7/23 Dedham School Committee meeting are attached.

In addition, the Striar site was formally removed from further consideration by unanimous vote by the SBRC
on 4/26/23 due to safety concerns associated with restricted access to the site, wetlands restrictions, and
the fact that the property is not controlled by the School Department and it could delay or derail the
project if selected.

The School Building Rehabilitation Committee is scheduled to formally vote on a single recommended site

onJune 21, 2023.

MSBA REVIEW COMMENTS

The following comments® on the Preliminary Design Program (“PDP”) submittal are issued pursuant
to a review of the project submittal document for the proposed project presented as a part of the
Feasibility Study submission in accordance with the MSBA Module 3 Guidelines.

3.1 PRELIMINARY DESIGN PROGRAM

Provided; Not Receipt of

Refer to Provided; District’s

. A c . comments Refer to Response;

Overview of the Preliminary Design Program Submittal | Complete following | comments [REHEREEN

each following out by

section eachsection | MSBA Staff
OPM Certification of Completeness and Conformity (] (] (]
Table of Contents L] L] O]
3.1.1 Introduction L] L] L]




Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham MA
PDP Review Comment Response

3.1.2 Educational Program [ [ U
3.1.3 Initial Space Summary [ [ UJ
3.1.4 Evaluation of Existing Conditions [ [ U
3.1.5 Site Development Requirements [ [ UJ
3.1.6 Preliminary Evaluation of Alternatives [ [ U
3.1.7 Local Actions and Approvals Certification(s) [ [ UJ
3.1.8 Appendices [ [ UJ
3.1.1 INTRODUCTION
Receipt of
Complete: Prpviqed; Pro’:l/iocge d: District’s
Provide the following Items No response 2:;2%: District's | ReoPome:
required required response Oouei t: &
required | 1o Staf
1 gu(gnlmary of the Facility Deficiencies and Current 0 0 .
2 | Date of invitation to conduct a Feasibility Study and
MSBA Board Action Letter - -
3 | Executed Design Enrollment Certification ] [ U
4 | Narrative of the Capital Budget Statement and
Target Budget - - U
5 | Project Directory with contact information O O O
6 | Updated Project Schedule O O O

MSBA Review Comments:

3) The District will be required to execute a Design Enrollment Certification based on its
Preferred Schematic. The MSBA will prepare a certification to be forwarded for signature upon

approval by the MSBA Board of Directors for its Preferred Schematic. Please acknowledge.

Response: The District acknowledges this requirement.

No further review comments for this section.

3.1.2 EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

Provide a summary and description of the existing educational program, and the new or expanded
educational vision, specifications, process, teaching philosophy statement, as well as the District’s

curriculum goals and objectives of the program. Include description of the following items:
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Complete; Pr(_)vi_d e'd : Pro’:l/?(:ed; Fggfrl'r::tt(;f
Provide the following Items Noresponse | /SRS | Districes | Response:
required required response out by
required | pispA Staff
1 | Grade and School Configuration Policies L] L 0
2 | Class Size Policies O (] O
3 | School Scheduling Method ] L] L]
4 | Teaching Methodology and Structure
a) Admir_list(ative and Academic = = =
Organization/Structure
b) Curriculum Delivery Methods and Practices O L] L]
¢ English Language Arts/Literacy L] L [
d Mathematics O L 0
e Science ] L [
f  Social Studies ] L [
9 World Languages ] ] [
hy Academic Support Programming Spaces ] (] O
iy  Student Guidance and Support Services (] (] (]
5 | Teacher Planning and Professional Development L] (] (]
6 | Pre-kindergarten ] ] (] (]
7 | Kindergarten ] ] (] (]
8 | Lunch Programs ] (] [
9 Techr_lology Instruction Policies and Program 0 O =
Requirements
10 | Media Center/Library ] L] L]
11 | Visual Arts Programs ] (] [
12 | Performing Arts Programs L] L [
13 | Physical Education Programs (] (] (]
14 | Special Education Programs ] L [
15 | Vocation and Technology Programs
a Non-Chapter 74 Programming ] [ [ [
b) Chapter 74 Programming O O O O
16 | Transportation Policies ] L [
17 | Functional and Spatial Relationships (] (] (]
18 | Security and Visual Access Requirements O L] L]

MSBA Review Comments:

In response to these review comments address the items below. As part of the District’s
Preferred Schematic Report (“PSR”’) include (2) copies of the updated educational program, (1)
redlined copy and (1) clean copy. The updated educational program must address the comments
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below, include District updates, provide a Designer response for each component of the
educational program, and align with the District’s Preferred Schematic. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed

Additionally, the MSBA understands that there will be a transition to a new Superintendent in
July 2023. In response to these review comments, please confirm that the new Superintendent
will review the updated educational plan requested above and confirm agreement with the
proposed educational plan prior to resubmittal to the MSBA. Please describe how input from
the new Superintendent will be incorporated into the District’s educational program to inform
the District’s Preferred Schematic.

Response: The incoming Superintendent has been kept abreast of all developments concerning
this project. She will be fully briefed on the project’s progress to date after July 1 and will have
the opportunity to review the District's Educational Plan and provide input in the weeks
preceding the District’'s PSR submission in late August. The incoming Superintendent will also be
involved in all proceedings of the School Committee and the local School Building Rehabilitation
Committee.

2) The information provided states that the District intends to maintain class sizes between 16-18
students in grades one through five. Please note and acknowledge that MSBA guidelines are
based on 23 students per classroom.

Response: The District acknowledges that its intent to maintain current class sizes averaging 18
students differs from the MSBA guidelines of 23 students per classroom.

3) The educational program does not indicate if there are planned changes to the school’s
current scheduling method. In response to these review comments, provide additional
information that demonstrates how the current school schedule will accommodate the District’s
proposed educational program goals.

The “Daily Instructional Time Allocation (Min) in Grades 1-5”" schedule provided at the bottom
of page 7 appears to demonstrate skill development in separate disciplines rather than developed
into a project-based learning approach. In response to these review comments, please describe
how the proposed scheduling will incorporate a project-based learning approach.

Response: The District, at this time, does not intend to make any adjustments to the school’s
current scheduling method. The intent of the time allocation table is to demonstrate the
quantity of time allocated to specific content during the school day/year. It does not dictate the
scheduling, pedagogy, or methodology by which the content is delivered and engaged with. In
simpler terms, the content area breakdown of time in no way impedes the integration of content
to enhance learning in a project-based environment.
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Additionally, in response to these review comments, please describe the District’s commitment to
project-based learning.

Response: The District’s commitment to project-based learning was established in 2017. At that
time the District implemented a major restructuring of human resources to ensure that
professional systems and structures were in place to support the adoption of new curriculum
models across all content areas particularly at the elementary and middle schools levels. Following
the restructuring of human resources, comprehensive professional development and instructional
coaching were put in place to support the implementation of new core curriculum programs in
reading, writing, science, and later social studies. Establishing a consistent curriculum and
trajectory of learning experiences for all students across the District was an important step
towards project-based learning models. These structural supports for professional and student
learning are key to project-based learning initiatives as they set the stage for educators who have
consistent curriculum materials and students who have consistent exposure to skills and concepts
across content areas to begin considering how the disparate content areas can be integrated into
a meaningful, coherent project-based experience for students. The pandemic had a significant
impact on our progress towards project-based learning opportunities that the District is in the
process of revitalizing at this time.

4b) In response to these review comments, provide specific examples of items that are examined
and/or meant by: “look at student work™, ““rich multi-faceted sources of performance data”, and
““student assessments™.

Response: Looking at student work (LASW) is an assessment and calibration methodology that
engages educators in the process of collaboratively reviewing student work samples. LASW is
used for many purposes including but not limited to (1) identifying what students have learned,
(2) identifying what students still need to learn, (3) determining the efficacy of different
pedagogical practices, (4) determining the efficacy of learning experiences and lessons, and (5)
calibrating educator’s ratings and evaluations of student work/learning. During LASW sessions
educators might (1) review student writing samples from across a class or grade level to
collectively evaluate the efficacy of a non-fiction writing unit, (2) score a small sample of math
assessments to calibrate their scoring and ensure continuity of feedback and performance ratings,
and (3) review quantitative data from a recent administration of standardized test.

4e-f) Based on the time dedicated to Science, History, and Social Studies (from page 7 of the
District’s educational program) there appears to be limited time allocated for hands-on, student-
based investigation which requires greater amounts of time to support actual investigative
activities performed by students themselves with realia, media, and/or other accessible
resources. In response to the review comments, please describe how the proposed schedule will
allow for hands-on, student-based investigations.

Response: The Daily Instructional Time Allocation table on page 7 of the District's educational
program establishes minimum expectations for time on learning. It does not dictate scheduling,
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methodology, or pedagogy. Students who are engaged in an inquiry-based series of lessons as
part of our science curriculum may engage in that work far beyond the minimum time
expectations because these learning experiences integrate reading about the phenomenon they
are studying and writing about their observations of scientific concepts/principles. Content is
integrated to enhance student learning but the District ensures that there is a shared
understanding about the importance of time on learning and minimum expectations for it.

49) In response to these review comments, please clarify whether the District has considered
beginning the World Language program in its elementary schools.

Response: The District has considered this over the years and the implementation of such a
program is cost prohibitive at this point in time.

4h) In response to these review comments, provide a description of the District’s current and proposed
‘Academic Support Programming Spaces’ and clarify if there are any proposed changes to the
District’s academic support or provide a statement that no changes are being proposed.

Response: The District is not proposing substantive changes to its Academic Support
Programming.

Additionally, in response to these review comments, please describe the District’s plan to include
staff and students in potential involvement and encouragement of ideas for the facility upgrades
or changes that could enhance their program and promote greater integration with the other
programs and students that will be in the proposed facility, if any.

Response: As the design process proceeds the District will engage various stakeholder groups,
including staff and students, in a comprehensive process to gather input to inform program
enhancements made possible by a new facility.

5) In response to these review comments, provide additional information regarding the District’s
plan to provide professional development opportunities to prepare for a newly designed facility,
which will incorporate project-based learning. This should include how the District is preparing
to effectively utilize the renovated or new facility, current and planned preparations before and
after the opening of the proposed project. Also, please describe whether the District has
considered providing additional professional and curricular development opportunities outside
the regular school year that would enable teachers to have extended times to prepare for
changes in the curriculum and structure as a result of the proposed project.

Response: The District has and continues to invest in the professional learning of educators and
instructional support staff. As the process proceeds towards a final design and, potentially, a
construction timeline and anticipated opening date, the District will ensure that appropriate
professional learning is planned and implemented to support educators in adapting instructional
practices to fully leverage the opportunities presented by the new facility.
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In response to these review comments, please consider having instructional coaches, and
professional development activities work more with recognition and support for the development
and use of project-based programs to include all areas of the curriculum (science, history and
social sciences, visual arts, performing arts, physical education, and health) and engage all
faculty members in promoting literacy and numeracy.

Response: Agreed. Please see Item 3 comment response above

9) The MSBA suggests the District consider providing assisted listening technology in each
classroom, as well as general use throughout educational spaces within the proposed project for
hearing impaired accessibility. Please acknowledge.

Response: The District acknowledges and appreciates this consideration.

Additionally, please provide the following information:
e Describe the District’s plan for students to use their technology devices at home, if any.
e If yes, describe whether the District has a regular program to ensure that all students
have access to internet at home.
o Additionally, please describe any arrangements that are in place to ensure all the devices
are properly licensed to use the software required by the curriculum.

e Describe the numbers and types of staff that are/will be provided to support the described
technology program.

e Describe the professional development programs that have been in place or are planned
to enable faculty and staff to utilize the technology infrastructure that is
described/proposed.

Response: The District has no plans at this time to move the existing 1:1 model to a take home
model. The District’s policies and procedures relating to the adoption and procurement of
software/hardware ensure that all technology is properly licensed for its intended use in the
District. The District has had a 1:1 model in place for many years and our educators have a high
degree of knowledge and skill as it relates to the use of technology in the classroom and clinic. As
new technologies become available and are adopted or updated the District ensures that training
and professional learning are provided to support effective deployment and use of the
technology.

11) In response to these review comments, please describe how the District will incorporate the
visual arts program with the development of communication and mathematical skills as an
integral part of a robust project-based learning curriculum approach.

Response: Visual and Performing Arts are a central component of the educational experience of
the Dedham Public Schools. The new facility for an enrollment configuration of 550 students
presents new and exciting opportunities to extend the benefits of these programs to students



Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham MA
PDP Review Comment Response

and to center them in the project-based learning model. At present, the District’s enrollment and
space/facilities configurations present structural barriers to the effective integration of the
performing and visual arts into a robust project based learning model. Educators in the visual and
performing arts program are shared amongst the District’s elementary schools and, as such, lack a
true home base of operation. This creates a situation in which these professionals are provided
with fewer opportunities to meet with grade level educators to prepare and plan project-based
learning opportunities.

In addition to this structural barrier, the District is regularly forced to relocate or displace visual and
performing arts classrooms to manage fluctuations in enrollments. The existing Oakdale and
Greenlodge facilities lack adequate, accessible spaces to open new sections and, as a result, are
forced to displace the art and music programs that occupy classrooms. Educators who lack a
dedicated space for teaching and learning are not able to fully engage children in project-based
learning opportunities. Removing these structural barriers is a critical step in ensuing that the
District’s professionals are able to collaborate, plan, and implement effective project based
learning opportunities.

Additionally, please note art storage should include secure and appropriately ventilated space
for toxic and hazardous materials as well as an accessible file of safety data sheets (“SDS”).
Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed.

12) In response to these review comments, please describe how the District will incorporate the
performing arts program as an integral part of a robust project-based learning curriculum
approach. Also, describe professional development or regular collaborative/planning time with
their general classroom colleagues to ensure that the work in this area is fully incorporated into
the project-based model.

Response: Please see review comment 11 response above.

14) The information provided on page 3 of the District’s educational program states: ““42% of
Dedham’s students fall into the high needs category established by the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education.”” The associated bar graph referred to as “Figure 1: DSP
Selected Student Populations’ provided on page 3 of the District’s educational program totals
110% rather than 100%. In response to these review comments, please review the bar chart and
provide the number of students for each of the selected student populations identified.

Response: The bar graph on page 3 does not total 100% because of the fact that DPS students can
be represented in multiple categories. For example a 6 year old first grader who is identified as low
income and an English Language Learner would be counted and represented in the percentage
of English Language Learners and in the percentage of low income students.

18) In response to these review comments, please confirm that first-responding emergency
representatives will be consulted in the planning process and associated requirements will be
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incorporated into the Preferred Schematic.

Response: Confirmed.

No further review comments for this section.

3.1.3 INITIAL SPACE SUMMARY
Not Receipt of
Complete; Prgv[ded; Provided; District's
Provide the following Items Noresponse | o8 | Districts | ReoPOnses
required required response Oouett; €
required | y\cpn St
1 | Space summary; one per approved design 0 0 =
enrollment
2 | Floor plans of the existing facility ] [ O
3 | Narrative description of reasons for all variances (if
any) between proposed net and gross areas as [ [ ]
compared to MSBA guidelines

MSBA Review Comments:

1) The MSBA has performed a preliminary review of the space summaries for new construction
for the three study enrollment options and offers the following:

Study Enrollment Options:
o Enrollment 1: 235 students in grades 1-5

Note: The 235 Student enrollment option has been formally removed from further

consideration by the School Committee

o0 Enrollment 2: 450 students in grades 1-5

Note: The 450 Student enrollment option has been formally removed from further

consideration by the School Committee

o0 Enrollment 3: 550 students in grades 1-5

Core Academic — The overall proposed square footage for this category exceeds the
MSBA guidelines by 6,600 net square feet (““nsf””) for Enrollment 1; by 9,650 nsf for
Enrollment 2; and by 9,470 nsf for Enrollment 3. Based on the information provided, the
following spaces will be proposed for the District to deliver its educational program:
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Enrollment 1: Enrollment 2: Enrollment 3:
Grades 1-5 for 235 students Grades 1-5 for 450 students Grades 1-5 for 550 students
Core Academic Spaces MSBA MSBA MSBA
Proposed Guidelineg . Proposed Guidelines . Proposed Guidelines .
No. No Variance No. No Variance No. No Variance
Rooms Rooms Rooms Rooms Rooms Rooms
General Classrooms 15 9 +6 25 17 +8 30 21 +9
Teacher Planning 15 0 +15 25 0 +25 30 0 +30
Classroom Breakout —
Grades 1-2 3 0 +3 5 0 +5 6 0 +6
Classroom Breakout —
Grades 3-5 3 0 +3 ) ) ) ) ) )
Classroom Breakout - - - 5 0 +5 - - -
Cohort Commons - - - 1 0 +1 3 0 +3
STE Room — Grade 3-6 1 0 +1 1 0 +1 1 0 +1
STE Storage 1 0 +1 1 0 +1 1 0 +1

The District is proposing the following spaces:

0 General Classrooms — The District is proposing (15) 900 nsf General
Classrooms, totaling 13,500 nsf for Enrollment 1, which exceeds the MSBA
guidelines by (6) classrooms and 4,950 nsf. For Enrollment 2, the District is
proposing (25) 900 nsf General Classrooms totaling 22,500 nsf, which exceeds
the MSBA guidelines by (8) classrooms and 6,350 nsf. For Enrollment 3, the
District is proposing (30) 900 nsf General Classrooms totaling 27,000 nsf which
exceeds the MSBA guidelines by (9) classrooms and 7,050 nsf. Based on the
grade configuration and number of classrooms required for each grade, the
MSBA does not object to the proposed number of General Classrooms for each
enrollment option. In response to these review comments, please review and
respond to the following items:

= As the project further develops, please note and acknowledge that 900 nsf
is the minimum size for all newly constructed General Classrooms in an
elementary school.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed.

= Confirm that the proposed project will provide a minimum of two sinks in
each General Classroom for grades 1-5. Please refer to the attached
memo regarding MSBA’s Staff Recommendation for 2018 STE Area
Guidelines.

Response: Confirmed.

0 Teacher Planning — The District is proposing (15) 50 nsf Teacher Planning
areas, totaling 750 nsf for Enrollment 1; (25) 50 nsf Teacher Planning
areas,totaling 1,250 nsf for Enroliment 2; and (30) 50 nsf Teacher Planning
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areas, totaling 1,500 nsf for Enrollment 3, which exceeds the MSBA
guidelines. In response to these review comments, provide additional
information that describes the scheduling, staffing, and overall utilization of
these spaces.

Response: The Dedham School Committee voted unanimously at its June 7th,
2023 meeting to eliminate Enrollments 1 and 2 from consideration for the PSR. As
such, Enroliment 3 (550) will inform the District’s response. Teacher planning areas
will be directly adjacent to classroom spaces and situated in between classrooms
creating shared planning spaces for educators. The 30 spaces at 50 nsf are, in
reality, 15 spaces at 100 nsf. These teacher planning areas will be shared by two or
more classroom teachers and for parts of the day are directly scheduled for
educator planning via the school’s master schedule and will be used flexibly for
planning and preparation throughout the remainder of the school day for activities
including but not limited to co-planning learning opportunities, consultation with
related service providers, SPED breakout and ELL breakout.

o Classroom Breakout — Grades 1-2 — The District is proposing (3) 300 nsf
Classroom Breakout areas totaling 900 nsf for Enrollment 1; (5) 300 nsf
Classroom Breakout areas totaling 1,500 nsf for Enrollment 2; and (6) 300 nsf
Classroom Breakout areas totaling, 1,800 nsf for Enrollment 3, which exceeds the
MSBA guidelines each enrollment option. In response to these review comments,
please provide the following information:

= Describe the anticipated adjacencies.

= Describe the scheduling and utilization of the proposed areas.

= Describe how these areas will be supervised and staffed.

» Provide examples of activities that will occur in these areas.

= Describe why these activities are better suited in a separate area rather
than in a larger General Classroom.

Response: The Dedham School Committee voted unanimously at its June
7th, 2023 meeting to eliminate Enrollments 1 and 2 from consideration for
the PSR. As such, Enrollment 3 (550) will inform the District’s response.

These (6) 300nsf Because Grade 1 and 2 students do not yet have
autonomy outside the classroom, these breakout spaces will be directly
adjacent to and between two adjoining classrooms. Like Teacher Planning
spaces, the scheduling of these classroom breakout spaces will blend a
routine schedule with flexible scheduling for educators to use the spaces
with students as needs arise throughout the school day. Routine scheduling
will include time for academic support groups, special education services,
counseling groups, small group content instruction, etc. Flexible scheduling
will include activities such as small, ad hoc instructional groups to address
student learning needs, student-teacher conferences and meetings,
common teacher planning amongst larger groups of grade alike educators,
etc.
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Supervision of these spaces will be a blend of direct and indirect
supervision depending on the circumstance. Educators using the space for
the provision of direct services to students will directly supervise children
utilizing these spaces. Educators who send a small group of children to use
one of the breakout spaces to work on a project together will indirectly
supervise the children using the space.

These classroom breakout spaces are critical learning spaces for academic
support programming, special education service delivery, and other
pedagogical practices that require flexible grouping of students. Provision
of these types of services in a smaller, distraction free environment allows
students to focus and engage fully in their learning or clinical services.
These spaces greatly enhance inclusive practices that keep children near to
their home base for learning instead of pulling them away from their peers
and teachers for the provision of academic support and special education
services in traditional resource room settings. The practice of removing
students from the general education setting is exclusionary and creates
unnecessary anxiety and stigma for many young children.

o0 Classroom Breakout — Grades 3-5 — The District is proposing (3) 400 nsf
Classroom Breakout areas totaling 1,200 nsf for Enrollment 1, which exceeds the
MSBA guidelines. The District is not proposing any Classroom Breakout areas
for Enrollment 2 and 3. In response to these review comments, please provide the
following information:

= Describe the anticipated adjacencies.

= Describe the scheduling and utilization of the proposed areas.

= Describe how these areas will be supervised and staffed.

= Provide examples of activities that will occur in these areas.

= Describe why these activities are better suited in a separate area rather
than in a larger General Classroom.

Response: Enrollment 1 was eliminated for consideration by the Dedham
School Committee on June 7, 2023.

0 Cohort Commons — The District is proposing (1) 950 nsf Cohort Commons area,
for Enrollment 2, which exceeds the MSBA guidelines. For Enrollment 3, the
District is proposing (3) 950 nsf Cohort Commons areas totaling 2,850 nsf, which
exceeds the MSBA guidelines. The District is not proposing any Cohort Commons
areas for Enrollment 1. In response to these review comments, please provide the
following information:

= Describe the anticipated adjacencies.

= Describe the scheduling and utilization of the proposed areas.

= Describe how these areas will be supervised and staffed.

= Provide examples of activities that will occur in these areas.

= Describe why these activities are better suited in a separate area rather
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than in a larger General Classroom.

Response: The Dedham School Committee voted unanimously at its June
7th, 2023 meeting to eliminate Enrollments 1 and 2 from consideration for
the PSR. As such, Enrollment 3 (550) will inform the District's response.

Fach cohort commons will be directly adjacent to and shared by six (6)
classrooms. These cohort commons are the shared community space for
grades 3,4, and 5. Paralleling the scheduling of educator planning and
classroom breakout spaces, Cohort Commons will blend routine and
flexible scheduling of the space. Routine scheduling may include
class/grade level meetings and assemblies and co/extracurricular
enrichment activities. Flexibly scheduled uses may include cross grade level
project-based learning teams, investigation/experimental space for student
teams engaged in project-based learning opportunities, etc.

Supervision of these spaces will be a blend of direct and indirect. Students
in grade 3,4, and 5 are increasingly independent and seek opportunities to
engage in work independently. In instances of flexible use for independent
or small group project work the spaces will be indirectly supervised by
appropriate grade level teachers. Routine events in the Cohort Commons
will be directly supervised by grade level educators and related service
providers.

Engaging students in class/grade level meetings or cross classroom
activities is made possible by having the cohort commons space. This
allows for children and educators to gather and work in a space that is
separate from the classroom and allows for other learning opportunities or
student groupings to function simultaneously without disruption to
learning.

o Science, Technology, Engineering (“STE”) Rooms for Grades 3-5 - The
District is proposing (1) 1,080 nsf STE Rooms for grades 3-5 for Enrollment 1
which exceeds the MSBA guidelines. For Enrollments 2 and 3 the District is
proposing (1) 950 nsf STE Rooms for grades 3-5, which exceeds the MSBA
guidelines for each enrollment option.

In response to these review comments, please review and respond to the following
items:

= Please note if the District intends to include an STE Room in the proposed
project it must be a minimum of 1,080 nsf.

Response: The nsf for the STE Room will be revised to the MSBA standard size in
the PSR Space Summary
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= Provide additional information that describes how the proposed STE
Rooms space will be scheduled and staffed, and the educational activities
that would be scheduled for the proposed spaces that could not be
delivered in the general classrooms.

Response: The STE room space will be routinely scheduled for classroom
instruction delivered and supervised by grade level classroom teachers. These
hands on, inquiry-based learning opportunities are better served in a dedicated
STE space that can accommodate the use of various materials and instructional
practices that align with and enhance the inquiry/project-based nature of the
district’s existing STE curriculum. The dedicated STE spaces allow for
experimentation and inquiry to be set up and prepared for prior to lessons in a
way that cannot be accomplished or accommodated in a general classroom
setting.

= Please note the MSBA’s STE Guidelines (attached) require all elementary
school general classrooms have a minimum of (2) sinks to facilitate STE
exploration and project-based learning within the classrooms. One sink
must be accessible, and one must be deep and wide to accommodate
buckets or containers. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed

0 STE Storage — The District is proposing (1) 120 nsf STE Storage area associated
with the (1) STE Room for each enrollment option.

Special Education — The overall proposed square footage for this category exceeds the
MSBA guidelines by 250 nsf for Enroliment 1; 1,420 nsf for Enrollment 2; and by 1,360
nsf for Enrollment 3. In response to these review comments, please review and respond to
the following items:

0 The District is proposing (2) 900 nsf Self-Contained Special Education
Classrooms for Enrollment 1 and 2; and (3) 900 nsf Self-Contained Special
Education classrooms for Enrollment 3. As the project further develops, please
note and acknowledge that 900 nsf is the minimum size for all newly constructed
Sub-Separate or Self-Contained Special Education Classrooms in an elementary
school.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed

0 Please note that the Special Education program is subject to approval by the
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Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (““DESE”’). The District
should provide the required information required with the Schematic Design
submittal. Formal approval of the District’s proposed Special Education program
by the DESE is a prerequisite for executing a Project Funding Agreement with the
MSBA. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged and understood

Art & Music — The overall proposed square footage for this category aligns with the
MSBA guidelines for Enrollment 1. However, the overall proposed square footage for
this category exceeds the MSBA guidelines by 1,200 nsf for Enroliment 2 and by 50 nsf
for Enrollment 3. The MSBA encourages the District and its consultants to continue to
seek opportunities to increase efficiencies and align with MSBA guidelines. Please note
and acknowledge that square footage exceeding MSBA guidelines will be considered
ineligible for reimbursement.

Response: The District notes and acknowledges the MSBA's request and feedback.

Health and Physical Education — The overall proposed square footage for this category
aligns with the MSBA guidelines for each study enrollment option. No further
preliminary comments.

Media Center — The overall proposed square footage for this category is below the
MSBA guidelines by 420 nsf for Enrollment 1, exceeds the MSBA guidelines by 2,005 nsf
for Enrollment 2, and aligns with MSBA guidelines for Enrollment 3. In response to these
review comments please review and respond to the following items:

o For Enrollment 1, confirm the square footage proposed in this category is
sufficient to meet the needs of the District’s educational program.

Response: The Dedham School Committee voted unanimously at its June 7th, 2023
meeting to eliminate Enrollments 1 and 2 from consideration for the PSR.

o For Enrollment 2, please note the MSBA encourages the District and its
consultants to continue to seek opportunities to increase efficiencies and align
with MSBA guidelines. Additionally, please note and acknowledge that square
footage exceeding MSBA guidelines will be considered ineligible for
reimbursement.

Response: The Dedham School Committee voted unanimously at its June 7th, 2023
meeting to eliminate Enrollments 1 and 2 from consideration for the PSR.

Dining & Food Service — The overall proposed square footage for this category exceeds

15



Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham MA
PDP Review Comment Response

the MSBA guidelines by 450 nsf for Enrollment 1; by 750 nsf for Enrollment 2, and by
900 nsf for Enrollment 3. The square footage exceeding the MSBA guidelines is
associated with the proposed Quiet Dining area for each enrollment option. Please note
the MSBA does not object to this additional square footage being included as part of the
proposed project; however, square footage exceeding MSBA guidelines will be
considered ineligible for reimbursement. Please acknowledge.

Response: The District acknowledges that additional square footage beyond MSBA guidelines
will not be considered eligible for MSBA reimbursement.

e Medical — The overall proposed square footage for this category aligns with the MSBA
guidelines for Enrollment 1 and exceeds the MSBA guidelines by 90 nsf for Enroliment 2
and 3. Please note that all square footage exceeding the MSBA guidelines will be
considered ineligible for reimbursement. Please acknowledge.

Response: The District acknowledges that additional square footage beyond MSBA guidelines
will not be considered eligible for MSBA reimbursement.

e Administration & Guidance — The overall proposed square footage for this category
exceeds the MSBA guidelines by 420 nsf for Enrollment 1; by 465 nsf for Enrollment 2,
and by 415 nsf for Enrollment 3. Please note that all square footage exceeding the MSBA
guidelines will be considered ineligible for reimbursement. Please acknowledge.

Response: The District acknowledges that additional square footage beyond MSBA guidelines
will not be considered eligible for MSBA reimbursement.

e Custodial & Maintenance — The overall proposed square footage for this category aligns
with the MSBA guidelines for each enrollment option. No further preliminary comments.

e Building Grossing Factor — Please note that in a new construction scenario, the
proposed grossing factor may not exceed 1.50. The space summaries provided for new
construction in which MSBA based its review include a proposed grossing factor of 1.54
for Enrollment 1 and 1.51 for Enrollment 2. However, if an addition/renovation option is
selected as the Preferred Schematic, the MSBA may consider a variation to 1.50 in areas
of the building that are to be renovated, and only after a thorough understanding of the
Preferred Schematic layout and the extent of renovation within the areas to remain.
Here, the MSBA has provided review of the proposed square footage associated with a
new construction option for context.

Response: Acknowledged and understood
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If the District’s Preferred Schematic is an addition/ renovation project, provide floor
plans, including room labels, that clearly identify existing walls to remain, walls to be
demolished, and areas of new construction and indicate the percentage of the
programmatic space that will remain the same after the proposed project is completed in
order for the MSBA to offer more detailed direction on potential eligibility of spaces as
part of the review comments of the District’s PSR submittal. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged and understood

3) Not provided. In response to these review comments please provide a narrative that describes the
reasons for all variances between proposed net and gross areas as compared to MSBA guidelines.

Response:

General Classrooms:

30 General Classrooms are proposed instead of the MSBA standard 21 in order to
accommodate the Dedham standard number of 18 students / classroom. Per the MSBA
comments on the Core Academic Spaces above, it is our understanding that the MSBA
does not object to the proposed number of General Classrooms.

Typical Classrooms have been reduced from 950 nsf to 900 nsf due to inclusion of shared
100 sf teacher planning spaces (50 sf per classroom, for a total of 950 sf / classroom). This
strategy allows greater flexibility within each classroom by eliminating the need for a fixed
teacher desk, while simultaneously promoting greater collaboration between classroom
teachers.

Cohort Commons
3 Cohort commons are proposed, 1 for each grouping of 6 classrooms for grades 3, 4, and
5. Each to serve multiple functions including:
e (ollaboration and project-based learning space for students outside of the
classroom;
e Increase sense of community and “belonging” within the cohort by provide
dedicated common space to each cohort;
e Exhibition space for project-based learning activities; when students see their work
displayed, they are demonstrably part of the community and culture of the cohort.

STE Room:
This room will be adjusted to meet MSBA standards

Special Education

Consistent with MSBA guidelines, 4 Self-Contained SPED Classrooms are proposed. 3 are
undifferentiated, and 1 is to be outfitted to accommodate medically fragile students.

As with all General Classrooms, these 4 Classrooms have been reduced from 950 nsf to
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900 nsf due to include of shared 100 sf teacher planning spaces (50 sf per classroom, for a
total of 950 sf / classroom). This strategy allows greater flexibility within each classroom
by eliminating the need for a fixed teacher desk, while simultaneously promoting greater
collaboration between classroom teachers. Making the SPED classrooms as identical to
general ed classrooms as possible helps to reduce stigma for students who use the SPED
classrooms

The Medically Fragile classroom has a 100 sf bathroom ((larger than the 60 sf MSBA
standard) to allow room for a Hoyer lift. The other 3 SPED classrooms do not have
bathrooms, in order to allow them to be identical with Gen Ed classrooms, and be
interchangeable with other classrooms should the need arise in the future.

In conformance with the unified school’s Educational Program, the space summary
proposes a 950 sf OT/PT Room, an IEP Conference Room, a 150 sf Psychiatrist Office, and a
150 sf Guidance Office.

Art and Music

In lieu of 2 art classrooms at 1,000 sf, each with a 150 sf art workroom, the program
proposes that one of the Art Room and Workrooms be a 1,200 sf Maker Space. This will
allow greater flexibility for project-based learning. For safety, the Maker Space is proposed
to be 1,200 sf, which is 50 sf larger than the combined 1,150 sf Art & Workroom it will
replace.

Quiet Dining

Consistent with current practice, a 900 sf quiet dining room has been added for the
benefit of children who may (or may not) have special needs, to help them self-regulate
and otherwise not be overwhelmed by the levels of noise and activity that are inevitable
in a Grade 1-5 elementary school.

L actation Room
A 120 sf Lactation Room has been added as required by Dedham'’s union contract

We believe that the incorporation of these strategies into the program will not only result
in a very successful school for 550 kids in grades 1-5, but will also be flexible enough to
accommodate future changes to our educational methods and needs, so that the
building will be successful for decades to come.

No further review comments for this section.

3.1.4 EVALUATION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

Not Receipt of
Complete: Provided; Provided: District’s
Provide the following ltems Noresponse | DISMICUS | pigricys | Response
requi response To be filled
quired required response outb
required y
MSBA Staff
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1 | Confirmation of legal title to the property. ] ] U

2 | Determination that the property is available for 0 0 =
development.

3 | Existing historically significant features and any
related effect on the project design and/or schedule. - - U

4 | Determination of any development restrictions that 0 0 =
may apply.

5 | Initial _E\_/aluatlc_Jr) of building code compliance for 0 0 =
the existing facility.

6 | Initial Evaluation of Architectural Access Board
rules and regulations and their application to a [] [ UJ
potential project.

7 | Preliminary evaluation of significant structural,
environmental, geotechnical, or other physical
conditions that may impact the cost and evaluations - - =
of alternatives.

8 Determl_natlon for need ar_ld schedule_for soils 0 0 =
exploration and geotechnical evaluation.

9 | Environmental site assessments minimally
consisting of a Phase I: Initial Site Investigation [ [ L
performed by a licensed site professional.

10 | Assessment of th_e school for the presence of 0 0 0
hazardous materials.

11 | Previous existing building and/or site reports,
studies, drawings, etc. provided by the district, if [] [ UJ
any.

MSBA Review Comments:

3) Please note that a Project Notification Form (“PNF’*) must be submitted to the Massachusetts
Historic Commission (““MHC’”) and MHC approval is required prior to construction bids,
regardless of whether the local historic commission has determined that the properties
associated with this potential project are not listed on any historic registers. The District should
keep the MSBA informed of any decisions and/or proposed actions and should confirm that the
proposed project is in conformance with Massachusetts General Law 950, CRM 71.00. In
response to these review comments, please provide the timeline associated with filing a PNF
with the MHC for review and approval.

Response: The project team will file a PNF with the Massachusetts Historic Commission as part of
the Schematic Design for the project. The team will keep the MSBA informed of any
determinations by the MHC.

4) In response to these review comments, please provide review and respond to the following
items:
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Confirm whether any of the options being further evaluated in the District’s PSR
submittal will require an Article 97 land disposition or land acquisition by eminent
domain.

Response: None of the properties being further evaluated will require an Article 97 land
acquisition. All properties still being evaluated are under the purview of the Dedham
School Department.

Please ensure that future versions of the project schedule will include dates of
anticipated approvals and key steps to gaining full ownership, control, and exclusive use
of the proposed site(s), if any.

Response: We will update the schedule with information as required.

Refer to Project Advisory 45 on MSBA’s website for additional information related to
MSBA requirement for land use.

Response: The project team will review this Project Advisory.

Please note and acknowledge that information associated with future use and/or
demolition of other school facilities must be provided in the District’s PSR submittal
associated with the potential consolidation of students into a single proposed project.

Response: Acknowledged.

5) The information provided indicates a hydrant flow test is required to determine municipal
water supply characteristics. In response to these review comments, please provide the timeline
for conducting the hydrant flow test.

Response: The flow test will be scheduled immediately after the 6/21/23 SBRC vote on the final
site selection.

5,6) Please note that although the 2015 International Building Code (*“IBC*”) and 2018
International Energy Conservation Code (“IECC”) are in effect as the basis for the current 9™
edition of the Massachusetts Building Code, a 10" edition of the Massachusetts Building Code
based on the 2021 IBC and 2021 IECC (including any MA amendments) is currently scheduled
to take effect in the summer of 2023. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged.
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7) The information provided in this submittal includes a Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering
Report Feasibility Study Phase for the proposed Town of Dedham’s Early Childhood Education
Center. This report was prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc. for KBA Architects on
December 1, 2014. The report includes a preliminary evaluation of the following five sites: the
Oakdale Elementary School site, Greenlodge Elementary School site, Riverdale Elementary
School site, Dexter School site, and Capen Early Childhood Center School site. However, please
note Dexter School site is not being considered by the District as part of the Oakdale Elementary
School project. In response to these review comments, the Designer should confirm in writing
that they have reviewed this information and agree with the findings.

Response: Acknowledged. This information has been reviewed, and the findings are not in
dispute. Itis anticipated that additional geotechnical / geoenvironmental study may take place
after the 6/21/23 SBRC vote on the final site selection, depending upon the site chosen.

Additionally, the information provided states:

“The next phase of study should include subsurface explorations to further define specific
subsurface conditions™.

In response to these review comments, please provide additional information that describes how
the design team intends to mitigate site development constraints due to the existing soil
conditions. Additionally, please provide information associated with the existing conditions of
the Striar parcel site.

Response: Itis anticipated that additional geotechnical / geoenvironmental study may take place
after the 6/21/23SBRC vote on the final site selection, depending upon the site chosen, and
whether the design team'’s geotechnical and geoenvironmental engineers believe that additional
investigation is warranted. It should be noted that the Striar site was formally removed from
further consideration by unanimous vote by the SBRC on 4/26/23

8) In response to these review comments, please clarify if additional testing and investigations
are required to further understand geotechnical conditions to inform the design and components
of the scope and budget. Please confirm that testing will be performed in order to inform the
proposed budget at schematic design.

Response: It is anticipated that additional geotechnical / geoenvironmental study may take place
after the 6/21/23 SBRC vote on the final site selection, depending upon the site chosen.

9) Please note and acknowledge that costs associated with the removal of fuel storage tanks and
associated contaminated soils are considered ineligible for reimbursement.

Response: Acknowledged.
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10) The project team should be aware of the current policies associated with MSBA’s

participation in the abatement and removal of hazardous materials. However, please note and
acknowledge that all costs associated with the removal of flooring materials and ceiling tiles

containing asbestos are considered ineligible for reimbursement.

Response: Acknowledged.

No further review comments for this section.

3.1.5 SITEDEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS
Receipt of
Complete; Prpvi_ded; Pro’:l/ioc}ed' District’s
Provide the following Items Noresponse | Do"0C% | Districes | Response
required req?Jire d response Ooui t: 8
required | y\con staff
1 | A narrative describing project requirements related
to site development to be considered during the ] [ UJ
preliminary and final evaluation of alternatives.
2 | Existing site plan(s) ] [ U
MSBA Review Comments:

The information provided indicates that the District preliminarily evaluated the following (9) site
options for potential development. The following (5) site options denoted with an asterisk (*) are the

options that the District further evaluated as part of the Evaluation of Alternatives:

Option A*: Oakdale Elementary School site.
Option B*: Greenlodge Elementary School site.

Option C*: Riverdale Elementary School site.

Option D*: Capen Early Childhood Center School site.

Option E*: Striar parcel.

Option F: Paul Park site. The information provided indicates this site was removed from
further consideration because the District determined that the site was too small to

accommodate any of the enrollment configurations and it is also located in a densely

populated area where traffic and pedestrian congestions would prove problematic.

Option G: Dolan Center site. The information provided indicates this site was removed

from further consideration due to complexities of converting the current use of the site

from recreation to school department operations.
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Option H: Whitcomb Woods site. The information provided indicates this site was
removed from further consideration because a large portion of the site is wetlands and it
is subject to conservation covenants as it is listed as being a land trust.

Option I: Rustcraft Fields/Road site. The information provided indicates this site was
removed from further consideration due to a large portion of the site being covered by
wetlands and it is a heavily used fields/parks and recreation property.

1) In response to these review comments, please review and respond to the following items:

Describe how the site constraints for each site option have impacted the design options
explored in the Preliminary Evaluation of Alternatives section.

Response: There are 3 sites associated with the selected Oakdale / Greenlodge
Enrollment Option of 550 Students. All have good street access.

Oakdale Site:
There are few site constraints associated with this site. It is relatively large and flat. As such, the primary

site considerations which informed the preliminary design options were the zoning setbacks, respect for
neighboring residences, safe access for all modes of transportation, and emergency vehicle access. In
addition, the need for the existing school to be occupied during construction defined what area of the site
was off limits for the new school.

Greenlodge Site:
A sloped site, wetlands, and extensive ledge make Greenlodge challenging to build on. It has less usable

open space than Oakdale. Therefore, in addition to the standard site considerations listed above for
Oakdale, the preliminary design options were developed to reasonably avoid ledge removal and utilize the
flat area of the site. As with Oakdale, the need for the existing school to be occupied during construction
defined what area of the site was off limits for the new school.

Capen Site:
A 30’ slope separates 2 relatively flat areas. Therefore, in addition to the standard site considerations listed

above for Oakdale, design options have been developed to reasonably avoid ledge removal, and utilize
the flat area of the site. Unlike Oakdale and Greenlodge sites, there is not an existing school that needs to
be occupied during construction, so the entire site could be considered for the new school’s location.

As part of the District’s PSR submittal, describe how the number of onsite parking spaces
for staff and visitors will be determined. Describe whether parking will be determined by
school needs, after-hours athletic/performance needs, and/or local zoning requirements.

Response: The number of onsite parking spaces will be a function of school needs and
local zoning requirements. With the School Committee’s decision to pursue Enrollment 3,
the District can now begin to consider staffing patterns and anticipated on-site parking
demand to accommodate permanent and itinerant staff. This determination will be made
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Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham MA
PDP Review Comment Response

in close collaboration with the OPM, SBRC, and local zoning board and inspectors.

In addition, provide a timeline associated with the required permits, filings, and reviews
discussed in this section. Please acknowledge.

Acknowledged. A timeline for associated permits, filings, and reviews will be included in
the PSR submission.

e As part of the District’s PSR submittal, provide building/site section(s) that illustrates
how the Preferred Schematic sits on the site and how the proposed location impacts
access and circulation. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknoledged and agreed

2) In response to these review comments, provide the following for all existing school sites that
will be explored further:

e Circulation diagrams that identify the existing:
0 Bus and parent drop-off/pick-up locations;
0 Vehicular and pedestrian circulation; and
o Emergency vehicle access.

Response: Detailed diagrams will be provided in the PSR after the 6/21/23 SBRC vote on
the final site selection.

e Also, provide diagram(s) and a narrative that describes how a physically challenged
individual currently accesses the existing building.

Response: Detailed diagrams and narrative will be provided in the PSR after the 6/21/23
SBRC vote on the final site selection.

e As part of the District’s PSR submittal, please provide circulation diagrams for all
options explored as part of the Final Evaluation of Alternatives.

Response: These will be provided.

No further review comments for this section.
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3.1.6 PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Receipt of
. Not L
Provided,; " District’s
) ) Complete; T Provided; .
Provide the following Items Noresponse | o0 | Districrs | ResPonse:
required reqF:Jire d response Oouil; €
required | ycon St
1 | Analysis of school district student school
assignment practices and available space in other L] (] [
schools in the district
2 | Tuition agreement with adjacent school districts ] (] (]
3 | Rental or acquisition of existing buildings that = = =
could be made available for school use
4 | Code Upgrade option that includes repair of
systems and/or scope required for purposes of code
compliance; with no modification of existing spaces = = =
or their function
5 Renovatl_on_(s) ant_j/o_r addition(s) of varying degrees 0 0 0
to the existing building(s)
6 Constr_uctlon o_f new building and the evaluation of O O =
potential locations
7 | List of 3 distinct alternatives (including at least 1
renovation and/or addition option) are
recommended for further development and = = =
evaluation.
MSBA Review Comments:

4) The information provided indicates that the District did not include any Code Upgrade
options for the three existing schools included as part of this feasibility study (Oakdale
Elementary School, Greenlodge Elementary School, and the Riverdale Elementary School).
Please note the District will be required to include a Code Upgrade option for each existing
school as part of the PSR submittal for cost comparison purposes. These options should include
additional information that identifies the capacity of the existing schools associated with a repair
option that does not propose any new construction square footage. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged

7) As part of the Preliminary Evaluation of Alternatives, the District explored the following (16)
options. Please note, this submittal did not conclude with the options the District intends to
further develop in the PSR submittal.

e Option 1: Addition/Renovation for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 235 students at the
existing Oakdale Elementary School; with an estimated total project cost of $69.4
million.
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Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham MA
PDP Review Comment Response

e Option 2: Addition/Renovation for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 450 students at the
existing Oakdale Elementary School; with an estimated total project cost of $90.2
million.

e Option 3: Addition/Renovation for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 550 students at the
existing Oakdale Elementary School; with an estimated total project cost of $103.2
million.

e Option 4: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 235 students at the
existing Oakdale Elementary School; with an estimated total project cost of $61.6
million.

e Option 5: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enroliment of 450 students at the
existing Oakdale Elementary School; with an estimated total project cost of $81.9
million.

e Option 6: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 550 students at the
existing Oakdale Elementary School; with an estimated total project cost of $94.7
million.

e Option 7: Addition/Renovation for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 550 students at the
Greenlodge Elementary School site; with an estimated total project cost of $109.4
million.

e Option 8: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 550 students at the
Greenlodge Elementary School site; with an estimated total project cost of $97.7 million.

e Option 9: Addition/Renovation for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 450 students at the
Riverdale Elementary School site; with an estimated total project cost of $91.3 million.

e Option 10: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 450 students at the
Riverdale Elementary School site; with an estimated total project cost of $81.4 million.

e Option 11: Addition/Renovation for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 235 students at the
Capen School; with an estimated total project cost of $69.1 million.

e Option 12: Addition/Renovation for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 550 students at the
Capen School site; with an estimated total project cost of $103.5 million.

e Option 13: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 235 students at the
Capen School; with an estimated total project cost of $62.8 million.

e Option 14: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 550 students at the
Capen School site; with an estimated total project cost of $97.3 million.

e Option 15: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 235 students at the
Striar site; with an estimated total project cost of $63.1 million.

e Option 16: New Construction for grades 1-5 with an enrollment of 550 students at the
Striar site; with an estimated total project cost of $98.4million.

As part of the District’s response to these review comments, please provide the options the



Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham MA
PDP Review Comment Response

District intends to further evaluate as part of its PSR submittal, and provide detailed narratives
that describe why options and sites were eliminated from further consideration.

Response:
The SBRC will vote on the single recommended site on 6/21/23. The minutes from that
upcoming meeting will be provided to the MSBA as soon as they are available.

To date, sites evaluated and rejected by the SBRC include:

Paul Park: This site is the smallest of those considered and will not accommodate any enrollment
size along with necessary site amenities on a par with other schools in the district.

Dolan Center: As a unique valued recreational asset with river frontage and recent parks and rec.
investment cannot be replaced in kind. It is an unlikely candidate for a land swap.

Whitcomb Woods: This property is listed as being in a land trust. It also has wetlands issues
which appear to limit useable area.

Rustcraft Road: This town-wide recreational center would represent difficulties in process and
approvals for a land swap. It is also remote.

Capen - Striar Combined: Concern about access to Striar from Capen given wetland and drainage
conditions, and long walk through woods with very young students as a safety concern.

Striar: Safety concerns and the fact that the property is not controlled by the School Department
could delay project.

Riverdale: The site of the active Riverdale Elementary School is obviously not an appropriate
location for a new Oakdale Greenlodge school

To ensure that the District’s feasibility study is sufficiently comprehensive in scope the District
must include Code Upgrade Options for each of the three existing schools included as part of
this feasibility study (Oakdale Elementary School, Greenlodge Elementary School, and the
Riverdale Elementary School) that describes repairs and upgrades required to conform with
code. The final evaluation of alternatives shall include at least one viable option for each of the
three enrollment options identified in the study enrollment certification, and for the District’s
preferred enrollment option at least one renovation and/or addition option that maximizes the
use of the existing facility. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged
Additionally, as part of the District’s PSR submittal please provide the following information:

e Floor plan diagrams that include a key/legend for clarity that showcase all the spaces
with adjacencies to further understand the connections of the proposed spaces.
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Response: These will be provided

e Ensure that further detail is provided in the subsequent phases of the project that clearly
describes and illustrates the separation, safety provisions, and possible construction
laydown areas that will be applied during construction on the occupied site. Please
acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged

e Please continue to use the same naming convention of options. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged

No further review comments for this section.

3.1.7 LOCAL ACTIONS AND APPROVAL

Not Receipt of
Provided; " District’s
) ) Complete; T Provided; .
Provide the following Items Noresponse | DSOS | Districes | Response:
required required response Oouit; g
required | s Stat
1 | Signed Local Actions and Approvals Certification:
(original) - - -
2 | Certified copies of the School Building Committee
meeting notes showing specific submittal approval
vote language and voting results, and a list of
) S . . X
associated School Building Committee meeting = = =
dates, agenda, attendees and description of the
presentation materials

MSBA Review Comments:

2) Please provide a certified copy of the meeting minutes when available. Please acknowledge.

Response: Acknowledged. Copies of certified minutes will be provided.

No further review comments for this section.
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3.1.8 APPENDICES
dod Not Receipt of
Provided,; > District’s
. . Complete; -~ | Provided; .
Provide the following Items Noresponsel D% | Districrs | Response
required req?:i o response o e
required | \1SBA Staff
1 | Current Statement of Interest L] L
2 | MSBA Board Ac_tl_on Letter including the invitation to = O
conduct a Feasibility Study
3 | Design Enrollment Certification L] L
MSBA Review Comments:

3) Please see comment above in Section 3.1.1, Item 3.

No further review comments for this section.

Additional Comments:

Please note that as part of the upcoming Preferred Schematic submittal process,
districts and their consultants are required to provide a summary overview of the
proposed project to the MSBA Facilities Assessment Subcommittee (the “FAS”). In
preparation, the MSBA requests that the District submit a complete PowerPoint of the
FAS presentation with the PSR submittal. For your reference, the guidance
memorandum for preparing an FAS presentation is attached.

Response: We look forward to that meeting

The MSBA issues project advisories from time to time, as informational updates for
Districts, Owner's Project Managers, and Designers in an effort to facilitate the efficient
and effective administration of proposed projects currently pending review by the
MSBA. The advisories can be found on the MSBA’s website. In response to these review
comments, please confirm that the District’s consultants have reviewed all project
advisories and they have been incorporated into the proposed project as applicable.

Response: Confirmed

Regarding Past Projects:

End

MSBA records do not indicate previous grants associated with the Oakdale Elementary
School, Riverdale Elementary School, or the Greenlodge Elementary School.
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Dedham Public Schools
School Committee Meeting
June 7, 2023

k*kkkk D RA FT*****

MEMBERS OF THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE:
Victor Hebert

Stephen Acosta

Mayanne Briggs

Dr. Leah Flynn Gallant

Cailen McCormick

Christopher Polito

Tara Duncan (absent)

MEMBERS OF THE ADMINISTRATION:

Dr. lan Kelly, Interim Superintendent

Matthew Wells, Assistant Superintendent of Business and Finance

Dr. Sara Stetson, Assistant Superintendent for Student Services

Dr. Heather Smith, Interim Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum (absent)

Meeting Location:
Dedham Middle School Auditorium

School Committee Meeting commenced at 6:30 p.m.

Executive Session — Exemption 3 — To discuss strategy with respect to collective bargaining or
litigation

Motion was made to move to Executive Session and return to public session after Executive
Session. Motion was approved by a roll call vote of 5-0. (Ms. McCormick was absent from the
vote.)

Return to Regular Session (7:00 p.m.)

Pledge of Allegiance

Open Meeting
Mr. Victor Hebert, Chair, called the meeting to order.

RECOGNITIONS

Dr. Linda Kobierski, PK-8 STEM Curriculum Coordinator came to the podium to introduce the
winners of the Science Fair and the New England Math League (NEML) awards.
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Awards were grouped as follows:

Science Fair awards Grades 3-5
NEML High Scorer awards Grades 4-5
NEML High Scorer awards Grades 6-8.

e Science Fair Award Winners

The Elementary Science Fair included 118 students sharing 60 exhibits that were presented in
the Greenlodge gym. Each project was judged using scientific discovery parameters. Judges
were chosen from university and industry leaders.

Dr. Kobierski displayed slides with the names and titles of the 2023 Science Fair award winners.
Names of the winners were called from each grade (3-5) and grouped by e All Star Scientist ¢
High Honors e Special Recognitions. Each student lined up on stage as their name was called.

* New England Math League High Scorers (Grades 4-8)

Dr. Kobierski explained that each year students participate in the NE Math League (NEML)
nationwide problem-solving competition. The students are asked questions that reflect
different levels of math expertise.

This year, 213 students from grades 4-8 participated in the NEML and 84 students qualified as
high scorers. The competition included eight different counties.

DPS Grade 6-8 rankings:

Grade 6 ranged 11th across 41 schools,

Grade 7 ranked 14" out of 47 schools.

Grade 8 ranked 17" out of 48 schools.

Grades 6 and Grade 7 ranked 3™ and 4™ in the region out of 8 surrounding districts.

Grade 4-5 rankings will be reported at the next School Committee meeting.

NEML Elementary High Scorers (Grades 4-5)
Names of the winners of the competition from Grades 4-5 were announced. Awardees lined up
on the stage as their names were called.

NEML Middle School High Scorers (Grade 6-8)
Names of the winners of the competition from Grades 6-8 were announced. Awardees lined up
on the stage as their names were called.

e ECEC Retirement Recognitions
Principal Taylor from ECEC came to podium to recognize four long term employees who are
retiring this year
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Cheryl Scarsciotti
Janice O’Connor
Laurie McGuire
Sharon Harrington

Ms. Briggs expressed her gratitude to the retirees for working with the youngest learners for so
long.

Mr. Hebert expressed how difficult it will be to replace their knowledge and expertise.

Dr. Kelly said that the results we see tonight with our 4™ to 8" grades are a tribute to the
education experienced by our youngest learners.

e Christine Stec Rockstar Award & Spring Grants — Dedham Education Foundation

April Wilmar, President of the Dedham Education Foundation came to the podium to announce
their Spring annual grant recipients. Ms. Wilmar explained that the Dedham Education
Foundation raises funds that are converted to grants for specific projects.

Teachers submit grants to the Foundation, applications are reviewed by a board and then
candidates are chosen based on the merit of their application.

The Spring grants cycle included the following five grants:
1. Avery School SEL

Avery/High School lunch group

High School STEM

ECEC STEM

Oakdale and Avery STEM

ke wnN

Ns. Wilmar reported that over $38K was distributed for DPS funding this 2023-24 year.

April Wilmar reported that this year a new grant was created to honor Christine Stec. Ms. Stec
was an Oakdale 4™ grade teacher who passed away recently from cancer. This grant will allow
her legacy to live on.

Ms. Wilmar announced that the winner of the inaugural Christine Stec Rockstar Award is
Brianna Campo. Ms. Campo was chosen out of 40 nominees. Brianna was part of the 4™ grade
team who worked closely with Christine Stec. Ms. Wilmar read quotes from the nominations
about Ms. Campo’s merits and accomplishments. Ms. Campo came to the podium to express
her thanks to everyone for their support. Ms. Wilmar said the final group of nominees will
receive certificates that will include quotes from their nomination letters.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

Ryan O’Toole Lincoln St. asked if the School Committee could ensure that the community
receives more specifics on the impact the new building will have on neighbors so decisions can
be made with community input.

Dedham Public Schools
Interim Superintendent’s Update

Teaching and Learning

Superintendent’s Academic Dinner. On Monday May
22nd we held the District’s annual Superintendent’s
Academic Top 30 Dinner. This was a wonderful
opportunity to honor members of the class of 2023 who
have demonstrated the very highest levels of academic
achievement over their time at DHS.

Class of 2023 Commencement. This Saturday we celebrated the 170 members of the graduating
class of 2023 at our annual commencement ceremony. While it was chilly and a little damp, the
morning was full of the honor and celebration that our graduates have earned over many years
of hard work. Congratulations again to the class of 2023.

Inquiry Journeys Update (Elementary History/Social Sciences). This year’s Inquiry Journeys
pilot is wrapping up. Feedback from families, students, and teachers has been outstanding and,
as a result, implementation of Inquiry Journeys will continue and expand into next school year.
29 teachers have requested to participate! Featured below are a few “kindness rocks” from Ms.
Fay’s students in 2F. The inquiry question that guided the particular unit that Ms. Kieffner and
Ms. Fay taught was: "How do people work together to help their communities?" After learning a
great deal about needs and wants, students identified a need in the community and developed
an action plan to address the need. As a class, they decided to create "kindness rocks" to spread
joy and kindness throughout the school. Students created prototypes on paper before painting
their rocks and completed a planning and reflection sheet.
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Grade 8 Trip to Washington, D.C. Last Wednesday-Friday, 138 eighth grade students and 16
chaperones traveled to Washington, D.C. This marked a great return for this important field trip
after a 3 year hiatus due to COVID. In addition, this is the first year that students were able to
see civics in action while also having a year of civics education within the history department.
On the trip, students visited all of the important DC highlights: multiple Smithsonian Museums
including American History, Natural History, the recently renovated Air and Space, and the
Museum of African American History and Culture. In addition, students learned about and
visited the various memorials including the Lincoln, Jefferson, FDR, Korean War and Vietnam
War. One of the annual highlights is the dinner and dance boat cruise down the Potomac River
during sunset! At our visit to Arlington National Cemetery, Dedham had the honor of
performing a wreath laying at the site of Ruth Bader Ginsburg. At the Capitol, Senator Ed
Markey took time out of his schedule to meet our students and discuss their educational
opportunities here in Massachusetts. And we also had an impromptu meeting with Throughout
the trip, DMS students embodied our "3 R's" - being respectful, responsible, and resilient. In
fact, multiple fellow travelers and our bus drivers commented on how respectful our students
were throughout the trip. And while the travel home may have been challenging due to
weather, our students exemplified resilience at the airport and were even happy for the delays
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as it extended the trip! We look forward to continuing this tradition for DMS 8th graders.

Visual and Performing Arts

William B. Gould Memorial Dedication. Several DHS
band students along with seven 5th graders performed
the National Anthem at the William B. Gould Statue
Unveiling Ceremony, Sunday, May 29, under the
direction of Heather Kirby.

Spring Concerts at DHS and DMS. DHS and DMS presented their Spring Concerts on May 16 and
23, respectively. Each concert featured the chorus, concert band, and jazz band. The high school
also featured a string ensemble, in partnership with the Dedham School of Music. Choral
directors were Andrew Wray (DMS) and Heather Kirby (DHS), band directors were Kevin Martins
(DMS) and Heather Kirby (DHS), jazz band director was Joseph Borsellino, Ill (DMS & DHS) and
string ensemble director was Zoe Chau. Nearly 200 musicians performed in all!

DPS Art Show. On May 25, 2023 that DPS PK- Grade 12 Art show was hosted at the Dedham
Middle School. This was by far one of the most well attended art shows in recent memory.
There were over 1,000 pieces of student works on display. Thank you to the visual art teachers:
Kristin Prata, Sarah Altone, Sarah Olivieri, Bridget O’Leary, Courtney Sousa, Joanna Mears, Amy
Vega and Miranda Jang.
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Athletics

Track. Senior Catherine Sargent won the MIAA Division 5 Shot Put State Title with a school
record throw of 42 feet. In the discus she won the MIAA Division 5 State Title & was the MIAA
Meet of Champions Winner. She was named the Tri Valley League Girls Track MVP

MIAA Tournaments:

Softball won a MIAA Div 3 First Round game vs Bishop Stang and are still awaiting their next
opponent.

Boys Tennis won a MIAA Div 3 First Round Match vs Hanover before falling to Bedford.
Baseball won a MIAA Div 3 Prelim Game vs Essex North Shore before falling to Weston.
Girls Lacrosse fell to Swampscott in a MIAA Div 3 First Round game.

Girls Tennis Fell to Belchertown in a MIAA Div 3 First Round Match.
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Community Engagement

Unified Game Day at ECEC. The ECEC held its first, of hopefully many, Special Olympics Unified
Game Days on Thursday, May 25th. The unified athletes have been working with their staff
coaches during this school year to learn many skills such as throwing, batting, running, jumping,
and most importantly, teamwork!! The students had an opportunity to showcase all they have
learned at the Game Day with their classmates, families, staff members, and members of the
DHS Unified Basketball Team cheering them on. They ran, they galloped, they threw, and they
completed an obstacle course that morning, and all athletes received a medal in a very special
ceremony at the conclusion of the games. A huge shout out to Lauren Lydon, ECEC Physical
Therapist and Marie Madden, ECEC PE/Wellness teacher for their enthusiasm in organizing and

facilitating such a wonderful event.

Visit to ECEC. On Tuesday, May 30th, the ECEC hosted a visiting team of educators from the
Boston Renaissance Charter School. They contacted us with the hopes of learning about our
inclusion practices in preschool and kindergarten as they seek to shift their practices in early
childhood special education service delivery. The group had a chance to talk to members of our
teams and observe 5 of our classrooms.

Management and Operations

DHS Turf Field Replacement. The procurement for the turf field installation firm was completed
in May. The firm Field Turf supplied the lowest responsible and responsive bid for completion of
the project. Work will begin this week with project staff onsight for a project kick-off meeting,
and to provide a project schedule and to start work in removing the old field turf carpet. A more
detailed schedule will be available in the weeks ahead. Please note that parking along
Recreation Road and at the top of the track/football field will be used for storage of materials
for this project.

Summer Capital Projects. A number of capital projects are currently in process for work over
the summer. The high school kitchen freezer replacement project has the freezer boxes
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ordered, and the assessment of the current electrical systems for possible upgrade is underway.
The middle school safety vestibule bid came in near the most recent projection. The initial
projected schedule has the vestibule work on site starting in late June with projected
completion in mid October. The replacement of the Greenlodge fire panel has received updated
guotes and the replacement work is scheduled to begin in early July. The district has more
projects that will be discussed after a new Director of Facilities is hired.

COMMENTS on Interim Superintendent’s Update

Mr. Polito noted the Art Show that was held last week. He also asked for an update about the interactive
exhibit about the Roman Trials. It was reported that the exhibit will be held next week at Town Hall and
added to the calendar.

Dr. Flynn Gallant commented on the success of the unified games held at the ECEC. It’s special to have
High School students supporting the younger kids. She commended Kim Taylor and her teams.

Ms. McCormick asked about the impact of the Turf Field replacement on the summer programming. Dr.
Kelly said it will only affect parking and transportation issues. He feels that the functioning of programs
will not be affected, but he said they will discuss any issues with the construction contractor.

Mr. Acosta commended the graduation speaker at high school commencement.

Reports/Updates/Requests

¢ School Improvement Plan Discussion & Vote

Mr. Hebert asked for comments on the School Improvement Plan. He noted that discussion about the
plan occurred at the last School Committee meeting.

Motion was made to approve the 2023-25 School Improvement Plan. Motion was approved by a vote
of 6-0.

. Di ion & Possible V f Enrol Confi ion for New El Buildi
[Mr. Polito recused himself from the discussion about the Oakdale project due to conflict of interest.]

Dr. Kelly said the School Committee requested him to state his opinion on enrollment. He said his
recommendation includes the site choice along with the enrollment recommendation because they are
intrinsically linked.

Dr. Kelly’s recommendation is for a 550 student enrollment with Oakdale/Greenlodge combination
located at the Capen site.

Benefits of the Oakdale/Greenlodge combination:

Will not disrupt education and preserve outdoor space.
Larger schools give better chances for flexible groupings. Teachers can be better matched with
students.

e Curriculum consistency and continuity because fewer buildings to coordinate across.
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® Better preparation for Middle School student adjustment because students will have exposure to
department structure.
Maximizes the number of students who will be able to benefit from new facility
More professionals under one roof, helps to preserve institutional knowledge and provide more
expertise.

Equity Considerations

e Majority of economically disadvantaged students in Dedham are currently located at Riverdale
and Avery.
The combination of Oakdale/Greenlodge allows us to build more equitability.
Maps were displayed that showed the concentrations of economically disadvantaged areas and
the distribution of ELL students.
The creation of three zones instead of four zones will redistribute equity needs.
A slide showed the number of students who would be re-zoned. The numbers equal 25% of the
overall student population but it is an impact that cannot be avoided in the pursuit of the overall
goal of more equitable distribution of ELL and economically disadvantaged students.

e Fiscal considerations slide was shown with MSBA eligible costs vs. Town costs for each site/plan
option. Dr. Kelly feels that the recommended plan makes fiscal sense because it maximizes the
MSBA reimbursement and energy conservation savings.

Educational top priorities reflected in Community Survey

Maintain current class size

Access to modern facility

Preparation for Middle School
Professional learning and collaboration.

PwnN e

Fiscal top priorities reflected in Community Survey:

1. Maximization state funding
2. Sustainable design
3. Understanding potential costs.

Dr. Kelly noted that Option 4 — Oakdale/Greenlodge combination with 550 enrollment, maximizes costs.
Enrollment configuration priorities from Community Survey

® The 550 enrollment choice was preferred
o The 235 enrollment choice was the least favorable.

Site preferences from survey:

o Oakdale #1
e Greenlodge #2
e (Capen #3.

Dr. Kelly commented that he feels that the Capen site is best educationally for our students. He showed
a table created from survey data that reported ratings by neighborhood.
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SCHOOL COMMITTEE COMMENTS about site and enrollment recommendation.

Ms. McCormick commended the SBRC on the community outreach. She asked why it is advantageous to
expose EL students to different linguistic populations and experiences.

Dr. Stetson replied that it is important for children to be exposed to different communities and
experiences to ensure equal opportunity. It encourages the building of background knowledge and
discourse with peers.

Dr. Kelly replied that it's important that the schools reflect the same composition as our community.

Dr. Flynn Gallant commented that there are clear divides in our community. She hopes that the
redistricting will help to stimulate equity within the greater community.

Ms. Briggs asked about walkability and transportation.

Dr. Kelly affirmed that this issue has been considered, but more discussion is needed on the subject.

One data point was provided that included the current door to door average distance for all individuals is
.82 miles. Option 4 increases that average by 1/4 of a mile. Mr. Wells said that the impact on
transportation costs is not really fully known yet.

Dr. Kelly confirmed that tonight’s discussion is about enrollment, but it’s difficult to separate site from
enrollment. The enrollment is the purview of the School Committee/Administration and the site
decision is the purview of the SBRC.

Ms. McCormick reiterated the magnitude of the decision and said she appreciated the incorporation of
the survey results into the final decision.

Mr. Acosta said he is in support of the 550 enrollment plan. The plan allows the most students to take
advantage of the newest resources. MSBA funding needs to be optimized now because it may not
continue in the future.

Ms. Briggs said when the Town Meeting re-voted the budget, it was clear that they wanted us to find
ways to cut costs and carefully evaluate our fiscal choices moving forward. The School Committee needs
to continue to make decisions informed by the community.

Mr. Hebert said that the School Committee works in conjunction with the SBRC. He implored the public
to reach out to the SBRC or School Committee with questions going forward about the Oakdale Project.

Motion was made to accept the 550 student enrollment plan as recommended tonight by the Interim
Superintendent. Motion was approved by a vote of 5-0. (Mr. Polito abstained from the vote due to
conflict of interest.)

Subcommittee Assignments — Discussion & Vote

Mr. Acosta asked for clarification on the number of members that were assigned to the Park and Rec and
Fields Subcommittees. Ms. Briggs said that it was agreed that one of the designees from the Parks and
Rec working group would be chosen to attend the Fields Subcommittee.

Motion was made to approve the subcommittee assignments as presented. Motion was approved by
a vote of 6-0.
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* Subcommittee Updates
o Budget

Mr. Polito asked about fee increases that were approved to offset the budget. Mr. Wells confirmed that
they will be recommending an increase to bus fees and to High School and Middle School technology
and sports fees. Also recommending a 10% across the board increase for building rental fees. There
have been no increases to building rental fees since 2007. Mr. Wells said the new fee structure will be
added to the website and is also available in the folder.

o Communications
This Subcommittee was dissolved.
o Curriculum Advisory

Ms. McCormick said the Curriculum Advisory Subcommittee met last night for the final meeting of the
year. She said there are vacancies to fill next year. She also reported that the members got a preview of
the new DPS website from Sarah Errickson. The new website will be rolled out in August 2023.

o Policy

No updates

o SBRC

Update provided earlier in the meeting.
o Traffic Circulation

This Subcommittee was dissolved.
o Negotiations

No updates.

o Parks & Recreation

No updates

o Financial Policy

Mr. Polito reported that the Financial Policy subcommittee met with the Select Board and Finance
Department and the goal is to have a report from the School Committee by October 2023 for approval.

Donation

Mr. Wells announced that the Endicott Greenhouse donated $500 to each elementary school grade in
Dedham to support agricultural initiatives.

Motion was made to accept the Endicott Greenhouse donation of $500 to the DPS. Motion was
approved by a vote of 6-0.

Review and Approval Vote of Previous Meeting Minutes
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2 Existing Conditions

2.1 Historic
The 1902 Oakdale School building is not listed on any historic register of
the Commonwealth nor National Register.
email from Town of Dedham Historic Districts commission
UPDATE - MHC determination dated 8/24/23

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report: s

Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham, Massachusetts









950 CMR: OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE COMMONWEALTH

Project Description (narrative):

The Town of Dedham is participating in a Feasibility Study / Schematic Design study with the
Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA). The Study is focused on the development of a
solution to resolve the educational space needs for the children of the Oakdale and Greenlodge Elementary
Schools.

The original Oakdale school building was constructed in 1902 with additions added in 1955 and 1970. The
current facility has 53,500 SF and serves approximately 250 students in grades 1-5. A proposed project will
potentially involve the renovation, partial demolition, or full demolition of the Oakdale Elementary School.
The Feasibility Study is exploring several options that include additions and renovations to the Oakdale
Elementary School or construction of a new school on the Oakdale School site.

Should new construction be selected by the Town of Dedham as their preferred solution, the result would be
full or partial demolition of the Oakdale Elementary School.

Does the project include demolition? If so, specify nature of demolition and describe the
building(s) which are proposed for demolition.

A proposed project will potentially involve the partial demolition or full demolition of the Oakdale
Elementary School. Under a renovation project the 1955 and 1970 additions would be demolished, and the
existing 1902 building would have building envelope upgrades, including insulation, window systems and
complete replacement of the roof. Interior finishes would be replaced, replacement of ceiling systems,
updating fixtures and equipment where warranted. Accessibility and MEP/FP code requirements would be
addressed including a new elevator and a new sprinkler and fire alarm system. Several interior walls would
need to be removed / added to bring classroom size and configuration up to current MSBA standards.

The alternative options explore the construction of a new school on the existing site. This option would
propose the demolition of the existing facility in its entirety. A new facility for grades 1-5 would be
approximately 103,000 GSF.

Does the project include rehabilitation of any existing buildings? If so, specify nature of
rehabilitation and describe the building(s) which are proposed for rehabilitation.

Under the renovation and addition alternative, the 1902 building would undergo major rehabilitation to
bring the building up to current codes. These renovations would include the installation of a 4 story
elevator, fully automatic fire suppression system (sprinklers), seismic upgrades to existing partition walls
and roof, renovations of all areas to assure ADA / MAAB requirements are met, and renovation to heating,
plumbing and electrical systems. Because the original building has essentially no insulation on the building
envelope, significant renovation to the exterior walls would be required to meet current energy codes.

5/31/96 (Effective 7/1/93) - corrected 950 CMR - 276



950 CMR: OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE COMMONWEALTH

Does the project include new construction? If so, describe (attach plans and elevations if necessary).

The project would include new construction for all options. Under the renovation option, additions to the
existing building would be required to provide MSBA standard sized classrooms appropriately organized
for 550 students. The new building options would be constructed on the existing site and the existing
facility would be partially or totally demolished to provide space on the site for parking, vehicular
circulation, outdoor learning areas, and play space.

To the best of your knowledge, are any historic or archaeological properties known to exist within
the project’s area of potential impact? If so, specify.

No historic or archaeological properties known to exist within the project’s area of potential impact

‘What is the total acreage of the project area?

Woodland 0 acres Productive Resources:

Wetland 0 acres Agriculture 0 acres

Floodplain 0 acres Forestry 0 acres

Open space 6.1 acres Mining/Extraction 0 acres Developed 6.9 acres

Total Project Acreage 6.9 acres
What is the acreage of the proposed new construction? 6.9 acres
What is the present land use of the project area?

The existing land use is for elementary school use within a residential zoning district. This land use will not
change.

Please attach a copy of the section of the USGS quadrangle map which clearly marks the project
location.

USGS quadrangle map(s) attached.

This Project Notification Form has been submitted to the MHC in compliance with 950 CMR 71.00.

5/31/96 (Effective 7/1/93) - corrected 950 CMR - 276






2.2 Survey/Geotech/Geo-environmental

Survey
UPDATE - A survey of the Oakdale site was finalized 10/25/23. This is an
update to the “in progress” survey included in the 8/31/23 report.

The final 10/25/23 survey follows.

Geotechnical

UPDATE - Geotech borings took place on September 18 and 21, 2023.
Based on conditions encountered at the site, the ground water level at
this site is deeper than the boring depths (22') thus proposed building
foundations. The organic-rich topsoil encountered in the top 4" is not
suitable bearing strata. All footings shall bear on till or compacted
structural fill placed on till. Spread or strip footings where the bearing
soil layer is at least 4ft below the ground surface is recommended.

Preliminary Geotechnical Data and Engineering Report 9/25/23 follows.

Geoenvironmental

UPDATE - Geotech borings took place on September 18 and 21, 2023.
Based on the initial soil sampling, field screening, and laboratory
analysis there are no reportable conditions identified and the soil, where
sampled, does not exhibit evidence of contamination.

Geo-Environmental Sampling Results Summary 10/19/23 follows.

REVISED Preferred Schematic Report

Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham, Massachusetts
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1. INTRODUCTION

This project involves partial demolition of the existing Oakdale Elementary
School building and the construction of a new two to three-story school building
within the existing grassed field located at 147 Cedar St, Dedham Massachusetts.
The general project location is shown on Figure 1. Reliance Engineers was
contracted by Jonathan Levi Architects to perform geotechnical services and
provide foundation recommendations for the proposed building in accordance
with our proposals dated 13 July 2023.

Based on review of site history, geology, and the current proposed building
design, this Reliance Engineers-supervised preliminary field program was
performed on the 18™ and 21° of August 2023. Eight geotechnical borings (RB-
1 to RB-5' and RB-7 to RB-9) with SPT sampling were performed under this
preliminary geotechnical field investigation program. This report, prepared by
Lucy C. Jen, Ph.D., P.E. summarizes our documentation of geotechnical
subsurface conditions encountered during the field program, laboratory test
results, existing background site information, and our preliminary foundation
recommendations? for this project.

1.1 Site Description

USGS topographic maps from 2021, 1958, 1894 are included as Figures 1, 2, and
3 respectively. As shown on these topographic maps, the project site is
approximately 1 mile east of Wigwam Pond and about 2 mile northeast of
Endicott station in the Town of Dedham, Massachusetts. The topographic maps
indicate the existing school is located close to the top of local hills in the Oakdale
neighborhood. 1851 Map of the Town of Dedham (Figure 4) shows the area was
a wooded, undeveloped area in 1851.

The Town of Dedham Assessor’s records show the Oakdale Elementary School
is on parcel 100248, which is approximately 6.9 acres (see Figure 5). As shown
on recent aerial photograph of the school (Figure 6), Oakdale Elementary School
is bounded by residential neighborhoods on all sides, and includes two baseball
fields, a playground, and large trees lining the northern perimeter of the parcel.

! RB-6 was marked in the field but not drilled due to uncertainty/concerns in the locations of
existing underground utilities.

2 Environmental site characterization/geoenvironmental engineering issues are beyond the
scope of this study and not addressed in this report nor by Reliance Engineers.

Oakdale School Geotechnical Report
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1.2 Project Description and Proposed Construction

The original school building has served the Dedham community for close to 120
years. The existing main Oakdale Elementary School Building, facing Cedar
Street, is a three-story brick building constructed in 1904 located at the highest
point of the original lot at the time of construction. Additions, likely constructed
in 1952, were built along Madison Street yielding a total gross area of 62,508 SF.
The current topographic survey of the site is included as Appendix C. The grassed
area, on the eastern side of the parcel, is relatively flat (sheets 3 and 4 in Appendix
C), sloping downwards from northeast (El. 140 to E. 145) to southwest (El. 134
to El. 142). Along Madison Street, the grassed fields are approximately 3 to 4 ft
above the street level. Along the western of the northern boundary, the grassed
area is 3 to 4 ft lower than the neighboring northern parcels. Based on the exiting
grading, previous earthwork, with localized excavation and fill placement, likely
took place at the fields/proposed building site.

The current design shows the proposed new building to be located to the west of
the existing buildings (see Figure 7) with the proposed new two to three-story
building occupying the current grassed field area. No below grade level/basement
is anticipated for the proposed new building. The eastern tip of the new building
extends to nearly the west face of the one-story addition with the western tip
ending near the termination of Monroe St. The proposed ground level slab
elevation has not been defined at the time of this report. This geotechnical
investigation and evaluation address the foundation needs of the proposed new
building located in the existing field as shown in Figure 7.

1.3 Site Geology

The bedrock geologic map (Figure 8) indicates that bedrock below Dedham
generally consists of granite (Zdgr, Zwgr). At the Oakdale school site, Cambridge
Argillite may be present. Like most of eastern Massachusetts, this area is
characterized as highly faulted terrane. A N-S trending fault is mapped on the
bedrock geologic map and it bisects in the vicinity of the project site (Figure 8)
with unknown sense of fault movement.

The surficial geologic map (Figure 9) indicates the site is underlain by glacial till
deposits consisting of sand with silt, little clay, and scattered pebbles, cobbles,
and boulders. Some areas of till are more compacted than others due to subglacial
deposition.

Oakdale School Geotechnical Report



2.1

GEOTECHNICAL FIELD PROGRAM AND LABORATORY TESTS

The geotechnical field program to characterize the site is based on the dimensions
and orientation of the proposed building footprint. Locations of borings, based on
field tape measurements, at the site are shown in Figure 10. Logs from the borings
including soil descriptions and photographs are included as Appendix A. Note that
RB-6, located close to the existing 1-story 1952 addition, was not drilled due to
insufficient information regarding existing underground utilities.

The Reliance Engineers geotechnical field program was conducted on the 18" and
21% of August 2023. Eight geotechnical borings, (RB-1, RB-2, RB-3, RB-4, RB-
5, RB-7, RB-8, RB-9) extending to depths 0f 21.9°,9°, 17°, 10.4°, 16.5°, 8.3°, 12°,
15.6’ respectively, were completed in this two-day program. These eight borings
were drilled by Northern Drill Services from Northborough, Massachusetts using a
tracked Mobile B-53 rig and 3-1/4” hollow stem auger.

Approximate locations® of the completed boring are shown on Figure 10. Borings
RB-1 and RB-2 are located along the northwestern extent of the proposed building
in the grassed area north of the existing baseball infield; the other borings are
located with sequentially increasing numbers going counterclockwise around the
perimeter of the proposed building footprint, ending at RB-9 back near the
northwestern part of the site. Boring RB-6 was marked on the east side of the site
but not drilled due to concerns regarding existing subsurface utilities and
underground storage tank location.

Reliance Engineers Geotechnical Borings

All eight borings (RB-1, RB-2, RB-3, RB-4, RB-5, RB-7, RB-8, RB-9) were
advanced using hollow stem auger. Standard Penetration Test (SPT) sampling in
soil were performed in accordance with ASTM D1586 using a 140-lb automatic
hammer with maximum sampling interval of 5 feet. Soil samples were collected,
placed in glass jars, and are currently stored in Reliance Engineers’ office in
Wellesley, Massachusetts. Two bulk samples from RB-2 and RB-5 were collected
from auger flights for laboratory testing. Boring logs for the eight borings are
included as Appendix A.

3 The approximate locations are based on field measurements (by Reliance Engineers staff) of
boring locations relative to fixed landmarks/references at the site.
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2.2

Reliance Engineers Laboratory Testing

The wo bulk samples from borings RB-2 and RB-5 were collected and submitted
to TerraSense of Totowa, NJ for sieve analysis (ASTM D6913). Results of the
sieve analyses are included as Appendix B.



3.1

3.2

3.3

SITE AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Existing Site and Adjacent Buildings

Figures 6 and 10 show aerial photographs of the project site and the adjacent
neighborhoods. The western edge of the proposed new school building is
approximately 40-ft from the western property line. The northern edge of the
building is about 20-ft from the northern property line. The non-street-adjacent
property lines are marked by an existing chain link fence, with large trees (about
60-ft tall) growing along most of the fence. The property slopes downhill, with the
street side to the southwest being the lowest side of the property.

Flood Zone

Figure 11 shows the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map covering this area
(massgis.gov). This map indicates that this site is outside special flood hazards
areas subject to inundation by the 1% annual chance of flood as well as the 0.2%
annual chance of flood area.

Subsurface Soil Conditions

Boring logs for the eight Reliance Engineers geotechnical borings are included as
Appendix A.

Summary of the N-values versus depth from the eight Reliance Engineers borings
are tabulated as Table 1. Table 2 includes the same N-values data but tabulated
versus elevation and sorted by boring location. The subsurface conditions
encountered at the boring locations consist of topsoil/fill and glacial till of varying
relative density. The top of rock was not encountered at all boring locations;
subsequently, rock coring was not performed as part of this investigation.
Consistent with the surficial geologic map, the subsurface conditions are relatively
homogeneous.

The topsoil/fill stratum consists of moist dark brown m-f sand with silt and
organics. Topsoil is present for borings located in grassed areas and extends in
most borings to about 2-ft depth but reached up to 7-ft at RB-3. The N-values range
from 4 to over 20 blows per foot.

Glacial till was encountered below the topsoil/fill for all borings. Till deposits
consist of light brown to gray medium to fine sand with various amounts of silt and
gravel. The upper till appears to be less dense, with N-values ranging from 37 to
over 100 blows per foot. Deeper, denser deposits have SPT blow counts over 200
blows per foot. Photographs of material recovered in the SPT sampler are included
on respective boring logs in Appendix A.



3.4

3.5

Visual-manual descriptions of the soil were made in accordance with ASTM
D2488. The relative amount by dry weight of minor components is identified by
the following terms in accordance with Note 16 of ASTM D2488:

. Trace — < 5%

. Few — 5 to 10%

. Little — 15 to 25%
. Some — 30 to 45%
*  Mostly —>50%

Groundwater Conditions

Groundwater measurements were not taken at the site as the water table was not
encountered during this geotechnical investigation. It is likely that the water table
is deeper than 22 ft because the deepest till deposits were found to be dry upon
sampling. Given the presence of very dense till, presence of perched water table
should be anticipated, especially after rainstorms.

Laboratory Test Results

Results of geotechnical laboratory tests performed by TerraSense are presented in
Appendix B.

The bulk sample from RB-2 (collected 5’ to 10’ below the ground surface from
auger flights) is described as gray silty gravel with sand. The presence of organic
materials were noted in this sample likely caused material from shallower stratum.

The bulk sample from RB-5 (collected from 10 to 15 below the ground surface
from auger flights) is a gray silt and sand with few gravels.



4.1

4.2

4.3

FOUNDATION RECOMMENDATIONS

The design and construction for the proposed structure should be completed in
accordance with the 9™ edition of the Massachusetts Building Code. Specific
design recommendations for the proposed foundation system are presented below.

Design Groundwater Level and Base Flood Elevation

Based on conditions encountered at the site, the ground water level at this site is
deeper than boring depths thus could not be defined. Based on the FEMA flood
map, the site is not at risk of flooding. For design, temporarily perched water table
at the top of till is likely due to the impermeable nature of the existing till.
Sufficient drainage should be provided to minimize the likelihood of accumulation
of groundwater abutting structures due to perched water table.

Preliminary Recommended Engineering Properties for Soil

Recommended preliminary engineering properties for the topsoil and glacial till
strata at the site are summarized in Table 3.

The organic-rich topsoil is not suitable bearing strata therefore no recommended
allowable bearing values are given in Table 3. Bottom of topsoil/fill varies across
the site but is generally within the top 4 ft. At RB-3, the looser topsoil/fill was
found to be more than 7 ft.

All footings shall bear on till or compacted structural fill placed on till. The
allowable net bearing pressures for footings bearing on till is 4 TSF for footing
widths of 3 to 5 feet. For deeper footings, higher allowable net bearing pressure is
likely; however, such an evaluation should be performed individually since the
value depends on depth as well as footing location.

For compacted structural fill, meeting material specification and compaction
requirement described in Section 5.1, the recommended soil properties are included
in Table 3. The allowable net bearing pressure is expected to change and would
depend on the material below the compacted structural fill and thickness of the
compacted structural fill. Such an evaluation should be performed for individual
cases.

Depth of Frost

All foundations bearing on soil shall be constructed at a minimum depth of 4” feet
below the finished ground surface for frost protection.



4.4

4.5

4.6

Preliminary Recommended Foundation System and Anticipated Settlements

As stated in Section 4.2, the topsoil is not suitable bearing strata. Suitable bearing
strata at this site are the glacial till deposits below the topsoil, and if topsoil is
encountered at depth, it should be replaced with compacted structural fill (see
Section 5.1). Considering that the current ground surface varies between El. 144.5
and El. 138, we recommend that the proposed building be supported on spread or
strip footings where the bearing soil layer is at least 4-ft below the ground surface.
The footings should be at least 3-ft wide and bear on the natural glacial till with a
maximum allowable net bearing pressure of 4 TSF. Interior footings should be
founded at least 18 inches below the bottom of the floor slab. The tops of all
footings should be at least 6 inches below the bottom of the overlying floor slab.
Based on the borings conducted, bedrock was not encountered. The anticipated
footing settlement is less than 1-inch.

Utilities
The locations of the proposed utilities are not yet defined. The utility trenching will
likely extend into the till stratum. Considerations should be given to minimize

perched water table within the utility trenches given the likely low permeability of
the existing till.

Seismic Design Considerations

In accordance with Chapter 20 of ASCE 7-10 “Minimum Design Loads for
Buildings and Other Structures” and subsurface conditions encountered at the
boring locations, the site is categorized as Site Class C. The SPT N values, soil
type, and the location of the water table in the vicinity suggest that bearing materials
encountered at the boring location are not susceptible to liquefaction based on
Figure 1806.4c of the Massachusetts Building Code.

Preliminary Design Lateral Earth Pressures and Retaining Wall Design

Design lateral earth pressures for the at-rest and active cases corresponding to the
various materials encountered at the site are summarized in Table 3. Drainage
system should be installed behind the retaining wall and foundation wall to allow
drainage through or around the wall and avoid built up of full and/or differential
hydrostatic head behind the wall. Clean-outs, with recommended lateral spacing
of 30 feet, should be provided to allow flushing of the retaining wall and foundation
wall drainage systems. Continuous crushed stones with minimum cross sections 2-
feet width and 1-foot depth extending minimum of 8-in beyond edge of footing can
be use as substitute for perimeter drainage pipes adjacent to perimeter strip footings.
Trees with potential height of more than 7 feet shall be planted beyond the zone of



influence of the retaining wall defined as horizontal distance from the back side of
the wall equal to height above the exposed base of the wall plus 2 ft. If the wall
consists of geotextiles or geogrids, the back side of the soil-reinforced wall is
defined as the extent of the reinforced soil (i.e. extent of the geotextile or geogrids).



5.1

CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed project site is located within the existing Oakdale Elementary School
in Dedham, Massachusetts. Figures 6 and 10 include aerial photographs of the site
as well as the surrounding neighborhoods. The surrounding neighborhood is
residential. Prospective contractors for this project must evaluate potential
construction and traffic issues associated with their anticipated construction means
and methods based on their own knowledge, experience, as well as local regulations
in the area. This section provides a summary of important aspects related to the
proposed geotechnical construction activities.

Earthwork, Subgrade Preparation, and Dewatering

The site is located within the Oakdale Elementary School campus in Dedham,
Massachusetts. The site is accessible through residential streets off 1-95 through
the Town of Dedham. All activities at this site shall conform to project, local, and
state ordinances governing constructions. The Contractor should note and be
familiar with the required notification procedures, administrative orders,
sedimentation and erosion control, disposal facilities requirements, traffic controls,
and special conditions associated with this site.

This report focuses on geotechnical design issues associated with the proposed
construction. Environmental issues are beyond the scope of this report and are not
addressed in this report; however, the Contractor is reminded that chemical testing
will be required for excavated material and soil spoils that are designated for offsite
disposal as well as imported fill to be placed on site. No chemical testing was
performed as part of this investigation.

The new foundations shall be footings bearing on the existing till deposits that has
been proof-rolled or compacted structural fill placed above native till that has been
proof-rolled.

Structural fill material, if used, shall consist of granular inert material that is hard,
durable stone and coarse sand, free of excess moisture, frozen lumps, roots, sod,
trash, metal, plastic, clay, and other deleterious materials and conforming to the
following specifications:

Maximum particle size:

3 inches 100%

Sieve 1/2” (12.5 mm) 50 — 85% passing
Sieve #4 (4.75 mm) 40 — 75% passing
Sieve #50 (300 pm) 8 -28% passing

Material passing #200 sieve (75um) 5% max.



5.2

5.3

Materials that break up when alternately frozen and thawed or wetted and dried
should not be used. The material shall be placed and compacted in lift thickness
not exceeding 8 inches. Material placed in all lifts shall be compacted to at least
95 percent of the maximum density as determined by ASTM 1557 using modified
effort. For earthwork construction activities performed during freezing conditions,
proper measures should be implemented to minimize penetration of frost in soil
beneath foundations and slabs. Geogrids, Mirafi BXG 120 or similar, placed on
16” intervals can be used below areas minimizing differential settlement is desired.

Remnants of abandoned underground structures, such as basement and foundation
elements are not anticipated within the new building footprint but may be
encountered during the construction of the foundation systems. Existing and
abandoned buried utilities can be expected below the proposed building footprint.
It is anticipated that removal of these obstructions, if necessary, can be
accomplished using conventional heavy earth-moving equipment.

The proposed new foundation is not expected to extend below the general
groundwater level but surface runoff should be addressed. For those foundation
construction activities to be performed in-the-dry, such as earthwork, if necessary,
construction dewatering should be accomplished by the Contractor using methods
such as open pumping from sumps, temporary ditches and trenches, and general
site grading. All discharge shall comply with the local and state regulations.

Impact on Adjacent Structures

Given the current building layout under consideration, extent of earthwork, and
proximity of neighboring structures, the proposed construction activities may cause
minor architectural/cosmetic damage to negligible impact on neighboring
structures. Nevertheless, construction-related vibration should be limited and
should be monitored. @ Minimum of five vibration monitoring points are
recommended with locations to be determined depending on construction activities.
It is recommended that pre-construction surveys be performed for residential
buildings abutting the proposed building site. Noise and dust control shall be within
City limits as well as limits defined by the Project.

Additional Subsurface Field Investigations

The current geotechnical field investigation and assessment provide foundation
recommendations for the preliminary design of the proposed buildings. Additional
borings are recommended as the proposed building design progresses to the final
design phase.

11



5.4 Field Monitoring During Construction

We recommend that Reliance Engineers be retained and involved during
foundation construction to provide the following services:

e Provide and review the final plans and specifications to verify that the
geotechnical recommendations included in this report are incorporated as
intended.

e Review contractor submittals related to foundation design, support of
excavation design, and construction.

e Monitor earthwork, surcharge, and other activities associated with the
construction of foundation elements.

Our involvement during construction will allow us to (1) document the compliance
of the construction with design recommendations, specifications, and building
code, (2) identify changes in subsurface conditions different from those described
in this report, i.e. prior to the start of the construction, and (3) provide timely design
modifications in response to field conditions.

12



CLOSURE

The recommendations presented in this report are based on data obtained from the
referenced geotechnical borings and may not capture the exact nature and extent of
variations between the completed borings. Reliance Engineers should be notified
if subsurface conditions uncovered during construction deviate significantly from
the conditions described in this report, and modifications or re-evaluations of the
design recommendations may be necessary to reflect the actual field conditions.

This report has been prepared for the proposed Oakdale Elementary School in
Dedham as described in Section 1.2. Reliance Engineers should be informed of the
final design and location of the foundation elements associated with the building
(such as foundation loadings, slab loadings, column configurations, retaining wall
design, finished floor elevation, and bus ramp geometry and location) prior to
issuing the final bid and contract documents. This will allow us to review the final
design, verify if the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are
still valid, and make design modifications, if necessary.

13
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TABLE 1- Summary of N-values v. Depth from Current Geotechnical Subsurface Investigation

Reliance Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation at Oakdale School, Dedham, MA
Performed by Northern Drill Services

Date Completed | 8/18/2023 8/18/2023| 8/18/2023 8/18/2023: 8/21/2023; N/A | 8/21/2023| 8/21/2023| 8/21/2023
BoB (ft) 21'11" 9' 17' 10'5" 16'6" 8'4" 12' 15'7"
WT depth (ft) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
WT El (ft) -- - - -- -- -- -- --
Surf El (ft) 139.5 138.5 138 139.5 143 144.5 1415 140
Depth (ft) RB-1 RB-2 RB-3 RB-4 RB-5 RB-6 RB-7 RB-8 RB-9

37 97 3 38 196 140 72 55
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A U1 A W N

NN
00

Black Top soil/Fill
Blue Till

w w w N
N = O O
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TABLE 2- Summary of N-values v. Elevation from Current Geotechnical Subsurface
Investigation

Reliance Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation at Oakdale School, Dedham, MA
Performed by Northern Drill Services

Date Completed | 8/18/2023| 8/18/2023 | 8/18/2023 8/18/2023| 8/21/2023| N/A | 8/21/2023 8/21/2023|8/21/2023
BoB (ft) 21'11" 9' 17' 10'5" 16'6" 8'4" 12' 15'7"
WT depth (ft) -- - - -- -- -- - -
WT El (ft) -- -- - -- -- -- -- --
Surf El (ft) 139.5 138.5 138 139.5 143 144.5 141.5 140
Elevation (ft) RB-1 RB-2 RB-3 RB-4 RB-5 RB-6 RB-7 RB-8 RB-9
145
144 10
143
142 8
141 16
140
139 13 32 140 52
138 5
137 21 196 100/4"
136 BoB@EI136.2" 72
135
134 37 38 55
133 97
132 3 108 96
131 136
130 50/0" 54 100/5" BoB@EI.129.5'
129 90| BoB@EI129.5' BoB@EI129' 131
128
127 47 179
126 BoB@EI126.5'
125 751"
124 80 BoB@124.4]
123
122 86
121 BoB@EI121"
120
119 119
118| Bob@EI17.6
117
116
115 Black Top soil/Fill
114 Dark Blue Till
113

21



TABLE 3 — Recommended Preliminary Design Soil Engineering Properties for Foundation

Design
Engineering Properties Existing Existing Compacted
Top Soil Till Structural
fill or %~
crushed
stones
Total Unit Weight (y;) 115 pcf 130 pcf 130 pcf
Passive Lateral Earth Pressure
Coefficient (Ky) 2.88 35 3.5
At-rest Lateral Earth Pressure
Coefficient (Ko) 0.52 0.44 0.44
Active Lateral Earth Pressure
Coefficient (Kz) 0.347 0.28 0.28
Friction Angle (¢) 29° 34° 34°
c (psf) 0 0 0
Allowable Net Bearing (for footing . 4 TSF "
widths between 3 and 5 feet)

# Allowable bearing depends on underlying stratum.
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FIGURES
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Project Site
Oakdale School, 147 Cedar Street, Dedham, MA 02026

FIGURE 1 — Project Location Plan (from USGS Norwood Quadrangle, MA, 2021)
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FIGURE 2 - USGS Norwood Sheet, MA, 1958 N
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REVISED Preferred Schematic Report:

Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham, Massachusetts



FIGURE 3 —

USGS Dedham Sheet, MA, 1894

26



w
. 0 TR | OSSN T PIRSE O
7 A e evsseecedBIIRG UG AN TR EREE

FIGURE 4 — 1851 Map of the Town of Dedham, Massachusetts (Smith & Walling)



Property address: 147 Cedar Street Building Type: School-Public

PID: 100248 Year Built: 1902
Book/Page: 2695/0382 Living Area: 51,798 SF
Land Acreage: 300564 SF Basement Area: 0

FIGURE 5 -Town of Dedham Assessor’s Data (https:/gis.vesi.com/DedhamMA/Parcel.aspx?pid=100248 )
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FIGURE 6 — Aerial Photograph of the Project Site (from www.bing.com)
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FIGURE 7 — Location of the Proposed Building (8-17-23 Progress Site Plan)
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FIGURE 8 — Bedrock Geologic Map of Massachusetts, 1983
[https://ngmdb.usgs.gov/Prodesc/proddesc 16357.htm |
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FIGURE 9 — Surficial Geologic Map of Norwood Quadrangle, Massachusetts, Stone &
DiGiacomo-Cohen, 2018, Scientific Investigations Map 3402

32



FIGURE 10 — Approximate Boring Locations at Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham,
MA (Field Program: 18 & 21 August 2023) (Note: the locations were field
measured by field engineers from Reliance Engineers).
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Appendix A

Boring Logs



=l IANC= BorINGLOG

Boring No.
RB-1

ENGINEERS
Page 1 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Drilling Contractor Northern Drill Services Driller Tim Tucker Reliance Field Rep. L.C.Jen
Start 8/18/2023 10:35am Finish 8/18/2023 12:15pm Surface Elevation E1139.5'+
Depth to Water  not measured Date/Time Location
Drilling Equipment and Procedures Tracked Mobil Drill B-53 Northwest corner of the site in
Casi ., grassed area. See boring
asing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger location plan.
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By: GM
[ p—
2 — < [<}
o £ a 2
— [a] o = 8 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION §_ Remarks and Other —
E ° % < § o and other remarks g Tests E
s | & £e 8 2 5
a B B8 4 S 5 a
1
S-1 5 R=12" Moist dark brown f-m sand and little gravel, little roots and organics. [Top
N 8 Soil] I
— 6 b
5 auger to 5' at 10:50 5
8 Dry light brown m-f sand, little gravel, and trace silt. 1" lense of rusty-
3s-2 16 R=17" colored sand at 5.5". [Till]
21
10— auger to 10" at 11:05 10
24 Dry to moist light brown fine sand with little gravel and trace silt. [Till]
_ S-3 44 R =24" e
46
15 ] auger to 15' at 11:20 15
19 Wet light brown m-f sand, little gravel and trace silt. [Till]
_ S-4 27 R=15" L
53
20— auger to 20" at 11:45 20
15 Wet light brown f sand with little gravel and trace silt. [Till]
_ S-5 64 R =22" L
55
_ 100/5" L
BoB at 21'11".
25 25




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-1

Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/18/2023 10:35am Finish 8/18/2023 12:15pm Surface Elevation E1139.5'+

Checked By: GM

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
and other remarks

Remarks and Other
Tests

Depth (ft.)
Sample ID
Sampler
Blows per 6
in
Recovery
(i)
Casing
Depth
uUsCs
Symbol
Depth (ft.)




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-1

Page 3 of 3

Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects

Checked By: GM

- [a] :% > =
£ o 3 a 5] o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other £
£ g g ¢ 8 ££ and other remarks 6L Tests £
[} @ T 9 Qc T O n > [0}
s & hm.c x £ oa =1 o
_ Set-up
@ RB-1
Completed

RB-1




BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB -2

Page 1 of 3

Project No. Oakdale School

Drilling Contractor

Northern Drill Services

Start 8/18/2023 9:10am

Depth to Water  not measured

Drilling Equipment and Procedures

Project Name Oakdale School, Dedham

Driller Tim Tucker
Finish 8/18/2023 10:30am
Date/Time

Tracked Mobil Drill B-53

Client

Reliance Field Rep.
Surface Elevation

Location

Jonathan Levi Architects

L. C.Jen

E1138.5'+

Northwest corner of the site
in grass. See boring location

Casing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger plan
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By: GM
4 p—
g g £ £
= o o = 2 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 13 Remarks and Other =
= o 8 c g > and other remarks N Tests £
£ =3 2o 5] £ @ £
a S € - o @ O a
O © © O Q © [} [0)
[a] D [IR-Y o o -] o
1
S-1 3 R=13" Moist dark brown silty sand with little gravel and organics (peat). [Top Soil]
2
— 9 e
7 9:30 to 10:00: paused |
drilling due to severe
=] storm (lightening). -
5t auger to 5' at 10:50 5
16 Top 15": moist light brown f sand with trace silt and gravel. [Till]
S-2 29 R=19" Material placed in Jar A.
=] 68 Bottom 4": dry white f sand and gravel and cobble. [Till] _
101 Material placed in Jar B.
1 auger to 9' |
S-3 50/0" R=0" BoB at 9'. Auger and SPT refusal.
10— — 10
15— — 15
20— — 20
25 25




BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB - 2

Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/18/2023 9:10am Finish 8/18/2023 10:30am Surface Elevation EL1385'+
Checked By: GM
©
=z 2 B > 2
e o 3 o 5] o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other RS
£ g gg § £ £ and other remarks 82 Tests £
o © T O o= T O 0 X )
o [ ®m.c S [$Na) N7 a




BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB - 2

Page 3 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Checked By: GM
©
) [a] o > =
£ o RS § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other E
£ g g g 3 £ and other remarks 62 Tests £
[0} © T 9 Q T O 0w = [}
o » B m s x £ oa =N%) a

Completed RB-2




~=LIANC=

BORING LOG

Boring No.

RB-3

ENGINEERS bage 1 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Drilling Contractor Northern Drill Services Driller Tim Tucker Reliance Field Rep. L.C.Jen
Start 8/18/2023 12:30pm Finish 8/18/2023 1:25pm Surface Elevation E1138'+
Depth to Water  not measured Date/Time Location

Drilling Equipment and Procedures

Tracked Mobil Drill B-53

In the right field of the west
baseball field. See boring

Casing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger loction plan.
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By: GM
[ p—
5 £ £ 8
— o o = 8 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION g Remarks and Other —~
€ K} 8 c g o and other remarks n Tests g
= o 2 o 3 <4 0 =
g & £ 5 8 2 3 g
a B S8 i S = a
5
S-1 12 R=1" Dry dark brown f sand. [Top Soil]
9
— 7 b
e — auger to 5' at 12:38 ‘ 5
1 Dry dark brown f sand with trace silt. [Top soil]
_ S-2 1 R=2" L
2
— —— 4 b
S-3 8 Top 8" Dry brown c-m sand with some gravel. [Till]
9 R = 14" Material placed in Jar A.
= 45 Bottom 6": Dry white f sand and gravel. _
61 Material placed in Jar B.
10— — Auger to 10' 10
22 Wet brown f-m sand and little gravel. [Till]
_ S-4 23 R=17" e
24
15—, auger to 15' at 1:00 15
23 Wet light brown sand and little gravel. [Till]
_ S-5 33 R =16" L
53
BoB at 17
20— e 20
25 25




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-3

Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/18/2023 12:30pm Finish 8/18/2023 1:25pm Surface Elevation El138'+
Checked By: GM
©
2 2 B > s
RS o & o @ o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other e
£ g g2 § £ £ and other remarks 62 Tests £
) [ g O Q= T O 0 > o
o » ome ¢ < oo =R a}




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-3

Page 3 of 3

Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects

Checked By: GM

©
= [a] =
£ > 58 § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other
£ g g ¢ ] ££ and other remarks 6L Tests

H —~
a & dme| @& Sa Sa

Depth (ft.)

RB-3
in progress

Completed RB-3




~=LIANC=

BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB -4

ENGINEERS bage 1 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Drilling Contractor Northern Drill Services Driller Tim Tucker Reliance Field Rep. L.C.Jen
Start 8/18/2023 1:30pm Finish 8/18/2023 14:00 Surface Elevation E1139.5'
Depth to Water  not measured Date/Time Location

Drilling Equipment and Procedures

Tracked Mobil Drill B-53

Near the south center of the field.

See boring location plan.

Casing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By: GM
1’4 —_
s g £ £
—~ [a) m g @ MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 13 Remarks and Other —~
= = = P a 1) =
~ @ o c [ o and other remarks Tests =
£ <Y S o 3 & 1) s
g 5 g $ 2 2 g
a R o 3 4 o 5 a
5
S-1 17 R=10" Moist dark brown silty sand with little gravel and organics (peat). [Top Soil]
15
5| auger to 5' L5
36 Dry light brown m-f sand with some gravel, trace silt. [Till]
_ S-2 20 R=16" L
18
10— Auger to 10' 10
DS'3 100/5" R=4" Moist brown sand with some gravel and trace silt. [Till]

_ BoB at 10'5" L
15— — 15
20— — 20
25 25




Boring No.

~=IANC= BgoriNncLOG RB - 4

ENGINEERS
Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/18/2023 1:30pm Finish 45156.58333 Surface Elevation EL139.5'+
Checked By: GM
©
= [a] 5 > =
E o -2 § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other £
£ g g ¢ 8 £ and other remarks 3 £ Tests £
[0 @ T 2 oRr= © O 0 = [7)
s & B o< x £ oA S® o




BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB -4

Page 3 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Checked By: GM
©
) [a] o > =
£ o RS § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other E
£ g g g 3 £ and other remarks 62 Tests £
[0} © T 9 Q T O 0w = [}
o » B m s x £ oa =N%) a

RB-4 in progress

Completed RB-4




~=LIANC=

BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB-5

ENGINEERS page 1 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Drilling Contractor Northern Drill Services Driller Tim Tucker Reliance Field Rep. G. McAneny
Start 8/21/2023 7:20am Finish 8/21/2023 8:30am Surface Elevation El1 143"+
Depth to Water  not measured Date/Time Location

Drilling Equipment and Procedures

Tracked Mobil Drill B-53

In the left field of the east baseball
field. See boring location plan.

Casing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By:
[ p—
5 € £ 8
— [a] o = 8 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION §_ Remarks and Other —
E o 8 c o o and other remarks 2 Tests £
= o 2 o 3 <4 (%) <
5 5 5 5 8 3 9 5
a B B 38 4 S 5 a
1
S-1 3 R=11" Top 10": Brown fine sand with organics. [Top Soil]
5 Bot 1": Light brown dry m-f sand with trace silt and gravel. [Fill]
5= . . . . p—— 5
27 Top 7": Light brown dry m-f sand with trace silt and gravel. [Till]
S-2 113 R=17" Bot 10": Grey to bluish grey gravel with sand and trace silt. [Till]
83
_ 49 L
10— . S —— 10
17 R =23" Brown dry sand with gravel and trace silt. [Till]
_ S-3 40 L
68
15— Augered to 15' @ 8:20 AM 15
29 R=17" Brown wet sand with gravel and trace silt. [Till]
_ S-4 72 L
107
_ BoB at 16' 6" L
20— — 20
25 25




Boring No.

~=IANCZ  goriNG LOG RB-5

ENGINEERS
Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/21/2023 7:20am Finish 8/21/2023 8:30am Surface Elevation EL143'+
Checked By: 0
©
) [a] o > =
£ o & o § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other E
£ g g g ] £ and other remarks a £ Tests £
[0 @© T O Q= © O 0w = [
o » S o x £ oo =R s




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-5

Page 3 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Checked By: 0
©
- [a] 5 > =
£ o 3 a ] o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other £
£ g g ¢ 8 ££ and other remarks 6L Tests £
[} @ T 9 Qc T O n > [0}
a @ Bm s x £ oo =R%) o

RB-5 in
progress

Completed RB-5




BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB-7

Page 1 of 3

Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham
Drilling Contractor Northern Drill Services Driller Tim Tucker
Start 8/21/2023 10:15am Finish 8/21/2023 11:30am
Depth to Water  not measured Date/Time

Drilling Equipment and Procedures Tracked Mobil Drill B-53

Client

Reliance Field Rep.
Surface Elevation

Location

Jonathan Levi Architects

G. McAneny

El1 1445+

Northeast corner fo the field, just
off the paved area on the west

Casing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger side of the existing building. See
. . . boring location plan.
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By: LCJ
4 p—
g 5 £ £
= o o = 2 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 13 Remarks and Other =
= o 8 c g > and other remarks N Tests £
= =3 2o 9] £ <N <
aQ S € - o [ O a
O © T O Q © [} [0)
o D D o 14 (8] > o
3
S-1 5 R=15" Moist dark brown m-f sand w/ organics and gravel. [Fill]
5
— 4 e
5 Auger to 5' @ 10:40AM 5
51 Top 6": Whitish dry sand and gravel. [Till]
S-2 86 R =16" Bot 10™: Dry m-f sand w/ gravel and trace gray silt. [Till]
54
_ 69 Auger to 7.5' @ 11:10AM
S-3 112 R=6" Dry light brown gravel w/ sand and trace silt. [Till]
100/4"
BoB at 8' 4"
10— — 10
15— —15
20— — 20
25 25




Boring No.

~=IANCZ= BgoriNnGLOG RB -7

ENGINEERS
Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/21/2023 10:15am Finish 8/21/2023 11:30am Surface Elevation El144.5' +
Checked By: LCJ
©
) [a] o > =
£ o & o § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other E
£ g g g ] £ and other remarks a £ Tests £
[0) @© T O Q= © O 0w = [
o @ S o x £ oo =R s




Boring No.

~=IANC= BgoriNncLOG RB -7

Page 3 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Checked By: LCJ
©
2 2 o > =
p= o RS [} o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other e
£ 3 g2 g £ £ and other remarks 62 Tests £
® I} g O o C T O (2355 o
o @ hm e x £ oa %) a

Completed RB-7




=l IANC= BorINGLOG

Boring No.
RB -8

ENGINEERS
Page 1 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Drilling Contractor Northern Drill Services Driller Tim Tucker Reliance Field Rep. G. McAneny
Start 8/21/2023 8:45am Finish 8/21/2023 10:10am Surface Elevation E1141.5'+
Depth to Water  not measured Date/Time Location
- . . . In the infield of the east baseball field
Drilling Equipment and Procedures Tracked Mobil Drill B-53 right behind the pitcher's mound. See
Casing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger Boring location plan.
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By: LCJ
[ p—
3 — < [<}
el £ 3 2
— [a] o = 8 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION §_ Remarks and Other —
E o 8 c g o and other remarks 2 Tests £
= 3 2o 3 £ Q £
5 5 5 3 3 8 2 5
a B B8 4 S 5 a
3
S-1 4 R=17" (Baseball infield) No grass.
12 Top 6": Brown sand with trace silt [Top Soil]
7 Bot 11": Light brown dry sand with gravel and trace silt [Fill]
5 Auger to 5' @ 8:59 AM 5
17 Top 6": Moist sand with trace silt [Till]
S-2 31 R =22" Bot 16": Light brown dry sand with gravel and trace silt [Till]
41
_ 54 L
10— Auger to 10' @ 9:40AM 10
29 R =24" Dry light brown dense fine sand with gravel. [Till]
_ S-3 51 L
85
BoB at 12'
15— — 15
20— — 20
25 25




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-8

Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/21/2023 8:45am Finish 8/21/2023 10:10am Surface Elevation El1415'+

Checked By: LCJ

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
and other remarks

Remarks and Other
Tests

Depth (ft.)
Sample ID
Sampler
Blows per 6
in
Recovery
(i)
Casing
Depth
uUsCs
Symbol
Depth (ft.)




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-8

Page 3 of 3

Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects

Checked By: LCJ

©
= [a] =
£ > 58 § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other
£ g g ¢ ] ££ and other remarks 6L Tests

H —~
a & dme| @& Sa Sa

Depth (ft.)

RB-8 in progress.

Completed RB-8.




~=LIANC=

BORING LOG

Boring No.
RB-9

ENGINEERS Page 1 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Drilling Contractor Northern Drill Services Driller Tim Tucker Reliance Field Rep. L.C.Jen
Start 8/18/2023 7:25am Finish 8/18/2023 9:00am Surface Elevation E1140'+
Depth to Water  not measured Date/Time Location

Drilling Equipment and Procedures

Tracked Mobil Drill B-53

In the center north of the field (far
right field of the east baseball field).

Casing Type 3 1/4" hollow stem auger See boring location plan.
Sampler Type SPT sampler driven using automatic hammer
Checked By: LCJ
4 p—
2 —~ < [}
5 £ a3 2
— o o g 8 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION g Remarks and Other —~
E o 8 c o > and other remarks n Tests £
£ o 2o 3 = f =]
g & &5 8 2 ? g
a R o 3 4 o 35 a
6
_ S-1 22 R=18" Top 4": Dry dark brown f. sand with trace silt. [Top soil] L
30 Bottom 14": Dry light brown silty sand with little gravel. [Till]
fd auger to &' 5
14 Moist light brown silty sand, little gravel. [Till]
_ S-2 22 R =23" L
33
23
_ S-3 41 R -24" Moist light brown silty sand, little gravel. [Till] L
55
10— — auger to 10’ 10
58 Moist to wet light brown f sand with little gravel. 6" of m-c sand
S-4 82 R =21" lense in the middle of the sample @ approx. 10.5". [Till]
49
15—l auger to 15' 15
[Jss | =8 R=7" Dry light brown f sand with tracel silt and gravel. [Till]
_ 75/1" BoB at 15'7". L
20— — 20
25 25




Boring No.

~=IANC= BgoriNncLOG RB -9

ENGINEERS
Page 2 of 3
Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  0Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects
Start 8/18/2023 7:25am Finish 8/18/2023 9:00am Surface Elevation EL140'+
Checked By: LCJ
©
= [a] 5 > =
E o -2 § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other £
£ g g ¢ 8 £ and other remarks 3 £ Tests £
[0 @ T 2 oRr= © O 0 = [7)
s & B o< x £ oA S® o




Boring No.

BORING LOG RB-9

Page 3 of 3

Project No. Oakdale School Project Name  Oakdale School, Dedham Client Jonathan Levi Architects

Checked By: LCJ

©
= [a] =
£ > 58 § o MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 5 Remarks and Other
£ g g ¢ ] ££ and other remarks 6L Tests

H —~
a & dme| @& Sa Sa

Depth (ft.)

Setting up at RB-9

Completed RB-9




Appendix B

Laboratory Tests



45H Commerce Way, Totowa, NJ 07512
973.812.1818
terrasenselab.com

9/7/23
TerraSense Project Number: 23011673A

Lucy Jen, PhD, PE
Principal Engineer
Reliance Engineers, LLC
30 Yarmouth Road
Wellesley, MA 02481

Dear Ms. Jen:

Re: Laboratory Test Results for Oakdale Elementary School
The purpose of this letter is to present the results of the laboratory tests performed on the samples delivered to
the TerraSense laboratory on 8/28/23. Testing was performed based on your assighment dated 8/28/23.

Test Results
Test results are reported on the accompanying test pages.

Test Comments
Testing was performed in general accordance to the ASTM or other methods as listed on the test pages.
Deviations from the test standards are noted on these pages.

Limitations
Our professional services for this project have been performed in accordance with generally accepted engineering
practices; no other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

Sample Disposition

If we do not receive other instructions from you within thirty days, this material will be disposed of.
If you have any questions concerning the test results reported in this letter, please call us.
Sincerely,

Carolynn Jordan
Project Manager

Enclosure:
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Reliance Engineers
Oakdale Elementary School - Dedham, MA
LABORATORY TESTING DATA SUMMARY

BORING | SAMPLE | DEPTH IDENTIFICATION TESTS REMARKS

WATER uscs SIEVE

NO. NO. CONTENT [ SYMB. MINUS

(1) NO. 200

(ft) (%) (%)
RB-2 Bulk #1 5-10 5.8 GM 15 entire sample used
RB-5 Bulk #2 10-15 7.1 ML 50 entire sample used
Note: (1) USCS symbol based on visual observation and Sieve reported.

Prepared by: NG
Reviewed by: CMJ
Date: 9/7/2023

Project No.: 23011673A
File: Indx1.xIsx
Page 1 of 1

45H Commerce Way
Totowa, NJ 07512
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Appendix C

Current Site Topographic Survey
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October 19, 2023

Mr. Philip Gray
Jonathan Levi Architects
266 Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02116

RE: Geo-Environmental Sampling Results Summary
In Support of a Feasibility Study for the Oakdale Elementary School
147 Cedar Street, Dedham, MA 02026

Dear Mr. Gray:

CDW Consultants, Inc. (CDW) is pleased to provide a summary of results for the Geo-
Environmental Sampling in support of the feasibility study for the above-mentioned property
(hereinafter, the “Site”). The scope of work included the following:

Collection of soil samples during the advancement of geotechnical borings.

Field screening of soil samples for the presence of Total Organic Vapors (TOVS)
Combining selected soil samples into 3 composite samples for laboratory analysis
A summary of the results and preliminary recommendation

Soil Sample Collection:

On August 18 and 21, 2023 CDW personnel were present during the advancement of eight soil
borings in the shallow subsurface at the Site via hollow-stem auger drilling methods. The purpose
of the soil borings was primarily to perform a geotechnical assessment. CDW used this opportunity
to collect soil samples across the assumed new construction footprint. This was conducted to assess
the chemical characteristics of the subsurface soils within the boundary of the geotechnical
borings. The eight soil borings were drilled by Northern Drilling Service under the direction of
Reliance Engineering. All eight borings ranged from at least 0 to 10 feet in depth with a maximum
penetration depth of 20 feet in selected borings. One composite sample was collected from soil at
a depth of 10 to 20 feet and consisted of samples from boring locations RB1, RB3, RB5, and RB9.
Two composite samples were collected from 0 to 10 feet. These were identified as follows: Comp.
RB4, RB5, RB7, and RB8 and Comp. RB1, RB2, RB3, and RB9.

The samples taken were collected in laboratory-prepared containers, preserved, and submitted to
NetLab for general chemistry, herbicides, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), reactivity,
pH, flashpoint, semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), total metals, and total petroleum
hydrocarbons (TPH). Three discrete samples were collected to test for Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs), RB9, RB1, and RB5. Boring for location RB6, located near what appears to

6 Huron Drive, Natick, MA 01760 508-875-2657 FAX 508-875-6617
www.cdwconsultants.com
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be an underground storage tank (UST), was not completed at this time.
Field observations:
Subsurface soil conditions were generally noted as follows:

e Boring locations began either on gravel, sand, or topsoil

e 0 to 2 feet consisted of brown loam and topsoil/organics, or fine to medium sands.

e 5to0 7 feet, was generally composed of light brown, fine to medium sand with some gravel
and pebbles and/or tan/gray clays

e InRB2, alens of quartz-like gravel was noted in the 5 to 7 feet depth

e 10 to 12 feet brown fine to med sands and some gravel

e 1310 17 feet brown sand, fine to medium, tan/brown clay

Monitoring wells were not installed during the time of the geotechnical soil boring program.
Therefore, no groundwater was collected, and no data accumulated. As such no opinion on
groundwater quality is rendered at this time.

Soil results:

Each discrete soil sample collected during the boring program was field screened for Total Organic
Vapors (TOVs) via a headspace analytical screening procedure. No detectable TOVs were
observed in each of the samples.

All three composite samples detected concentrations of various metals. None of the detected
concentrations of metals exceeded the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MassDEP) RCS-1 Reportable Concentration Thresholds. Composite sample 3 detected
concentrations of SVOCs, none of which exceed the MassDEP reportable concentrations. All soil
sample concentrations detected were significantly lower than the reportable concentrations. Within
the three composite samples no herbicides, pesticides, PCBs, reactivity, TPH, and VOCs were
detected.

Conclusion:

Based on the initial soil sampling, field screening, and laboratory analysis, there are no reportable
conditions identified and the soil, where sampled, does not exhibit evidence of contamination.

Recommendations:
CDW makes the following recommendations for future activities:
1. During design development, it will be necessary to establish the location and volume of

subsurface soil that will be disturbed and exported, and an estimate of additional
characterization should be prepared.

4 California Ave, Framingham MA 01701 508-875-2657
www.cdwconsultants.com
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2. The need for focused sampling at specific Recognized Environmental Conditions and other
environmental concerns (i.e., USTs) should also be addressed at this time.

3. Design documents should identify roles and responsibilities between the project owner and
selected contractor for the collection of additional samples for precharacterization.

4. Preconstruction requirements should include an Excavated Materials Management Plan
prepared and submitted by the selected earthwork contractor.

5. Groundwater has not been evaluated. If construction design requires earthwork into the
water table, groundwater should be sampled, and a Dewatering Plan will be necessary.

Limitations

This is a preliminary summary of shallow subsurface soil conditions. These results indicate that
the soil represented by these samples may be suitable for reuse onsite or may be exported to a
location with similar characteristics. The results do not represent all conditions at all locations
between borings or other areas outside of the boring program, such as, but not limited to, near
underground storage tanks, onsite septic or drainage systems, or other structures or historical
events that may have had the potential to impact the subsurface quality. This survey did not include
an assessment of fill containing hazardous building materials in the subsurface, although none
were observed in the limited borings.

I hope this information sufficiently addresses your concerns. Please do not hesitate to contact me
if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,
CDW CONSULTANTS, INC.

William J. Betters, PG, LSP
Principal / COO
Director of Environmental Services

Figure 1: Site Plan with Soil Boring Locations
Table 1: PID Field Screening Results for Total Organic VVapors
Table 2: Summary of Soil Analytical Results

Attachment 1: NetLabs Report on Laboratory Analytical Results

4 California Ave, Framingham MA 01701 508-875-2657
www.cdwconsultants.com
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Table 1.

PID Field Screening Results for Total Organic Vapors
Oakdale Elementary School Dedham, MA

Sample PID Reading
Sample ID Date Depth (ft) (ppmv)
RB-1 8/18/2023 0-2 0.0
8/18/2023 5-7 0.0
8/18/2023 10-12 0.0
8/18/2023 16-17 0.0
8/18/2023 20-21 0.0
RB-2 8/18/2023 0-2 0.0
8/18/2023 5-7 0.0
8/18/2023 7-9 0.0
RB-3 8/18/2023 0-2 0.0
8/18/2023 5-7 0.0
8/18/2023 7-9 0.0
8/18/2023 10-12 0.0
8/18/2023 15-17 0.0
RB-4 8/18/2023 0-2 0.0
8/18/2023 5-7 0.0
8/18/2023 10-10'5" 0.0
RB-9 8/18/2023 0-2 0.0
8/18/2023 5-7 0.0
8/18/2023 7-9 0.0
8/18/2023 10-12 0.0
8/18/2023 15-15'6 " 0.0
RB-5 8/21/2023 0-2 0.0
8/21/2024 5-7 0.0
8/21/2025 10-12 0.0
8/21/2026 15-17 0.0
RB-7 8/21/2023 0-2 0.0
8/21/2024 5-7 0.0
8/21/2025 7.5-8.5 0.0
RB-8 8/21/2028 0-2 0.0
8/21/2029 5-7 0.0
8/21/2030 10-12 0.0

Notes:

Instrument used: MiniRae3000 photoionization detector (PID) equipped with a 10.6eV lamp, calibrated to respond as

isobutylene.

ppmv - parts per million by volume

CDW Consultants, Inc. 4 California Ave. Framingham, MA 01701 (508) 875-2657
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New England Testing Laboratory, Inc.
(401) 353-3420

REPORT OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS

NETLAB Work Order Number: 3H22059
Client Project: Oakdale School Dedham

Report Date: 30-August-2023

Prepared for:

Michael O'Brien
CDW Consultants
4 California Drive, Suite 301
Framingham, MA 01701

Bl U

Richard Warila, Laboratory Director
New England Testing Laboratory, Inc.
59 Greenhill Street

West Warwick, Rl 02893
rich.warila@newenglandtesting.com




NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Samples Submitted :

The samples listed below were submitted to New England Testing Laboratory on 08/22/23. The group of
samples appearing in this report was assigned an internal identification number (case number) for laboratory
information management purposes. The client’s designations for the individual samples, along with our case
numbers, are used to identify the samples in this report. This report of analytical results pertains only to the
sample(s) provided to us by the client which are indicated on the custody record. The case number for this sample
submission is 3H22059. Custody records are included in this report.

Lab ID Sample Matrix Date Sampled Date Received
3H22059-01 Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20") Soil 08/21/2023 08/22/2023
3H22059-02 Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10") Soil 08/21/2023 08/22/2023
3H22059-03 Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10") Soil 08/21/2023 08/22/2023
3H22059-04 RB-9 (10-12") Soil 08/21/2023 08/22/2023
3H22059-05 RB -1 (5-7") Soil 08/21/2023 08/22/2023
3H22059-06 RB-5 (5-7') Soil 08/21/2023 08/22/2023
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Request for Analysis

At the client's request, the analyses presented in the following table were performed on the samples

submitted.

Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10') (Lab Number: 3H22059-03)

Analysis

Antimony

Arsenic

Barium

Beryllium

Cadmium

Chromium

Flashpoint
Herbicides

Lead

Mercury

Nickel

PCBs

Pesticides

pH

Reactive Cyanide
Reactive Sulfide
Selenium
Semivolatile Organic Compounds
Silver

Specific Conductance
Thallium

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Vanadium

Zinc

Method

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 1010A-Mod
EPA 8151A

EPA 6010C

EPA 7471B

EPA 6010C

EPA 8082A

EPA 8081B
SM4500-H-B (11)
NETL Internal
NETL Internal
EPA 6010C

EPA 8270D

EPA 6010C
SM2510 - Modified
EPA 6010C
EPA-8100-mod
EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20") (Lab Number: 3H22059-01)

Analysis

Antimony

Arsenic

Barium

Beryllium

Cadmium

Chromium

Flashpoint
Herbicides

Lead

Mercury

Nickel

PCBs

Pesticides

pH

Reactive Cyanide
Reactive Sulfide
Selenium
Semivolatile Organic Compounds
Silver

Specific Conductance
Thallium

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Method

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 1010A-Mod
EPA 8151A

EPA 6010C

EPA 7471B

EPA 6010C

EPA 8082A

EPA 8081B
SM4500-H-B (11)
NETL Internal
NETL Internal
EPA 6010C

EPA 8270D

EPA 6010C
SM2510 - Modified
EPA 6010C
EPA-8100-mod
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Request for Analysis (continued)

Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20') (Lab Number: 3H22059-01) (continu

Analysis

Vanadium
Zinc

Method

EPA 6010C
EPA 6010C

Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10') (Lab Number: 3H22059-02)

Analysis

Antimony

Arsenic

Barium

Beryllium

Cadmium

Chromium

Flashpoint
Herbicides

Lead

Mercury

Nickel

PCBs

Pesticides

pH

Reactive Cyanide
Reactive Sulfide
Selenium
Semivolatile Organic Compounds
Silver

Specific Conductance
Thallium

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Vanadium

Zinc

RB -1 (5-7") (Lab Number: 3H22059-05)
Analysis

Volatile Organic Compounds

RB-5 (5-7") (Lab Number: 3H22059-06)
Analysis

Volatile Organic Compounds

RB-9 (10-12') (Lab Number: 3H22059-04)
Analysis

Volatile Organic Compounds

Method References

Method

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

EPA 1010A-Mod
EPA 8151A

EPA 6010C

EPA 7471B

EPA 6010C

EPA 8082A

EPA 8081B
SM4500-H-B (11)
NETL Internal
NETL Internal
EPA 6010C

EPA 8270D

EPA 6010C
SM2510 - Modified
EPA 6010C
EPA-8100-mod
EPA 6010C

EPA 6010C

Method
EPA 8260C

Method
EPA 8260C

Method
EPA 8260C

Reactive Cyanide, Standard Operating Procedure 407, New England Testing Laboratory Inc.

Reactive Sulfide, Standard Operating Procedure 426, New England Testing Laboratory Inc.

Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater, 20th Edition, APHA/ AWWA-WPCF,

1998

Test Method's for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods, SW846, USEPA
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Case Narrative

Sample Receipt:

The samples associated with this work order were received in appropriately cooled and preserved containers. The
chain of custody was adequately completed and corresponded to the samples submitted.

Exceptions: None

Analysis:

All samples were prepared and analyzed within method specified holding times and according to NETLAB’s
documented standard operating procedures. The results for the associated calibration, method blank and laboratory
control sample (LCS) were within method specified quality control requirements and allowances. Results for all soil
samples, unless otherwise indicated, are reported on a dry weight basis.

Exceptions:

8270: The samples " Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9, Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8, and Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9"
have surrogates outside quality control limits due to matrix interference.
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: General Chemistry

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")
Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Flashpoint > 200 70 degrees F 08/28/23 08/28/23
pH 8.1 ] 08/29/23 08/29/23
Specific Conductance 13.1 2.0 uS/cm 08/29/23 08/29/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: General Chemistry

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10")

Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Flashpoint > 200 70 degrees F 08/28/23 08/28/23
pH 7.7 ] 08/29/23 08/29/23
Specific Conductance 8.8 2.0 uS/cm 08/29/23 08/29/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: General Chemistry

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")
Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Flashpoint > 200 70 degrees F 08/28/23 08/28/23
pH 6.8 ] 08/29/23 08/29/23
Specific Conductance 11.8 2.0 uS/cm 08/29/23 08/29/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Reactivity

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")
Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Reactive Cyanide ND 0.2 mg/kg 08/25/23 08/25/23
Reactive Sulfide ND 0.1 mg/kg 08/25/23 08/25/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Reactivity

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10')
Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Reactive Cyanide ND 0.2 mg/kg 08/25/23 08/25/23
Reactive Sulfide ND 0.1 mg/kg 08/25/23 08/25/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Reactivity

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")
Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Reactive Cyanide ND 0.2 mg/kg 08/25/23 08/25/23
Reactive Sulfide ND 0.1 mg/kg 08/25/23 08/25/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")

Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Results: Total Metals

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Antimony ND 0.80 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Arsenic 2.87 1.21 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Barium 31.0 0.40 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Beryllium 0.46 0.40 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Cadmium 2,17 0.61 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Chromium 10.7 0.61 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Lead 6.68 0.61 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Mercury ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Nickel 6.97 0.61 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Selenium ND 1.21 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Silver ND 1.21 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Vanadium 17.6 0.40 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Zinc 23.3 2.4 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Thallium ND 0.40 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10")

Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Results: Total Metals

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Antimony ND 0.83 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Arsenic 6.07 1.26 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Barium 40.4 0.41 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Beryllium 0.57 0.41 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Cadmium 3.21 0.63 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Chromium 20.4 0.63 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Lead 13.8 0.63 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Mercury ND 0.129 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Nickel 12.0 0.63 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Selenium ND 1.26 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Silver ND 1.26 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Vanadium 219 0.41 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Zinc 35.0 2.5 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Thallium ND 0.41 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Total Metals

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")

Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Antimony ND 0.75 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Arsenic 4.03 1.13 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Barium 27.6 0.37 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Beryllium 0.44 0.37 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Cadmium 2.50 0.57 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Chromium 11.9 0.57 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Lead 27.8 0.57 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Mercury ND 0.148 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Nickel 8.83 0.57 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Selenium ND 1.13 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Silver ND 1.13 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Vanadium 19.2 0.37 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Zinc 33.3 2.3 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
Thallium ND 0.37 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/24/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL)

Sample: RB-9 (10-12")
Lab Number: 3H22059-04 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Acetone ND 0.112 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Benzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromobenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromochloromethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromodichloromethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromoform ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromomethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Butanone ND 0.112 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Butyl alcohol ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
sec-Butylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
n-Butylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Butylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Methyl t-butyl ether (MTBE) ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Carbon Disulfide ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Carbon Tetrachloride ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chlorobenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloroethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloroform ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloromethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
4-Chlorotoluene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Chlorotoluene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dibromochloromethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dibromomethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloroethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloroethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloroethene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloropropene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichloropropene (cis + trans) ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Diethyl ether ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,4-Dioxane ND 0.112 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Ethylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Hexanone ND 0.112 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Isopropylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
p-Isopropyltoluene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Methylene Chloride ND 0.022 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
4-Methyl-2-pentanone ND 0.112 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/21 Page 15 of 60 |




Results: Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL) (Continued)

Sample: RB-9 (10-12") (Continued)
Lab Number: 3H22059-04 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Naphthalene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
n-Propylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Styrene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Tetrachloroethene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Tetrahydrofuran ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Toluene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,2-Trichloroethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,1-Trichloroethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Trichloroethene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,3-Trichloropropane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Vinyl Chloride ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
o-Xylene ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
m&p-Xylene ND 0.011 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Total xylenes ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Amyl methyl ether ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichloropropane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Ethyl tert-butyl ether ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Diisopropy! ether ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Trichlorofluoromethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dichlorodifluoromethane ND 0.006 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

4-Bromofiluorobenzene 92.3% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 103% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
Toluene-d8 102% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL)

Sample: RB -1 (5-7")
Lab Number: 3H22059-05 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Acetone ND 0.106 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Benzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromochloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromodichloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromoform ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromomethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Butanone ND 0.106 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Butyl alcohol ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
sec-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
n-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Methyl t-butyl ether (MTBE) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Carbon Disulfide ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Carbon Tetrachloride ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloroform ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
4-Chlorotoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Chlorotoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dibromochloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dibromomethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichloropropene (cis + trans) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Diethyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,4-Dioxane ND 0.106 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Ethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Hexanone ND 0.106 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Isopropylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
p-Isopropyltoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Methylene Chloride ND 0.021 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
4-Methyl-2-pentanone ND 0.106 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/21 Page 17 of 60 |




Results: Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL) (Continued)

Sample: RB -1 (5-7') (Continued)
Lab Number: 3H22059-05 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Naphthalene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
n-Propylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Styrene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Tetrachloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Tetrahydrofuran ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Toluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,2-Trichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,1-Trichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Trichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,3-Trichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Vinyl Chloride ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
o-Xylene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
m&p-Xylene ND 0.011 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Total xylenes ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Amyl methyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Ethyl tert-butyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Diisopropy! ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Trichlorofluoromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dichlorodifluoromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

4-Bromofiluorobenzene 90.5% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 103% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
Toluene-d8 101% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL)

Sample: RB-5 (5-7")
Lab Number: 3H22059-06 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Acetone ND 0.105 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Benzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromochloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromodichloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromoform ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Bromomethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Butanone ND 0.105 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Butyl alcohol ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
sec-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
n-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Methyl t-butyl ether (MTBE) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Carbon Disulfide ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Carbon Tetrachloride ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloroform ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Chloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
4-Chlorotoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Chlorotoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dibromochloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dibromomethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichloropropene (cis + trans) ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Diethyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,4-Dioxane ND 0.105 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Ethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
2-Hexanone ND 0.105 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Isopropylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
p-Isopropyltoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Methylene Chloride ND 0.021 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
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Results: Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL) (Continued)

Sample: RB-5 (5-7") (Continued)
Lab Number: 3H22059-06 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Naphthalene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
n-Propylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Styrene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Tetrachloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Tetrahydrofuran ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Toluene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,2-Trichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,1-Trichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Trichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,3-Trichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Vinyl Chloride ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
o-Xylene ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
m&p-Xylene ND 0.011 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Total xylenes ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
tert-Amyl methyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,3-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Ethyl tert-butyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Diisopropy! ether ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Trichlorofluoromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Dichlorodifluoromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg 08/23/23 08/23/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

4-Bromofiluorobenzene 90.9% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 105% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
Toluene-d8 99.1% 70-130 08/23/23 08/23/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Semivolatile organic compounds

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")
Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dichlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dimethylphenol ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dinitrophenol ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,6-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Chloronaphthalene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Chlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Methylnaphthalene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Nitrobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Methylphenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Nitroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Nitrophenol ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
3-Nitroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Bromopheny! phenyl ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chloroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Nitroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Nitrophenol ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Acenaphthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Acenaphthylene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Aniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Anthracene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(a)anthracene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(a)pyrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzoic acid ND 1.09 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Biphenyl ND 0.043 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate ND 0.434 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Butyl benzyl phthalate ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Chrysene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Di-n-octyl phthalate ND 0.217 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23

Dibenzofuran ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/21 Page 21 of 60 |




Results: Semivolatile organic compounds (Continued)

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20") (Continued)
Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Diethyl phthalate ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Dimethyl phthalate ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Di-n-butyl phthalate ND 0.217 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Fluoranthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Fluorene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachloroethane ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Isophorone ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Naphthalene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodimethylamine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pentachlorophenol ND 0.358 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenanthrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pyrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
m&p-Cresol ND 0.282 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pyridine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Azobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Total Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

Nitrobenzene-d5 135% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
p-Terphenyl-d14 144% 47-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Fluorobipheny! 122% 34-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenol-d6 106% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,6-Tribromophenol 134% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Fluorophenol 102% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Semivolatile organic compounds

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10')
Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dichlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dimethylphenol ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dinitrophenol ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,6-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Chloronaphthalene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Chlorophenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Methylnaphthalene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Nitrobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Methylphenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Nitroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Nitrophenol ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
3-Nitroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Bromopheny! phenyl ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chloroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Nitroaniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Nitrophenol ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Acenaphthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Acenaphthylene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Aniline ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Anthracene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(a)anthracene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(a)pyrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzoic acid ND 1.08 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Biphenyl ND 0.043 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate ND 0.433 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Butyl benzyl phthalate ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Chrysene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Di-n-octyl phthalate ND 0.217 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
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Results: Semivolatile organic compounds (Continued)

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10') (Continued)
Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Diethyl phthalate ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Dimethyl phthalate ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Di-n-butyl phthalate ND 0.217 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Fluoranthene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Fluorene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachloroethane ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Isophorone ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Naphthalene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodimethylamine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pentachlorophenol ND 0.357 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenanthrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pyrene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
m&p-Cresol ND 0.282 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pyridine ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Azobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Total Dichlorobenzene ND 0.141 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

Nitrobenzene-d5 125% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
p-Terphenyl-d14 133% 47-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Fluorobipheny! 119% 34-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenol-d6 91.5% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,6-Tribromophenol 124% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Fluorophenol 86.5% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Semivolatile organic compounds

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")
Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenol ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dichlorophenol ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dimethylphenol ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dinitrophenol ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,6-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Chloronaphthalene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Chlorophenol ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Methylnaphthalene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Nitrobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Methylphenol ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Nitroaniline ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Nitrophenol ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
3-Nitroaniline ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Bromopheny! phenyl ether ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chloroaniline ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Nitroaniline ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
4-Nitrophenol ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Acenaphthene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Acenaphthylene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Aniline ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Anthracene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.181 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.149 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.183 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Benzoic acid ND 1.08 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Biphenyl ND 0.043 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate ND 0.431 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Butyl benzyl phthalate ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Chrysene 0.155 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Di-n-octyl phthalate ND 0.216 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
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Results: Semivolatile organic compounds (Continued)

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10') (Continued)
Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Diethyl phthalate ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Dimethyl phthalate ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Di-n-butyl phthalate ND 0.216 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Fluoranthene 0.357 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Fluorene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Hexachloroethane ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Isophorone ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Naphthalene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodimethylamine ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pentachlorophenol ND 0.356 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenanthrene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pyrene 0.302 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
m&p-Cresol ND 0.280 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Pyridine ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Azobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Total Dichlorobenzene ND 0.140 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

Nitrobenzene-d5 115% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
p-Terphenyl-d14 133% 47-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Fluorobipheny! 103% 34-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
Phenol-d6 86.4% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2,4,6-Tribromophenol 113% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
2-Fluorophenol 82.3% 30-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Pesticides

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")
Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
alpha-BHC ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 0.00177 ma/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
beta-BHC ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
delta-BHC ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Heptachlor ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aldrin ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Heptachlor epoxide ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
gamma-Chlordane ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
alpha-Chlordane ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Chlordane ND 0.0177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4'-DDE ND 0.00354 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan I ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Dieldrin ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4-DDD ND 0.00354 ma/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan II ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin aldehyde ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4-DDT ND 0.00354 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Methoxychlor ND 0.00354 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan sulfate ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin Ketone ND 0.00177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Toxaphene ND 0.0177 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX ) 68.9% 30-106 08/28/23 08/30/23
Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 58.6% 32-110 08/28/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Pesticides

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10')
Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
alpha-BHC ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
beta-BHC ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
delta-BHC ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Heptachlor ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aldrin ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Heptachlor epoxide ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
gamma-Chlordane ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
alpha-Chlordane ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Chlordane ND 0.0179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4'-DDE ND 0.00357 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan I ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Dieldrin ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4-DDD ND 0.00357 ma/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan II ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin aldehyde ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4-DDT ND 0.00357 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Methoxychlor ND 0.00357 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan sulfate ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin Ketone ND 0.00179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Toxaphene ND 0.0179 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX ) 66.7% 30-106 08/28/23 08/30/23
Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 58.3% 32-110 08/28/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Pesticides

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")
Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
alpha-BHC ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
beta-BHC ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
delta-BHC ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Heptachlor ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aldrin ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Heptachlor epoxide ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
gamma-Chlordane ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
alpha-Chlordane ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Chlordane ND 0.0180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4'-DDE ND 0.00358 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan I ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Dieldrin ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4'-DDD ND 0.00358 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan II ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin aldehyde ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
4,4-DDT ND 0.00358 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Methoxychlor ND 0.00358 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endosulfan sulfate ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Endrin Ketone ND 0.00180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Toxaphene ND 0.0180 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX ) 72.0% 30-106 08/28/23 08/30/23
Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 63.1% 32-110 08/28/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")

Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Aroclor-1016 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1221 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1232 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1242 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1248 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1254 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1260 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1262 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1268 ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
PCBs (Total) ND 0.070 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery%

2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX ) 76.3% 36.2-130 08/28/23 08/30/23
Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 92.4% 43.3-130 08/28/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10")

Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Aroclor-1016 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1221 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1232 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1242 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1248 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1254 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1260 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1262 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1268 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
PCBs (Total) ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX ) 75.6% 36.2-130 08/28/23 08/30/23
Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 94.4% 43.3-130 08/28/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")

Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Aroclor-1016 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1221 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1232 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1242 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1248 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1254 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1260 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1262 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Aroclor-1268 ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
PCBs (Total) ND 0.071 mg/kg 08/28/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX ) 81.8% 36.2-130 08/28/23 08/30/23
Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 101% 43.3-130 08/28/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Herbicides

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")
Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Dalapon ND 0.108 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dicamba ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dichloroprop ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4-D ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4,5-T ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4-DB ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dinoseb ND 0.108 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
MCPP ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
MCPA ND 0.054 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4-Dichlorophenyl acetic acid 94.1% 41-145 08/24/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Herbicides

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10')
Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Dalapon ND 0.104 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dicamba ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dichloroprop ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4-D ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4,5-T ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4-DB ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dinoseb ND 0.104 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
MCPP ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
MCPA ND 0.052 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4-Dichlorophenyl acetic acid 88.7% 41-145 08/24/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Herbicides

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")
Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Dalapon ND 0.107 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dicamba ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dichloroprop ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4-D ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4,5-T ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
2,4-DB ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Dinoseb ND 0.107 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
MCPP ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
MCPA ND 0.053 mg/kg 08/24/23 08/30/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits

2,4-Dichlorophenyl acetic acid 108% 41-145 08/24/23 08/30/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Sample: Comp RB1, RB3, RB5, RB9 (10-20")
Lab Number: 3H22059-01 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons ND 29 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits
Chlorooctadecane 70.4% 50-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
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NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Sample: Comp RB4, RB5, RB7, RB8 (0-10')
Lab Number: 3H22059-02 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons ND 29 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits
Chlorooctadecane 72.0% 50-130 08/26/23 08/28/23

| Page370f60 |




NETLAB Case Number: 3H22059

Results: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Sample: Comp RB1, RB2, RB3, RB9 (0-10")
Lab Number: 3H22059-03 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Date Prepared Date Analyzed
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons ND 29 mg/kg 08/26/23 08/28/23
Surrogate(s) Recovery% Limits
Chlorooctadecane 88.1% 50-130 08/26/23 08/28/23
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Quality Control

General Chemistry

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H0825 - Flashpoint-EPA 1010A-Mod
LCS (B3H0825-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/18/23
Flashpoint 79 70 degrees F 80.0 98.9 90-110
Duplicate (B3H0825-DUP1) Source: 3G19048-01 Prepared & Analyzed: 08/18/23
Flashpoint > 200 70 degrees F ND 20
Batch: B3H1249 - pH
LCS (B3H1249-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/29/23
pH 7.0 su 7.00 99.7 0-200
LCS (B3H1249-BS2) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/29/23
pH 7.0 SuU 7.00 99.7 0-200
Duplicate (B3H1249-DUP1) Source: 3H22007-01 Prepared & Analyzed: 08/29/23
pH 7.3 SuU 7.3 0.137 200
Batch: B3H1258 - Conductivity
Blank (B3H1258-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/29/23
Specific Conductance ND 2.0 uS/cm
Duplicate (B3H1258-DUP1) Source: 3H22007-01 Prepared & Analyzed: 08/29/23
Specific Conductance 27.4 2.0 uS/cm 27.4 0.00 200

| Page390f60 |




Quality Control
(Continued)
Reactivity
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit

Batch: B3H1146 - Reactivity

Blank (B3H1146-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Sulfide ND 0.1 mg/kg

Blank (B3H1146-BLK2) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Sulfide ND 0.1 mg/kg

LCS (B3H1146-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Sulfide 3.9 0.1 mg/kg 4.00 97.5 90-110

LCS (B3H1146-BS2) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Sulfide 3.9 0.1 mg/kg 4.00 97.5 90-110

Duplicate (B3H1146-DUP1) Source: 3H22007-01 Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Sulfide ND 0.1 mg/kg dry ND 20

Matrix Spike (B3H1146-MS1) Source: 3H22007-01 Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Sulfide 4.7 0.1 mg/kg dry 4.80 ND 98.5 80-120
Batch: B3H1147 - Reactivity

Blank (B3H1147-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Cyanide ND 0.2 mg/kg

Blank (B3H1147-BLK2) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Cyanide ND 0.2 mg/kg

Duplicate (B3H1147-DUP1) Source: 3H22007-01 Prepared & Analyzed: 08/25/23

Cyanide ND 0.2 mg/kg dry ND 20
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Total Metals
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1001 - Metals Digestion Soils

Blank (B3H1001-BLK1) Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23

Antimony ND 0.66 mg/kg

Lead ND 0.50 mg/kg

Nickel ND 0.50 mg/kg

Chromium ND 0.50 mg/kg

Vanadium ND 0.33 mg/kg

Selenium ND 1.00 mg/kg

Zinc ND 2.0 mg/kg

Arsenic ND 1.00 mg/kg

Cadmium ND 0.50 mg/kg

Silver ND 1.00 mg/kg

Beryllium ND 0.33 mg/kg

Barium ND 0.33 mg/kg

Thallium ND 0.33 mg/kg

LCS (B3H1001-BS1) Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23

Selenium 18.2 1.00 mg/kg 20.0 91.2 85-115
Arsenic 19.8 1.00 mg/kg 20.0 99.1 85-115
Cadmium 97.6 0.50 mg/kg 100 97.6 85-115
Zinc 98.9 2.0 mg/kg 100 98.9 85-115
Vanadium 105 0.33 mg/kg 100 105 85-115
Lead 100 0.50 mg/kg 100 100 85-115
Silver 40.4 1.00 mg/kg 40.0 101 85-115
Chromium 104 0.50 mg/kg 100 104 85-115
Nickel 96.5 0.50 mg/kg 100 9.5 85-112
Barium 97.5 0.33 mg/kg 100 97.5 85-115
Antimony 101 0.66 mg/kg 100 101 85-115
Beryllium 20.5 0.33 mg/kg 20.0 103 85-115
Thallium 96.9 0.33 mg/kg 100 96.9 85-115

| Page 410f60 |




Quality Control
(Continued)
Total Metals (Continued)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1040 - Metals Cold-Vapor Mercury
Blank (B3H1040-BLK1) Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23
Mercury ND 0.100 mg/kg
LCS (B3H1040-BS1) Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23
Mercury 0.364 0.100 mg/kg 0.357 102 93-114
LCS Dup (B3H1040-BSD1) Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23
Mercury 0.358 0.100 mg/kg 0.357 100 93-114 1.57 200
Matrix Spike (B3H1040-MS1) Source: 3H22007-01 Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23
Mercury 0.615 0.149 mg/kg dry 0.533 0.105 95.7 80-120
Matrix Spike (B3H1040-MS2) Source: 3H22012-07 Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23
Mercury 0.589 0.155 mg/kg dry 0.555 0.079 91.8 80-120
Matrix Spike Dup (B3H1040-MSD1) Source: 3H22007-01 Prepared: 08/23/23 Analyzed: 08/24/23
Mercury 0.682 0.152 mg/kg dry 0.545 0.105 106 80-120 10.4 20
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1057 - EPA 5035

Blank (B3H1057-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/23/23
Acetone ND 0.005 mg/kg
Benzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Bromobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Bromochloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
Bromodichloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
Bromoform ND 0.005 mg/kg
Bromomethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
2-Butanone ND 0.005 mg/kg
tert-Butyl alcohol ND 0.005 mg/kg
sec-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
n-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
tert-Butylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Methyl t-butyl ether (MTBE) ND 0.005 mg/kg
Carbon Disulfide ND 0.005 mg/kg
Carbon Tetrachloride ND 0.005 mg/kg
Chlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Chloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
Chloroform ND 0.005 mg/kg
Chloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
4-Chlorotoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg
2-Chlorotoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) ND 0.005 mg/kg
Dibromochloromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) ND 0.005 mg/kg
Dibromomethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,1-Dichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,2-Dichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,1-Dichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg
2,2-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,1-Dichloropropene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,3-Dichloropropene (cis + trans) ND 0.005 mg/kg
Diethyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,4-Dioxane ND 0.100 mg/kg
Ethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.005 mg/kg
2-Hexanone ND 0.005 mg/kg
Isopropylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
p-Isopropyltoluene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Methylene Chloride ND 0.020 mg/kg
4-Methyl-2-pentanone ND 0.100 mg/kg
Naphthalene ND 0.005 mg/kg
n-Propylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Styrene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg
Tetrachloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg
Tetrahydrofuran ND 0.005 mg/kg
Toluene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg
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Quality Control

(Continued)

Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL) (Continued)

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1057 - EPA 5035 (Continued)

Blank (B3H1057-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/23/23
1,1,2-Trichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg

1,1,1-Trichloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg

Trichloroethene ND 0.005 mg/kg

1,2,3-Trichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ND 0.005 mg/kg

Vinyl Chloride ND 0.005 mg/kg

o-Xylene ND 0.005 mg/kg

m&p-Xylene ND 0.010 mg/kg

Total xylenes ND 0.005 mg/kg

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 0.005 mg/kg

tert-Amyl methyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg

1,3-Dichloropropane ND 0.005 mg/kg

Ethyl tert-butyl ether ND 0.005 mg/kg

Diisopropy! ether ND 0.005 mg/kg

Trichlorofluoromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg

Dichlorodifluoromethane ND 0.005 mg/kg

Surrogate: 4-Bromofiuorobenzene 46.6 ug/kg 50.0 93.1 70-130
Surrogate: 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 518 ug/kg 50.0 104 70-130
Surrogate: Toluene-d8 50.5 ug/kg 50.0 101 70-130
LCS (B3H1057-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/23/23

Acetone 0.018 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 36.0 50-150
Benzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.9 70-130
Bromobenzene 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 83.9 70-130
Bromochloromethane 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.3 70-130
Bromodichloromethane 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.4 70-130
Bromoform 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 84.7 70-130
Bromomethane 0.059 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 117 50-150
2-Butanone 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.3 50-150
tert-Butyl alcohol 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 95.0 70-130
sec-Butylbenzene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.4 70-130
n-Butylbenzene 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 93.1 70-130
tert-Butylbenzene 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 84.1 70-130
Methyl t-butyl ether (MTBE) 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.6 70-130
Carbon Disulfide 0.028 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 55.7 50-150
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.041 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 81.0 70-130
Chlorobenzene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.0 70-130
Chloroethane 0.066 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 131 50-150
Chloroform 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.0 70-130
Chloromethane 0.053 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 106 50-150
4-Chlorotoluene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.6 70-130
2-Chlorotoluene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.6 70-130
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) 0.048 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 95.0 70-130
Dibromochloromethane 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.8 70-130
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 89.4 70-130
Dibromomethane 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.3 60-140
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.8 70-130
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 0.041 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 82.9 70-130
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.0 70-130
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.4 70-130
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.040 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 80.2 70-130
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.3 70-130
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.0 70-130
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.026 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 51.2 70-130
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 93.3 70-130
2,2-Dichloropropane 0.040 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 79.2 70-130
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Quality Control

(Continued)

Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL) (Continued)

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1057 - EPA 5035 (Continued)

LCS (B3H1057-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/23/23
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.9 70-130
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 84.4 70-130
1,1-Dichloropropene 0.039 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 78.9 70-130
Diethyl ether 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 84.8 60-140
1,4-Dioxane 0.206 0.100 mg/kg 0.250 82.3 0-200
Ethylbenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.4 70-130
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.7 70-130
2-Hexanone 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 89.3 50-150
Isopropylbenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.3 70-130
p-Isopropyltoluene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.1 70-130
Methylene Chloride 0.058 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 116 60-140
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.2 50-150
Naphthalene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.4 70-130
n-Propylbenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.8 70-130
Styrene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.0 70-130
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.5 70-130
Tetrachloroethene 0.041 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 82.6 70-130
Tetrahydrofuran 0.040 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 79.1 50-150
Toluene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.9 70-130
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.1 70-130
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.2 70-130
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 0.050 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 99.3 70-130
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.040 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 80.4 70-130
Trichloroethene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.6 70-130
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.7 70-130
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.8 70-130
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.3 70-130
Vinyl Chloride 0.052 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 105 50-150
o-Xylene 0.043 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 85.4 70-130
m&p-Xylene 0.085 0.010 mg/kg 0.100 85.4 70-130
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 94.0 70-130
tert-Amyl methyl ether 0.041 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 82.7 70-130
1,3-Dichloropropane 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 92.1 70-130
Ethyl tert-butyl ether 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.2 70-130
Trichlorofluoromethane 0.048 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 96.2 50-150
Dichlorodifluoromethane 0.053 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 106 50-150
Surrogate: 4-Bromofiuorobenzene 48.8 ug/kg 50.0 97.5 70-130
Surrogate: 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 52.5 ug/kg 50.0 105 70-130
Surrogate: Toluene-d8 50.6 ug/kg 50.0 101 70-130
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Quality Control

(Continued)

Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL) (Continued)

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1057 - EPA 5035 (Continued)
LCS Dup (B3H1057-BSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/23/23
Acetone 0.012 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 24.4 50-150 38.3 30
Benzene 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.8 70-130 4.27 20
Bromobenzene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 86.7 70-130 3.28 20
Bromochloromethane 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 93.2 70-130 5.47 20
Bromodichloromethane 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.2 70-130 0.275 20
Bromoform 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.7 70-130 3.53 20
Bromomethane 0.060 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 121 50-150 3.19 30
2-Butanone 0.037 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 74.6 50-150 19.0 30
tert-Butyl alcohol 0.027 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 53.6 70-130 55.6 20
sec-Butylbenzene 0.045 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 89.2 70-130 3.21 20
n-Butylbenzene 0.048 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 95.1 70-130 2.08 20
tert-Butylbenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.5 70-130 3.96 20
Methyl t-butyl ether (MTBE) 0.043 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 87.0 70-130 1.60 20
Carbon Disulfide 0.023 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 46.1 50-150 18.8 40
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.041 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 82.6 70-130 1.88 20
Chlorobenzene 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 92.2 70-130 5.83 20
Chloroethane 0.065 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 131 50-150 0.305 30
Chloroform 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.2 70-130 1.41 20
Chloromethane 0.054 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 108 50-150 1.31 30
4-Chlorotoluene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.0 70-130 3.83 20
2-Chlorotoluene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.0 70-130 3.83 20
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 89.5 70-130 5.94 20
Dibromochloromethane 0.046 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 92.3 70-130 0.478 20
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.7 70-130 0.808 20
Dibromomethane 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.0 60-140 5.35 30
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 93.4 70-130 2.85 20
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.7 70-130 3.23 20
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.7 70-130 3.00 20
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.9 70-130 3.79 20
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.041 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 81.2 70-130 1.26 20
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 89.9 70-130 1.80 20
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 90.1 70-130 3.52 20
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.029 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 57.3 70-130 11.3 20
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.048 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 96.6 70-130 3.45 20
2,2-Dichloropropane 0.040 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 80.6 70-130 1.78 20
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.2 70-130 2.71 20
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.043 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 85.4 70-130 1.18 20
1,1-Dichloropropene 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 84.1 70-130 6.33 20
Diethyl ether 0.028 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 55.6 60-140 41.6 30
1,4-Dioxane 0.208 0.100 mg/kg 0.250 83.2 0-200 1.05 50
Ethylbenzene 0.046 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 91.6 70-130 4.69 20
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.048 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 96.6 70-130 6.26 20
2-Hexanone 0.038 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 75.8 50-150 16.4 20
Isopropylbenzene 0.045 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 89.6 70-130 2.65 20
p-Isopropyltoluene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.1 70-130 2.35 20
Methylene Chloride 0.070 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 141 60-140 19.4 30
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 0.041 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 82.1 50-150 7.14 20
Naphthalene 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.9 70-130 3.93 20
n-Propylbenzene 0.045 0.005 mgl/kg 0.0500 90.6 70-130 3.09 20
Styrene 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.2 70-130 4.74 20
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.6 70-130 4.58 20
Tetrachloroethene 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 84.4 70-130 2.13 20
Tetrahydrofuran 0.039 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 77.9 50-150 1.58 40
Toluene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.5 70-130 3.07 20
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.6 70-130 3.85 20
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 94.1 70-130 4.17 20
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 0.045 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 89.4 70-130
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Quality Control
(Continued)
Volatile Organic Compounds 8260C (5035-LL) (Continued)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1057 - EPA 5035 (Continued)

LCS Dup (B3H1057-BSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 08/23/23

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.042 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 83.5 70-130 3.88 20
Trichloroethene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.6 70-130 3.47 20
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 0.048 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 96.4 70-130 8.32 20
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.4 70-130 1.89 20
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.1 70-130 2.13 20
Vinyl Chloride 0.053 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 106 50-150 1.39 30
o-Xylene 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 87.6 70-130 2.50 20
m&p-Xylene 0.091 0.010 mg/kg 0.100 90.8 70-130 6.10 20
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.047 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 94.0 70-130 0.0213 20
tert-Amyl methyl ether 0.041 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 82.6 70-130 0.121 20
1,3-Dichloropropane 0.046 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 91.1 70-130 1.09 20
Ethyl tert-butyl ether 0.044 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 88.0 70-130 2.04 20
Trichlorofluoromethane 0.049 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 98.0 50-150 1.83 20
Dichlorodifluoromethane 0.054 0.005 mg/kg 0.0500 108 50-150 1.90 30
Surrogate: 4-Bromofiuorobenzene 8.6 ug/kg 50.0 97.3 70-130

Surrogate: 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 49.1 ug/kg 50.0 98.1 70-130

Surrogate: Toluene-d8 49.0 ug/kg 50.0 98.0 70-130
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Semivolatile organic compounds
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1153 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions

Blank (B3H1153-BLK1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg
1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Phenol ND 0.129 mg/kg
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol ND 0.129 mg/kg
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol ND 0.129 mg/kg
2,4-Dichlorophenol ND 0.129 mg/kg
2,4-Dimethylphenol ND 0.328 mg/kg
2,4-Dinitrophenol ND 0.328 mg/kg
2,4-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.129 mg/kg
2,6-Dinitrotoluene ND 0.129 mg/kg
2-Chloronaphthalene ND 0.129 mg/kg
2-Chlorophenol ND 0.129 mg/kg
2-Methylnaphthalene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Nitrobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg
2-Methylphenol ND 0.129 mg/kg
2-Nitroaniline ND 0.129 mg/kg
2-Nitrophenol ND 0.328 mg/kg
3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine ND 0.328 mg/kg
3-Nitroaniline ND 0.129 mg/kg
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol ND 0.328 mg/kg
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether ND 0.129 mg/kg
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol ND 0.129 mg/kg
4-Chloroaniline ND 0.129 mg/kg
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether ND 0.129 mg/kg
4-Nitroaniline ND 0.129 mg/kg
4-Nitrophenol ND 0.328 mg/kg
Acenaphthene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Acenaphthylene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Aniline ND 0.129 mg/kg
Anthracene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Benzo(a)anthracene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Benzo(a)pyrene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Benzoic acid ND 0.993 mg/kg
Biphenyl ND 0.040 mg/kg
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ND 0.129 mg/kg
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether ND 0.129 mgl/kg
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether ND 0.129 mg/kg
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate ND 0.397 mg/kg
Butyl benzyl phthalate ND 0.129 mg/kg
Chrysene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Di-n-octyl phthalate ND 0.199 mg/kg
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Dibenzofuran ND 0.129 mg/kg
Diethyl phthalate ND 0.129 mg/kg
Dimethyl phthalate ND 0.328 mg/kg
Di-n-butyl phthalate ND 0.199 mg/kg
Fluoranthene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Fluorene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Hexachlorobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 0.129 mg/kg
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene ND 0.328 mg/kg
Hexachloroethane ND 0.129 mg/kg
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Semivolatile organic compounds (Continued)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1153 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions (Continued)

Blank (B3H1153-BLK1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 0.129 mg/kg

Isophorone ND 0.129 mg/kg

Naphthalene ND 0.129 mg/kg

N-Nitrosodimethylamine ND 0.129 mg/kg

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine ND 0.129 mg/kg

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine ND 0.129 mg/kg

Pentachlorophenol ND 0.328 mg/kg

Phenanthrene ND 0.129 mg/kg

Pyrene ND 0.129 mg/kg

m&p-Cresol ND 0.258 mg/kg

Pyridine ND 0.129 mg/kg

Azobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg

Total Dichlorobenzene ND 0.129 mg/kg

Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 3.64 mg/kg 3.31 110 30-130
Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 3.92 mg/kg 3.31 118 47-130
Surrogate: 2-Fluorobipheny! 343 mg/kg 3.31 104 34-130
Surrogate: Phenol-d6 2.88 mg/kg 3.31 87.0 30-130
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol 3.37 mg/kg 3.31 102 30-130
Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol 2.89 mg/kg 3.31 87.2 30-130
LCS (B3H1153-BS1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2.98 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 89.9 40-130
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 2.77 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 83.7 40-130
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 2.48 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 74.8 40-130
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 2.47 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 74.5 40-130
Phenol 2.65 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 80.0 40-130
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 2.72 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 82.2 40-130
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 2.79 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 84.2 40-130
2,4-Dichlorophenol 2.90 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 87.4 40-130
2,4-Dimethylphenol 2.43 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 73.2 40-130
2,4-Dinitrophenol 0.813 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 24.5 15-140
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 2.61 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 78.8 40-130
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 2.48 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 74.9 40-130
2-Chloronaphthalene 2.51 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 75.7 40-130
2-Chlorophenol 2.58 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 77.8 40-130
2-Methylnaphthalene 2.77 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 83.6 40-130
Nitrobenzene 2.96 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 89.5 40-130
2-Methylphenol 2.56 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 77.4 40-130
2-Nitroaniline 2.85 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 86.1 40-130
2-Nitrophenol 2.45 0.328 mgl/kg 3.31 74.1 40-130
3-Nitroaniline 2.18 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 65.8 40-130
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 2.19 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 66.2 30-130
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 2.97 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 89.7 40-130
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 2.66 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 80.2 40-130
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 3.48 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 105 40-130
4-Nitroaniline 2.49 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 75.1 40-130
4-Nitrophenol 4.80 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 145 40-130
Acenaphthene 2.64 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 79.6 40-130
Acenaphthylene 2.42 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 73.2 40-130
Anthracene 2.94 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 88.7 40-130
Benzo(a)anthracene 3.14 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 94.9 40-130
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.18 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 95.9 40-130
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3.39 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 102 40-130
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 3.01 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 91.0 40-130
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 3.55 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 107 40-130
Biphenyl 0.567 0.040 mg/kg 0.828 68.5 40-130
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 2.47 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 74.6 40-130
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Semivolatile organic compounds (Continued)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1153 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions (Continued)

LCS (B3H1153-BS1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 2.19 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 66.1 40-130
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether 2.36 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 71.1 40-130
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 3.38 0.397 mg/kg 3.31 102 40-130
Butyl benzyl phthalate 2.98 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 90.0 40-130
Chrysene 3.41 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 103 40-130
Di-n-octyl phthalate 3.43 0.199 mg/kg 3.31 104 40-130
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.05 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 92.2 40-130
Dibenzofuran 2.72 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 82.3 40-130
Diethyl phthalate 2.83 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 85.4 40-130
Dimethyl phthalate 2.67 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 80.8 40-130
Di-n-butyl phthalate 3.13 0.199 mg/kg 3.31 94.6 40-130
Fluoranthene 3.33 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 101 40-130
Fluorene 3.27 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 98.7 40-130
Hexachlorobenzene 2.81 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 84.9 40-130
Hexachlorobutadiene 4.01 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 121 40-130
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 2.46 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 74.4 40-130
Hexachloroethane 2.99 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 90.4 40-130
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2.90 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 87.6 40-130
Isophorone 2.73 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 82.4 40-130
Naphthalene 2.83 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 85.3 40-130
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 4.02 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 121 40-130
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 2.54 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 76.7 40-130
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 3.24 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 97.8 40-130
Pentachlorophenol 2.17 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 65.5 15-140
Phenanthrene 2.99 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 90.4 40-130
Pyrene 2.87 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 86.6 40-130
m&p-Cresol 231 0.258 mg/kg 3.31 69.8 40-130
Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 3.93 mg/kg 3.31 119 30-130
Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 375 mg/kg 3.31 113 47-130
Surrogate: 2-Fluorobipheny! 3.40 mg/kg 3.31 103 34-130
Surrogate: Phenol-d6 312 mg/kg 3.31 94.2 30-130
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol 3.86 mg/kg 3.31 117 30-130
Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol 2.86 mg/kg 3.31 86.3 30-130
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Semivolatile organic compounds (Continued)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1153 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions (Continued)

LCS Dup (B3H1153-BSD1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 3.35 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 101 40-130 11.9 30
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 3.12 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 94.4 40-130 11.9 30
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 2.73 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 82.5 40-130 9.79 30
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 2.75 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 83.0 40-130 10.7 30
Phenol 2.93 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 88.5 40-130 10.1 30
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 3.04 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 91.7 40-130 10.9 30
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 3.11 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 93.9 40-130 10.9 30
2,4-Dichlorophenol 3.24 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 97.8 40-130 11.2 30
2,4-Dimethylphenol 2.86 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 86.4 40-130 16.5 30
2,4-Dinitrophenol 1.14 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 34.4 15-140 33.5 30
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 3.07 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 92.7 40-130 16.2 30
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 2.85 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 86.1 40-130 14.0 30
2-Chloronaphthalene 2.87 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 86.7 40-130 13.6 30
2-Chlorophenol 2.76 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 83.5 40-130 6.97 30
2-Methylnaphthalene 3.12 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 94.2 40-130 12.0 30
Nitrobenzene 3.26 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 98.4 40-130 9.41 30
2-Methylphenol 2.86 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 86.3 40-130 10.9 30
2-Nitroaniline 3.27 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 98.8 40-130 13.7 30
2-Nitrophenol 2.69 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 81.3 40-130 9.26 30
3-Nitroaniline 2.48 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 74.9 40-130 12.9 30
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 2.44 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 73.7 30-130 10.8 30
4-Bromopheny! phenyl ether 3.23 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 97.7 40-130 8.47 30
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 2.96 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 89.4 40-130 10.8 30
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 3.97 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 120 40-130 13.1 30
4-Nitroaniline 2.83 0.129 mgl/kg 3.31 85.6 40-130 13.1 30
4-Nitrophenol 5.65 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 171 40-130 16.2 30
Acenaphthene 2.93 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 88.6 40-130 10.7 30
Acenaphthylene 2.77 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 83.7 40-130 13.4 30
Anthracene 3.19 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 96.3 40-130 8.22 30
Benzo(a)anthracene 3.27 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 98.8 40-130 4.01 30
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.45 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 104 40-130 8.33 30
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3.73 0.129 mgl/kg 3.31 113 40-130 9.44 30
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 3.15 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 95.3 40-130 4.53 30
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 3.84 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 116 40-130 7.92 30
Biphenyl 0.657 0.040 mg/kg 0.828 79.4 40-130 14.7 30
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 2.81 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 84.8 40-130 12.7 30
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 2.54 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 76.6 40-130 14.7 30
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether 2.52 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 76.2 40-130 6.84 30
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 3.58 0.397 mg/kg 3.31 108 40-130 5.75 30
Butyl benzyl phthalate 3.12 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 94.2 40-130 4.56 30
Chrysene 3.60 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 109 40-130 5.41 30
Di-n-octyl phthalate 3.78 0.199 mg/kg 3.31 114 40-130 9.53 30
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.21 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 96.8 40-130 4.93 30
Dibenzofuran 3.08 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 93.1 40-130 12.3 30
Diethyl phthalate 3.15 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 95.0 40-130 10.6 30
Dimethyl phthalate 3.05 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 92.0 40-130 13.0 30
Di-n-butyl phthalate 3.36 0.199 mgl/kg 3.31 102 40-130 7.02 30
Fluoranthene 3.57 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 108 40-130 6.86 30
Fluorene 3.72 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 112 40-130 12.9 30
Hexachlorobenzene 3.11 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 93.9 40-130 10.1 30
Hexachlorobutadiene 4.48 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 135 40-130 11.0 30
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 2.93 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 88.6 40-130 17.4 30
Hexachloroethane 3.30 0.129 mgl/kg 3.31 99.5 40-130 9.65 30
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 3.00 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 90.6 40-130 3.41 30
Isophorone 3.02 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 91.2 40-130 10.1 30
Naphthalene 3.06 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 92.4 40-130 7.94 30
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 4.39 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 133 40-130
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Semivolatile organic compounds (Continued)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1153 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions (Continued)
LCS Dup (B3H1153-BSD1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 2.91 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 87.7 40-130 13.4 30
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 3.57 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 108 40-130 9.61 30
Pentachlorophenol 2.51 0.328 mg/kg 3.31 75.7 15-140 14.4 30
Phenanthrene 3.27 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 98.8 40-130 8.90 30
Pyrene 3.05 0.129 mg/kg 3.31 92.0 40-130 6.09 30
m&p-Cresol 2.48 0.258 mg/kg 3.31 74.8 40-130 6.97 30
Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 4.26 mg/kg 3.31 129 30-130
Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 387 mg/kg 3.31 117 47-130
Surrogate: 2-Fluorobijpheny! 371 mg/kg 3.31 112 34-130
Surrogate: Phenol-d6 3.33 mg/kg 3.31 101 30-130
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol 4.09 mg/kg 3.31 123 30-130
Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol 3.14 mg/kg 3.31 94.9 30-130
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Quality Control

(Continued)
Pesticides
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1185 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions

Blank (B3H1185-BLK1) Prepared: 08/28/23 Analyzed: 08/30/23
alpha-BHC ND 0.00167 mg/kg

gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 0.00167 mg/kg

beta-BHC ND 0.00167 mg/kg

delta-BHC ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Heptachlor ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Aldrin ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Heptachlor epoxide ND 0.00167 mg/kg

gamma-Chlordane ND 0.00167 mg/kg

alpha-Chlordane ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Chlordane ND 0.0167 mg/kg

4,4'-DDE ND 0.00333 mg/kg

Endosulfan I ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Dieldrin ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Endrin ND 0.00167 mg/kg

4,4'-DDD ND 0.00333 mg/kg

Endosulfan II ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Endrin aldehyde ND 0.00167 mg/kg

4,4-DDT ND 0.00333 mg/kg

Methoxychlor ND 0.00333 mg/kg

Endosulfan sulfate ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Endrin Ketone ND 0.00167 mg/kg

Toxaphene ND 0.0167 mg/kg

Surrogate: 2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene 0.00935 mg/kg 0.0133 70.1 30-106
(TCMX )

Surrogate: Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 0.0104 mg/kg 0.0133 77.9 32-110
LCS (B3H1185-BS1) Prepared: 08/28/23 Analyzed: 08/30/23
alpha-BHC 0.0102 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 76.7 50-132
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.0103 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 77.3 54-128
beta-BHC 0.00997 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 74.8 69-126
delta-BHC 0.0102 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 76.8 40-126
Heptachlor 0.00978 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 73.4 55-125
Aldrin 0.0103 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 77.1 45-135
Heptachlor epoxide 0.0101 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 75.9 54-127
gamma-Chlordane 0.00996 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 74.7 55-124
alpha-Chlordane 0.0102 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 76.3 54-126
4,4'-DDE 0.0108 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 81.2 63-130
Endosulfan I 0.00983 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 73.8 53-128
Dieldrin 0.0105 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 78.5 57-124
Endrin 0.00979 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 73.4 40-140
4,4'-DDD 0.00978 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 73.4 74-140
Endrin aldehyde 0.00935 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 70.1 40-140
Endosulfan II 0.0100 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 75.1 45-125
4,4'-DDT 0.0135 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 101 60-140
Methoxychlor 0.0116 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 86.7 71-140
Endosulfan sulfate 0.0108 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 81.0 43-131
Endrin Ketone 0.0112 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 84.1 56-131
Surrogate: 2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene 0.00949 mg/kg 0.0133 71.2 38-106
(TCMX )

Surrogate: Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 0.0104 mg/kg 0.0133 77.7 32-110
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Quality Control
(Continued)
Pesticides (Continued)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1185 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions (Continued)

LCS Dup (B3H1185-BSD1) Prepared: 08/28/23 Analyzed: 08/30/23

alpha-BHC 0.00990 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 74.3 50-132 3.25 30
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.0100 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 75.1 54-128 2.92 30
beta-BHC 0.0104 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 77.6 69-126 3.81 30
delta-BHC 0.0100 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 75.2 40-126 2.14 30
Heptachlor 0.0100 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 75.1 55-125 2.26 30
Aldrin 0.00992 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 74.4 45-135 3.50 30
Heptachlor epoxide 0.00987 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 74.0 54-127 2.50 30
gamma-Chlordane 0.0101 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 76.0 55-124 1.76 30
alpha-Chlordane 0.0102 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 76.3 54-126 0.0983 30
4,4-DDE 0.0102 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 76.8 63-130 5.54 30
Endosulfan I 0.0101 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 75.6 53-128 2.44 30
Dieldrin 0.0102 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 76.4 57-124 2.74 30
Endrin 0.00969 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 72.7 40-140 0.993 30
4,4-DDD 0.0102 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 76.5 74-140 4.14 30
Endosulfan II 0.0101 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 76.0 45-125 1.29 30
Endrin aldehyde 0.00931 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 69.9 40-140 0.357 30
4,4-DDT 0.0134 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 100 60-140 1.34 30
Methoxychlor 0.0114 0.00333 mg/kg 0.0133 85.9 71-140 0.956 30
Endosulfan sulfate 0.0107 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 80.4 43-131 0.682 30
Endrin Ketone 0.0112 0.00167 mg/kg 0.0133 83.9 56-131 0.298 30
Surrogate: 2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene 0.00977 mg/kg 0.0133 73.3 38-106

(TCMX )

Surrogate: Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 0.0104 mg/kg 0.0133 77.8 32-110
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Quality Control
(Continued)
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1184 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions

Blank (B3H1184-BLK1) Prepared: 08/28/23 Analyzed: 08/30/23

Aroclor-1016 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1221 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1232 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1242 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1248 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1254 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1260 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1262 ND 0.066 mg/kg

Aroclor-1268 ND 0.066 mg/kg

PCBs (Total) ND 0.066 mg/kg

Surrogate: 2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene 0.00967 mg/kg 0.0133 72.5 36.2-130

(TCMX )

Surrogate: Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 0.0119 mg/kg 0.0133 89.4 43.3-130
LCS (B3H1184-BS1) Prepared: 08/28/23 Analyzed: 08/30/23

Aroclor-1016 0.144 0.066 mg/kg 0.167 86.5 58.2-125

Aroclor-1260 0.139 0.066 mg/kg 0.167 83.4 65.5-130

Surrogate: 2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene 0.0101 mg/kg 0.0133 75.5 36.2-130

(TCMX )

Surrogate: Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 0.0122 mg/kg 0.0133 91.6 43.3-130
LCS Dup (B3H1184-BSD1) Prepared: 08/28/23 Analyzed: 08/30/23

Aroclor-1016 0.148 0.066 mg/kg 0.167 88.7 58.2-125 2.55 20
Aroclor-1260 0.168 0.066 mg/kg 0.167 101 65.5-130 18.9 20
Surrogate: 2,4,5,6-Tetrachloro-m-xylene 0.0145 mg/kg 0.0133 108 36.2-130

(TCMX )

Surrogate: Decachlorobipheny! (DCBP) 0.0130 mg/kg 0.0133 97.8 43.3-130
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Quality Control
(Continued)
Herbicides
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1086 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions

Blank (B3H1086-BLK1) Prepared: 08/24/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
Dalapon ND 0.100 mg/kg
Dicamba ND 0.050 mg/kg
Dichloroprop ND 0.050 mg/kg
2,4-D ND 0.050 mg/kg
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) ND 0.050 mg/kg
2,4,5-T ND 0.050 mg/kg
2,4-DB ND 0.050 mg/kg
Dinoseb ND 0.100 mg/kg
MCPP ND 0.050 mg/kg
MCPA ND 0.050 mg/kg
Surrogate: 2,4-Dichloropheny! acetic acid 0.205 mg/kg 0.250 82.0 41-145

LCS (B3H1086-BS1) Prepared: 08/24/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
Dalapon 0.124 0.100 mg/kg 0.250 49.4 40-140
Dicamba 0.203 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 81.2 40-140
Dichloroprop 0.213 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 85.2 40-140
2,4-D 0.163 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 65.2 40-140
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 0.210 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 83.8 40-140
2,4,5-T 0.162 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 64.7 40-140
2,4-DB 0.273 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 109 40-140
Dinoseb 0.186 0.100 mg/kg 0.250 74.5 40-140
Surrogate: 2,4-Dichloropheny! acetic acid 0.227 mg/kg 0.250 90.7 41-145

LCS Dup (B3H1086-BSD1) Prepared: 08/24/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
Dalapon 0.115 0.100 mg/kg 0.250 45.8 40-140 7.46 20
Dicamba 0.206 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 82.3 40-140 1.30 20
Dichloroprop 0.215 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 86.1 40-140 1.12 20
2,4-D 0.168 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 67.0 40-140 2.66 20
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 0.208 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 83.2 40-140 0.697 20
2,4,5-T 0.158 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 63.3 40-140 2.16 20
2,4-DB 0.279 0.050 mg/kg 0.250 111 40-140 2.00 20
Dinoseb 0.188 0.100 mg/kg 0.250 75.2 40-140 0.886 20
Surrogate: 2,4-Dichloropheny! acetic acid 0.224 mg/kg 0.250 89.5 41-145
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Quality Control
(Continued)
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Qual Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit
Batch: B3H1154 - 1_Semivolatiles Extractions
Blank (B3H1154-BLK1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons ND 27 mg/kg
Surrogate: Chlorooctadecane 6.18 mg/kg 833 74.1 50-130
LCS (B3H1154-BS1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 392 27 mg/kg 667 58.8 44.7-125
Surrogate: Chlorooctadecane 5.85 mg/kg 8.33 70.2 50-130
LCS Dup (B3H1154-BSD1) Prepared: 08/26/23 Analyzed: 08/28/23
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 389 27 mg/kg 667 58.4 44.7-125 0.758 200
Surrogate: Chlorooctadecane 582 mg/kg 8.33 69.8 50-130
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Notes and Definitions

Item Definition
Wet Sample results reported on a wet weight basis.
ND Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limit.
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MassDEP Analytical Protocol Certification Form

Laboratory Name: New England Testing Laboratory, Inc. Project #:

Project Location: Dedham, MA RTN:

This Form provides certifications for the following data set: list Laboratory Sample ID Number(s):
3H22059

Matrices: [J Groundwater/Surface Water Soil/Sediment [ Drinking Water [ Air [ Other:

CAM Protocol (check all that apply below):

8260VOC | 747077471 Hg | MASSRERNVEH | g0s2 PeB SaniaaBac 6860 Perchlorate

CAMIIAK |CAMIIB ® | camiva O CAM V A CAMVIA — O |cAamviiB O

8270 SVOC | 7010 Metals ?éag,s,\ﬁ’g)" VPH 8081 Pesticides | 7196 Hex Cr MassDEP APH
CAMIIBE |CAMIIC O |eamqnve O CAMV B CAM VI B O |CAMIXA O

6010 Metals 6020 Metals MassDEP EPH 8151 Herbicides 8330 Explosives TO-15 VOC
CAM I A CAMIID O |CAMIVB 0O CAMVC CAM VIII A O CAMIXB O

Affirmative Responses to Questions A through F are required for “Presumptive Certainty” status

Were all samples received in a condition consistent with those described on the Chain-of-
A Custody, properly preserved (including temperature) in the field or laboratory, and Yes O No
prepared/analyzed within method holding times?

Were the analytical method(s) and all associated QC requirements specified in the selected

CAM protocol(s) followed? Yes [ No

Were all required corrective actions and analytical response actions specified in the selected

X : i X]
CAM protocol(s) implemented for all identified performance standard non-conformances? I Yes LI No

Does the laboratory report comply with all the reporting requirements specified in CAM VII A,
D “Quality Assurance and Quality Control Guidelines for the Acquisition and Reporting of Yes [ No
Analytical Data”?

VPH, EPH, APH, and TO-15 only

E a. VPH, EPH, and APH Methods only: Was each method conducted without significant O Yes LINo
modification(s)? (Refer to the individual method(s) for a list of significant modifications). OYes O No
b. APH and TO-15 Methods only: Was the complete analyte list reported for each method?

= Were all applicable CAM protocol QC and performance standard non-conformances identified ves [ No

and evaluated in a laboratory narrative (including all “No” responses to Questions A through E)?

Responses to Questions G, H and | below are required for “Presumptive Certainty” status

Were the reporting limits at or below all CAM reporting limits specified in the selected CAM

[X] 1
protocol(s)? Xl Yes ONo

G

Data User Note: Data that achieve “Presumptive Certainty” status may not necessarily meet the data usability and
representativeness requirements described in 310 CMR 40. 1056 (2)(k) and WSC-07-350.

H Were all QC performance standards specified in the CAM protocol(s) achieved? Yes [ No?

| Were results reported for the complete analyte list specified in the selected CAM protocol(s)? Yes [ No?

Al negative responses must be addressed in an attached laboratory narrative.

I, the undersigned, attest under the pains and penalties of perjury that, based upon my personal inquiry of those
responsible for obtaining the information, the material contained in this analytical report is, to the best of my knowledge
and belief, is accurate and complete.

Signature: Position:_Laboratory Director

Printed Name: Richard Warila Date: 8/30/2023
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REPORT
FOR
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IDENTIFICATION STUDY
AT
OAKDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
DEDHAM, MA

PROJECT NUMBER:
223 501.00

SURVEY DATES:
February 2020, April 2023
July-August 2023

STUDY CONDUCTED BY:

UNIVERSAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
12 BREWSTER ROAD
FRAMINGHAM, MASSACHUSETTS



August 14, 2023

Mr. Phillips Gray

Senior Principal
Jonathan Levi Architects
266 Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02116

Reference: Hazardous Materials Identification Survey
Oakdale Elementary School, Dedham, MA

Dear Mr. Gray:
Thank you for the opportunity for Universal Environmental Consultants (UEC) to provide professional services.

Enclosed please find the report for the Hazardous Materials Identification Survey at Oakdale Elementary School,
Dedham, MA.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (508) 628-5486 if you have any questions.
Very truly yours,

Universal Environmental Consultants

Ammar Dieb
President

UEC:\223 501.00\Report.DOC

Enclosure



INTRODUCTION:

Universal Environmental Consultants (UEC) has been providing comprehensive asbestos services since 2001 and
has completed projects throughout New England. We have completed projects for a variety of clients including
commercial, industrial, municipal, and public and private schools. We maintain appropriate asbestos licenses and
staff with a minimum of thirty-three years of experience.

UEC was contracted by Jonathan Levi Architects to conduct the following services at Oakdale Elementary School,
Dedham, Massachusetts:

Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) inspection and sampling.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB’s)-Electrical Equipment and Light Fixtures inspection.
PCB'’s Caulking inspection.

Lead Based Paint (LBP) inspection.

Airborne Mold sampling.

Mercury in Rubber Flooring inspection.

Radon sampling.

The scope of work included the inspection of accessible ACM, collection of bulk samples, determination, and
guantities of types of ACM found and cost estimates for remediation. A comprehensive survey per the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) NESHAP requlation would be required prior to any renovation or
demolition activities.

Bulk samples analyses for asbestos were performed using the standard Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM) Method
in accordance with EPA standard. Bulk samples were collected by Massachusetts licensed asbestos inspectors Mr.
Leonard J. Busa (AI-001899) and Mr. Keith McGovern (Al-901149). Samples were analyzed by Massachusetts
licensed laboratories EMSL and Asbestos Identification Laboratory, Woburn, MA.

Airborne mold samples were analyzed by an EPA trained laboratory EMSL, Woburn, MA.
Radon samples were analyzed by an EPA licensed laboratory AccuStar, Ward Hill, MA.
Samples results are attached.

FINDINGS:

Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM):

The regulations for asbestos inspection are based on representative sampling. It would be impractical and costly
to sample all materials in all areas. Therefore, representative samples of each homogenous area were collected
and analyzed or assumed.

All suspect materials were grouped into homogenous areas. By definition, a homogenous area is one in which the
materials are evenly mixed and similar in appearance and texture throughout. Per Massachusetts regulations, a
homogeneous area shall be determined to be ACM based on findings that the results of at least one sample
collected from that area shows that asbestos is present in an amount 1 percent or greater. Per EPA, a
homogeneous area shall be determined to be ACM based on findings that the results of at least one sample
collected from that area shows that asbestos is present in an amount of greater than 1 percent. Per the
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) any amount of asbestos found must be disposed as asbestos.

No additional suspect and accessible ACM were found during this survey. However, hidden ACM may be found
during the renovation and demolition activities.

Number of Samples Collected:

February 21, 2020 (Original Building):
One hundred (100) bulk samples were collected from materials suspected of containing asbestos, including:
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Type and Location of Suspect Material

LoONOUAWNPE

Light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mastic for light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mastic for light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Black 12” x 12" vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Black 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Grey type | 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type 1 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Grey type | 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type 1 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type 11 12”7 x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type Il 12”7 x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl

Grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl

Chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Linoleum flooring under grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Linoleum flooring under grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile



55. Hard tan vinyl baseboard

56. Adhesive for hard tan vinyl baseboard
57. Hard tan vinyl baseboard

58. Adhesive for hard tan vinyl baseboard
59. Blue vinyl baseboard

60. Adhesive for blue vinyl baseboard
61. Blue vinyl baseboard

62. Adhesive for blue vinyl baseboard
63. Black vinyl baseboard

64. Adhesive for black vinyl baseboard
65. Black vinyl baseboard

66. Adhesive for black vinyl baseboard
67. Ceiling plaster type |

68. Ceiling plaster type |

69. Ceiling plaster type |

70. Ceiling plaster type |

71. Ceiling plaster type |

72. Wall plaster type |

73. Wall plaster type |

74. Wall plaster type |

75. Wall plaster type |

76. Wall plaster type |

77. Ceiling plaster type Il

78. Ceiling plaster type Il

79. Ceiling plaster type Il

80. Ceiling plaster type lll

81. Ceiling plaster type lll

82. Ceiling plaster type lll

83. Green wall paint at boiler room
84. Green wall paint at boiler room
85. Panel over classroom entrance door
86. Panel over classroom entrance door
87. Dark sink damproofing

88. Dark sink damproofing

89. |Interior window glazing caulking
90. Interior window glazing caulking
91. Adhesive for glazed wall tile

92. Adhesive for glazed wall tile

93. Homosote wall panel

94. Homosote wall panel

95. 1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type |
96. 1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type |
97. 1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type Il
98. 1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type Il
99. Wall plaster

100. Wall plaster

Sample Results:

Type and Location of Suspect Material

A
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Light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for light grey/green-red 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
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Sample Result

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54,
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Black 12” x 12" vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Black 12” x 12" vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Grey type | 12”7 x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type 1 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey type | 12”7 x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type 1 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for lime green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for black/brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type 11 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type 11 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for gold 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Grey type Il 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type Il 12”7 x 12” vinyl

Grey type lll 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey type Il 12”7 x 12” vinyl

Chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for sea green 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Linoleum flooring under grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Linoleum flooring under grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Hard tan vinyl baseboard

Adhesive for hard tan vinyl baseboard

Hard tan vinyl baseboard

Adhesive for hard tan vinyl baseboard

Blue vinyl baseboard

Adhesive for blue vinyl baseboard

Blue vinyl baseboard

Adhesive for blue vinyl baseboard

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
3% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
3% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
3% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
3% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
3% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
30% Asbestos

40% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected



63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99

Black vinyl baseboard

Adhesive for black vinyl baseboard
Black vinyl baseboard

Adhesive for black vinyl baseboard
Ceiling plaster type |

Ceiling plaster type |

Ceiling plaster type |

Ceiling plaster type |

Ceiling plaster type |

Wall plaster type |

Wall plaster type |

Wall plaster type |

Wall plaster type |

Wall plaster type |

Ceiling plaster type Il

Ceiling plaster type Il

Ceiling plaster type Il

Ceiling plaster type I

Ceiling plaster type I

Ceiling plaster type I

Green wall paint at boiler room
Green wall paint at boiler room
Panel over classroom entrance door
Panel over classroom entrance door
Dark sink damproofing

Dark sink damproofing

Interior window glazing caulking
Interior window glazing caulking
Adhesive for glazed wall tile
Adhesive for glazed wall tile
Homosote wall panel

Homosote wall panel

1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type |
1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type |
1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type Il
1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile type Il
Wall plaster

100. Wall plaster

February 21, 2020 (1951 Addition):
Thirty five (35) bulk samples were collected from materials suspected of containing asbestos, including:

Type and Location of Suspect Material

NN A WNE

9.
10.
11.

12. Interior glazing caulking in wood door

Ceiling plaster type |
Ceiling plaster type |
Ceiling plaster type |
Ceiling plaster type |
Wall plaster

Wall plaster

Wall plaster

Ceiling plaster type Il
Ceiling plaster type Il
Ceiling plaster type Il
Interior window glazing caulking
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No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected

5% Asbestos

3% Asbestos
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected



13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1’ acoustical tile
Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1’ acoustical tile
Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1’ acoustical tile
Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1’ acoustical tile

1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile

Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl tile on heating cabinets
Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl tile on heating cabinets
Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl tile on heating cabinets
Chocolate 12" x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Wall plaster

Sample Results:
Type and Location of Suspect Material

LNV RWNE

Ceiling plaster type |
Ceiling plaster type |
Ceiling plaster type |
Ceiling plaster type |
Wall plaster
Wall plaster
Wall plaster
Ceiling plaster type Il
Ceiling plaster type I

. Ceiling plaster type Il

. Interior window glazing caulking

. Interior glazing caulking in wood door

. Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1’ acoustical tile

. Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1’ acoustical tile

. Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1" acoustical tile

. Glue daub for pressed wood 1’ x 1’ acoustical tile

. 1’ x 1’ Acoustical ceiling tile

. Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl tile on heating cabinets

. Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl tile on heating cabinets
. Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl tile on heating cabinets
. Chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Chocolate 12" x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

. Chocolate 12" x 12” vinyl floor tile

Sample Result

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected

2% Asbestos

2% Asbestos
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected

2% Asbestos

5% Asbestos

2% Asbestos

5% Asbestos

2% Asbestos



30. Mastic for chocolate 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile No Asbestos Detected
31. Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile No Asbestos Detected
32. Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile No Asbestos Detected
33. Blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile No Asbestos Detected
34. Mastic for blue 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile No Asbestos Detected
35. Wall plaster No Asbestos Detected

February 21, 2020 (1960 Addition):
Twelve (12) bulk samples were collected from materials suspected of containing asbestos, including:

Type and Location of Suspect Material

LN EWNE

10

11.
12.

2’ x 4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile

2’ x 4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile

2’ x 4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile

2’ x 4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile

Black glue in fiberglass ceiling insulation

Black glue in fiberglass ceiling insulation

Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Interior vertical expansion joint in CMU

Interior vertical expansion joint in CMU

Sample Results:
Type and Location of Suspect Material

Sample Result

1. 2’ x4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile No Asbestos Detected
2. 2’ x4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile No Asbestos Detected
3. 2’ x4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile No Asbestos Detected
4. 2’ x4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile No Asbestos Detected
5. Black glue in fiberglass ceiling insulation No Asbestos Detected
6. Black glue in fiberglass ceiling insulation No Asbestos Detected
7. Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile No Asbestos Detected
8. Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile 3% Asbestos
9. Mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile No Asbestos Detected
10. Mastic for mottled brown 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile 3% Asbestos

11. Interior vertical expansion joint in CMU
12. Interior vertical expansion joint in CMU

April 19, 2023 (Modular Building)
Eight (8) bulk samples were collected from materials suspected of containing asbestos, including:

Type and Location of Suspect Material

2’ x 2’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile
2’ x 2’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected

White/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for white/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
White/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for white/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Joint compound

Joint compound

PN A WNE

Sample Results:
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Type and Location of Suspect Material

2’ x 2’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile

2’ x 2’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tile

White/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for white/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
White/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile

Mastic for white/grey specs 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile
Joint compound

Joint compound

PN RWNRE

August 10, 2023

Sample Result

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected

Twenty two (22) bulk samples were collected from materials suspected of containing asbestos, including:

Type and Location of Suspect Material

Exterior window framing caulking at original building
Exterior window framing caulking at original building
Exterior window framing caulking at original building
Exterior residue caulking on brick at original building
Exterior residue caulking on brick at original building
Exterior door framing caulking at original building
Exterior window framing caulking at 1951 addition
Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
Exterior window framing caulking at 1951 addition
10. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
11. Exterior window framing caulking at 1951 addition
12. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
13. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
14. Exterior door framing caulking at 1951 addition

15. Exterior door framing caulking at 1951 addition

16. Exterior transite panel at 1951 addition

17. Exterior window framing caulking at 1960 addition
18. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1960 addition
19. Exterior window framing caulking at 1960 addition
20. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1960 addition
21. Interior glazing caulking for exterior window at 1951 addition
22. Interior glazing caulking for exterior window at 1951 addition

LNV EWNE

Sample Results:
Type and Location of Suspect Material

Exterior window framing caulking at original building
Exterior window framing caulking at original building
Exterior window framing caulking at original building
Exterior residue caulking on brick at original building
Exterior residue caulking on brick at original building
Exterior door framing caulking at original building
Exterior window framing caulking at 1951 addition
Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
Exterior window framing caulking at 1951 addition
10. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
11. Exterior window framing caulking at 1951 addition
12. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
13. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition
14. Exterior door framing caulking at 1951 addition

LNV EWNE

Sample Result

7% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
No Asbestos Detected
10% Asbestos

10% Asbestos

3% Asbestos

20% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
20% Asbestos

3% Asbestos

20% Asbestos

2% Asbestos

No Asbestos Detected
20% Asbestos



15. Exterior door framing caulking at 1951 addition 20% Asbestos

16. Exterior transite panel at 1951 addition 15% Asbestos
17. Exterior window framing caulking at 1960 addition No Asbestos Detected
18. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1960 addition 2% Asbestos
19. Exterior window framing caulking at 1960 addition No Asbestos Detected
20. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1960 addition 2% Asbestos
21. Interior glazing caulking for exterior window at 1951 addition 5% Asbestos
22. Interior glazing caulking for exterior window at 1951 addition 2% Asbestos

Observations and Conclusions:

The condition of ACM is very important. ACM in good condition does not present a health issue unless it is
disturbed. Therefore, it is not necessary to remediate ACM in good condition unless it will be disturbed through
renovation, demolition, or other activity.

Refer to the AHERA Management Plan for condition of ACM.

Various types of 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile were found to contain asbestos.

Mastic for various types of 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile were found to contain asbestos.

Linoleum flooring under grey/black spots 12” x 12” vinyl floor tile was found to contain asbestos.

Dark sink coating was found to contain asbestos.

Interior wood door glazing caulking was found to contain asbestos.

Interior window glazing caulking was found to contain asbestos.

Exterior window framing caulking at original building

Exterior residue caulking on brick at original building

Exterior door framing caulking at original building

10. Exterior window framing caulking at 1951 addition

11. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1951 addition

12. Exterior door framing caulking at 1951 addition

13. Exterior window glazing caulking at 1960 addition

14. Interior glazing caulking for exterior window at 1951 addition

15. Transite panels under/over exterior windows at 1951 addition were found to contain asbestos.

16. Paper/mastic under gymnasium wood floor was assumed to contain asbestos.

17. Paper/mastic under hardwood floor was assumed to contain asbestos.

18. Chalkboard glue was assumed to contain asbestos.

19. Ceramic glue was assumed to contain asbestos.

20. Underground sewer pipes were assumed to contain asbestos.

21. Roofing material was assumed to contain asbestos.

22. Damproofing on exterior and foundation walls was assumed to exist and assumed to contain asbestos. A Non-
Traditional Work Plan (NTWP) will be required to be prepared and submitted to the DEP for approval.

23. All other suspect materials were found not to contain asbestos. Hidden ACM may be found during renovation

and demolition activities.

LN EWNE

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB’s)-Electrical Equipment and Light Fixtures:

Observations and Conclusions

Visual inspection of various equipments such as light fixtures, thermostats, exit signs and switches was performed
for the presence of PCB’s and mercury. Ballasts in light fixtures were assumed not to contain PCB’s since there
were labels indicating that “No PCB’s” was found. Tubes in light fixtures, thermostats, signs, and switches were
assumed to contain mercury. It would be very costly to test those equipments and dismantling would be required
to access. Therefore, the above mentioned equipments should be disposed of in an EPA approved landfill as part
of the demolition project.

PCB’s in Caulking:

PCB’s are manmade chemicals that were widely produced and distributed across the country from the 1950s to
1977 until the production of PCB’s was banned by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) law which
became effective in 1978. PCB’s are a class of chemicals made up of more than 200 different compounds. PCB’s
are non-flammable, stable, and good insulators so they were widely used in a variety of products including
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electrical transformers and capacitors, cable and wire coverings, sealants and caulking, and household products
such as television sets and fluorescent light fixtures. Because of their chemical properties, PCB’s are not very
soluble in water, and they do not break down easily in the environment. PCB’s also do not readily evaporate into
air but tend to remain as solids or thick liquids. Even though PCB’s have not been produced or used in the country
for more than 30 years, they are still present in the environment, in the air, soil, and water and in our food. EPA
requires that all construction waste including caulking be disposed as PCB'’s if PCB'’s level exceed 50 mg/kg (ppm).
An abatement plan might also be required as part of renovations.

Observations and Conclusions:
Caulking was assumed to contain PCB’s.

Lead Based Paint (LBP):

Observations and Conclusions

LBP was assumed to exit on painted surfaces. A school is not considered a regulated facility. All LBP activities
performed, including waste disposal, should be in accordance with applicable Federal, State, or local laws,
ordinances, codes, or regulations governing evaluation and hazard reduction. In the event of discrepancies, the
most protective requirements prevail. These requirements can be found in OSHA 29 CFR 1926-Construction
Industry Standards, 29 CFR 1926.62-Construction Industry Lead Standards, 29 CFR 1910.1200-Hazards
Communication, 40 CFR 261-EPA Regulations. According to OSHA, any amount of LBP triggers compliance.

Airborne Mold:
Airborne mold testing was performed utilizing Zefon International Incorporated’s Air-O-Cell® sampling device
following all manufacturer supplied recommended sampling procedures.

The Air-O-Cell® is a direct read total particulate air sampling device. It works using the inertial impaction principle
similar to other spore trap devices. It is designed for the rapid collection and analysis of airborne particulate
including bioaerosols. The particulate includes fibers (e.g., asbestos, fiberglass, cellulose, clothing fibers) opaque
particles (e.g., fly ash, combustion particles, copy toner, oil droplets, paint), and bioaerosols (e.g., mold spores,
pollen, insect parts, skin cell fragments).!

The method involves drawing a known quantity of air through a sterile sampling cassette. Subsequent to
sampling, the cassette is sealed and transferred to a microbiology laboratory under chain of custody protocol for
microscopic analysis. This method counts both viable and nonviable mold spores.

AIRBORNE MOLD and PARTICULATE

Lab ID # Location Total Mold | Pollen Insect Hyphal
Counts/M3 Fragment Fragments
132304947-0001 | Music Room 40 ND ND ND
132304947-0002 | Basement Office 600 ND ND ND
132304947-0003 | Room 13 690 ND ND 40
132304947-0004 | Room 15 960 ND ND ND
132304947-0005 | Room 16 300 ND ND 20
132304947-0006 | Room 18 180 ND ND ND
132304947-0007 | Gymnasium 20 ND ND ND
132304947-0008 | Room 21 690 ND ND ND
132304947-0009 | Room 11 40 ND ND ND
132304947-0010 | Outside 1,500 ND ND ND

1 Zefon International Inc. <www.zefon.com>1



AIRBORNE MOLD and PARTICULATE
(Subjective Scales)

Lab ID # Location Skin Fragment | Fibrous Total Background
Density (SFD) Particulates (FP) Particulate (TBP)
132304947-0001 | Music Room 1 1 1
132304947-0002 | Basement Office 1 1 1
132304947-0003 | Room 13 1 1 1
132304947-0004 | Room 15 1 1 1
132304947-0005 | Room 16 1 1 1
132304947-0006 | Room 18 1 1 1
132304947-0007 | Gymnasium 1 1 1
132304947-0008 | Room 21 1 1 1
132304947-0009 | Room 11 1 1 1
132304947-0010 | Outside 1 1 1

Legend:
ND - Not Detected

Observations:

There are currently no guidelines or standards promulgated by a government agency or widely recognized
scientific organization for the interpretation of airborne mold spore levels. The most commonly employed tool
used to assess if mold growth is occurring in a structure is to compare quantities and species of mold outdoors to
indoor. If there were more mold indoor, and/or if species were present indoor which were not present outdoors,
then growth is occurring, and remediation is recommended.

Based on comparisons with historical data from projects of similar type, building utilization, geographic location
and season, the indoor airborne levels are considered low. Indoor mold spore counts in the summer are typically
in the 2,500-6,500-spores/cubic meter range.

Pollen, insect fragments and Hyphal fragments were either not present or low in the samples. Hyphal fragment is
a non-reproductive part of the mold.

Total background particulate on all samples was assessed as “1” on a scale of 1-5 where 1 is low and 5 is high. Skin
fragment density on all samples was assessed as “1” on a scale of 1-4 where 1 is low and 4 is high. The total
background levels are measured to determine airborne dust not related to airborne mold. Skin fragments are
measured to determine proper housing cleaning.

Mercury in Rubber Flooring:

Observations and Conclusions:

No rubber flooring exists in the school.

Radon:

Number of Samples Collected

Ten (10) air samples were collected at the following locations:

Location of Sample

1. Room 13
2. Room 15

UEC:\223 501.00\Report.DOC Page 13 of 16



3. Room 18

4. Room 16

5. Gymnasium
6. Room 11

7. Room1

8. Room4

9. Secretary
10. Room 19

Location of Sample

1. Room 13

2. Room 15

3. Room 18

4. Room 16

5. Gymnasium
6. Room 11l

7. Room1

8. Room4

9. Secretary
10. Room 19

Observations and Conclusions:

Sample Result

<0.4 pCi\L
<0.4 pCi\L

0.4 pCi\L

0.4 pCi\L
<0.4 pCi\L
<0.4 pCi\L
<0.4 pCi\L

0.4 pCi\L
<0.4 pCi\L
<0.4 pCi\L

The measured radon concentrations of the samples were found to be much lower than the EPA guideline of 4
picoCuris of radon per liter of air (pCi/L). No further action is required based on the results.

COST ESTIMATES:

The cost includes removal and disposal of all accessible ACM, other hazardous material, and an allowance for
removal of inaccessible or hidden ACM that may be found during renovation or demolition project.

Location

Throughout

Stage
Gymnasium/Stage

Crawl Space

Exterior

Material

Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic

Hardwood Flooring/Paper/Mastic
Pipe and Hard Joint Insulation
Hidden Pipe and Hard Joint Insulation

Sinks

Interior Doors/Windows

Transite Panels
Flexible Connector

Miscellaneous Hazardous Materials
Tubes in Light Fixtures
Chalkboards/Tackboards

Ceiling Plaster

Hardwood Flooring/Paper/Mastic

Pipe and Hard Joint Insulation

Debris

Windows

Doors

Transite Panels
Roofing Material
Damproofing

Approximate Quantity

18,500 SF 111,000.00
21,500 SF 215,000.00
30 LF 1,500.00
Unknown 75,000.00
1 Total 300.00
60 Total 18,000.00
50 SF 5,000.00

2 Total 500.00
Unknown 25,000.00
Unknown 50,000.00
120 Total 36,000.00
800 SF 16,000.00
4,250 SF 42,500.00
3,500 LF 105,000.00
Unknown 25,000.00
425 Total 170,000.00
47 Total 9,400.00
150 Total 45,000.00
32,000 SF 100,000.00
2,500 Tons! 500,000.00

Cost Estimate (S)




Location Material Approximate Quantity  Cost Estimate (S)

Transite Sewer Pipes Unknown?! 75,000.00

Estimated costs for NESHAP Inspection 18,500.00
Estimated costs for Design, Construction Monitoring and Air Sampling Services 184,800.00
TOTAL: $ 1,980,000.00

1. Part of total demolition.
DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY METHODS AND LABORATORY ANALYSES:

Asbestos:
Asbestos samples were analyzed using PLM and dispersion staining techniques with EPA/600/R-93/116 method.

Airborne Mold:
The samples were analyzed by an EPA approved laboratory EMSL, Woburn, MA.

Radon:
Radon samples were analyzed by an EPA licensed laboratory AccuStar, Ward Hill, MA.
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LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS:

This report has been completed based on visual and physical observations made and information available at the
time of the site visits, as well as an interview with the Owner’s representatives. This report is intended to be used
as a summary of available information on existing conditions with conclusions based on a reasonable and
knowledgeable review of evidence found in accordance with normally accepted industry standards, state, and
federal protocols, and within the scope and budget established by the client. Any additional data obtained by
further review must be reviewed by UEC and the conclusions presented herein may be modified accordingly.

This report and attachments, prepared for the exclusive use of Owner for use in an environmental evaluation of
the subject site, are an integral part of the inspections and opinions should not be formulated without reading the
report in its entirety. No part of this report may be altered, used, copied, or relied upon without prior written
permission from UEC, except that this report may be conveyed in its entirety to parties associated with Owner for
this subject study.

Inspected By:

Leonard J. Busa
Asbestos Inspector
(AI-001899)

Inspected By:

A T A

Keith McGovern
Asbestos Inspector
(AI-901149)




Asbestos Identification Laboratory Batch: 51050

165 New Boston St., Ste 227
Woburn, MA 01801
781-932-9600

Web: www.asbestosidentificationlab.com
Email: mikemanning@asbestosidentificationlab.com

February 26, 2020

Ammar Dieb Project Name: Oakdale School, Dedham, MA- Original
Universal Environmental Consultants School
12 Brewster Road Project Number:

Framingham, MA 01702 Date Sampled: 2020-02-21

Work Received: 2020-02-21
Work Analyzed: 2020-02-25

Analysis Method: BULK PLM ANALYSIS EPA/600/R-93/116

Dear Ammar Dieb,

Asbestos Identification Laboratory has completed the analysis of the samples from your office for the above referenced project.
The information and analysis contained in this report have been generated using the EPA /600/R-93/116 Method for the
Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Building Materials. Materials or products that contain more than 1% of any kind or
combination of asbestos are considered an asbestos containing building material as determined by the EPA. This Polarized
Light Microscope (PLM) technique may be performed either by visual estimation or point counting. Point counting provides a
determination of the area percentage of asbestos in a sample. If the asbestos is estimated to be less than 10% by visual
estimation of friable material, the determination may be repeated using the point counting technique. The results of the point
counting supersede visual PLM results. Results in this report only relate to the items tested. This report may not be used by
the customer to claim product endorsement by NVLAP or any other U.S. Government Agency.

Laboratory results represent the analysis of samples as submitted by the customer. Information regarding sample location,
description, area, volume, etc., was provided by the customer. Asbestos Identification Laboratory is not responsible for sample
collection activities or analytical method limitations. Unless notified in writing to return samples, Asbestos Identification
Laboratory discards customer samples after 30 days. Samples containing subsamples or layers will be analyzed separately
when applicable. Reports are kept at Asbestos Identification Laboratory for three years. This report shall not be reproduced,
except in full, without the written consent of Asbestos Identification Laboratory.

NVLAP Lab Code: 200919-0

» Massachusetts Certification License: AA000208

State of Connecticut, Department of Public Health Approved Environmental Laboratory Registration Number: PH-0142

State of Maine, Department of Environmental Protection Asbestos Analytical Laboratory License Number: LB-0078(Bulk) LA-0087(Air)
State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations. Department of Health Certification: AAL-121

State of Vermont, Department of Health Environmental Health License AL934461

Thank you Ammar Dieb for your business.

Michael Manning
Owner/Director



Ammar Dieb

Universal Environmental Consultants
12 Brewster Road
Framingham, MA 01702

Analysis Method:

February 26, 2020

Project Name:

Project Number:
Date Sampled:

Work Received:
Work Analyzed:

BULK PLM ANALYSIS EPA/600/R-93/116

2020-02-21

2020-02-21
2020-02-25

Oakdale School, Dedham, MA- Original
School

FieldID Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD

1 VT-I (12" Light Grey w/ 1st FL Server RM/1st FL  [tan Non-Fibrous 100None Detected

Green-Red) Hall

568187

2 Mastic #1 1st FL Server RM/1st FL  |black Non-Fibrous 100None Detected

Hall

568188

3 V/T-I Hall by C'rm-1 tan Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568189

4 M #3 Hall by C'rm-1 multi Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568190

5 VT-Il (12" Blue) 1st FL Hall, Random blue Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568191

6 M #5 1st FL Hall, Random black Cellulose 5None Detected

Non-Fibrous 95

568192

7 \VT-II 1st FL Hall, Random blue Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568193

8 M #7 1st FL Hall, Random black Cellulose 5None Detected

Non-Fibrous 95

568194

9 VT-1II (12" Black) C'rm-5 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568195

10 M #9 C'rm-5 yellow Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568196

11 VT-III C'rm-4 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568197

12 M #11 C'rm-4 yellow Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568198

13 VT-IV (12" Grey-I) C'rm-5 (Closet) gray Non-Fibrous 97 |Detected

Chrysotile 3

568199

14 M #13 C'rm-5 (Closet) black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568200
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FieldlD Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD
15 VT-IV C'rm-7 gray Non-Fibrous 97 [Petected
Chrysotile 3
568201
16 M #15 C'rm-7 black Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568202
17 VT-V (12" Lime Green) Stairwell by C'rm-4 green Non-Fibrous 97 |Petected
Chrysotile 3
568203
18 M #17 Stairwell by C'rm-4 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568204
19 VT-V Stairwell by C'rm-4 green Non-Fibrous 97 |Detected
Chrysotile 3
568205
20 M #19 Stairwell by C'rm-4 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568206
21 VT-VI (12" Black-Brown) |C'rm 4/5 Pass Thru brown Non-Fibrous 97 [Detected
Chrysotile 3
568207
22 M #21 C'rm 4/5 Pass Thru black Cellulose 10 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 90
568208
23 VT-VI C'rm 4/5 Pass Thru brown Non-Fibrous  98|Detected
Chrysotile 2
568209
24 M #23 C'rm 4/5 Pass Thru black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568210
25 VT-VII (12" Grey-Il) C'rm-2 gray Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568211
26 M #25 C'rm-2 black Cellulose 5None Detected
Non-Fibrous 95
568212
27 VT-VII C'rm-2 gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568213
28 M #27 C'rm-2 black Cellulose 5None Detected
Non-Fibrous 95
568214
29 VT-VIII (12" Mottled Landing by C'rm-3 tan Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
Brown)
568215
30 M #29 Landing by C'rm-3 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568216
31 VT-VIII C'rm-1 tan Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568217
32 M #31 C'rm-1 yellow Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568218
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FieldID Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD
33 VT-IX (12" Gold) C'rm-9 brown Non-Fibrous 98 [Petected
Chrysotile 2
568219
34 M #33 C'rm-9 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568220
35 VT-1X 2nd FL Hall brown Non-Fibrous 98 |Petected
Chrysotile 2
568221
36 M #35 2nd FL Hall black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568222
37 VT-X (12" Grey-lll) C'rm-6 gray Non-Fibrous 98 [Detected
Chrysotile 2
568223
38 M #37 C'rm-6 brown Cellulose 5None Detected
Non-Fibrous 95
568224
39 VT-X C'rm-6 gray Non-Fibrous 98 [Petected
Chrysotile 2
568225
40 M #39 C'rm-6 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568226
41 VT-XI (12" Chocolate) 2nd FL Rm 11-B tan Non-Fibrous 98 |Petected
Chrysotile 2
568227
42 M #41 2nd FL Rm 11-B black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568228
43 VT-XI Teacher's Rm @ 2nd FL  |tan Non-Fibrous 98 [Detected
Chrysotile 2
568229
44 M #43 Teacher's Rm @ 2nd FL  |black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568230
45 VT-XII (12" Sea Green) 2nd FL Bathroom green Non-Fibrous  98[Detected
Chrysotile 2
568231
46 M #45 2nd FL Bathroom black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568232
47 VT-XII 2nd FL Bathroom green Non-Fibrous  98|Detected
Chrysotile 2
568233
48 M #47 2nd FL Bathroom black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568234
49 VT-XIII (12" Grey w/ Black |2nd FL Bathroom gray Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
Spots)
568235
50 M #49 2nd FL Bathroom yellow Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568236
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FieldID Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD

51 VT-XIII 2nd FL Bathroom gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568237

52 M #51 2nd FL Bathroom yellow Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568238

53 Linoleum Under #49/50 2nd FL Bathroom multi Non-Fibrous 70 [Detected

Chrysotile 30

568239

54 Lino Under #51/52 2nd FL Bathroom multi Non-Fibrous 60 [Petected

Chrysotile 40

568240

55 (Hard) Tan Vinyl 2nd FL Teacher's Rm brown Non-Fibrous 100None Detected

Baseboard (VBB)

568241

56 Adhesive #55 2nd Floor Teacher's Rm brown Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568242

57 (Hard) Tan VBB 2nd FL Hall brown Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568243

58 Adh #57 2nd FL Hall brown Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568244

59 Blue VBB 1st FL Hall blue Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568245

60 Adh #59 1st FL Hall brown Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568246

61 Blue VBB 1st FL Hall blue Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568247

62 M #61 1st FL Hall brown Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568248

63 Black VBB C'rm-7 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568249

64 M #63 C'rm-7 yellow Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568250

65 Black VBB C'rm-6 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568251

66 M #65 C'rm-6 yellow Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568252

67 Ceiling Plaster-I (CP-I) Nurse Bathroom multi Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568253

68 CP-I 3rd FL Rear Hall (to Fire  |gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected

Escape)

568254

Wednesday 26
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FieldlD Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD
69 CP-I Bsmt Hall by Girl;s Rm multi Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568255
70 CP-I Bsmt Boy's Rm multi Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568256
71 CP-I C'rm-4 gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568257
72 \Wall Plaster-l (WP) Main Office white Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568258
73 \WP-| 1st FL Hall Closet white Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568259
74 WP-| 3rd FL @ Stage multi Hair 15 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 85
568260
75 \WP-I C'rm 9/10 Pass Thru multi Hair 5None Detected
Non-Fibrous 95
568261
76 \WP-| Bsmt Girl's Rm, Below multi Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
Window
568262
77 CP-II Boiler Rm white Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568263
78 CP-II Boiler Rm white Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568264
79 CP-II Boiler Rm white Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568265
80 CP-llI New Boiler Rm multi Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568266
81 CP-lll New Boiler Rm multi Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568267
82 CP-lll New Boiler Rm gray Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568268
83 Sig Dam Green Wall Paint |Boiler Rm green Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568269
84 Sig Dam Green Wall Paint |Boiler Rm green Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
@ Boiler Fire Wall
568270
85 Panel Over C'rm Entrance |C'rm-1 gray Cellulose 5None Detected
Door Non-Fibrous 95
568271
86 Panel Over C'rm Entrance |C'rm-4 gray Cellulose 5None Detected
Door Non-Fibrous 95
568272
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FieldID Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD
87 Dark Damp Proofing for  [Bsmt Kitchen black Non-Fibrous  95[Detected
Sink Chrysotile
568273
88 DK DP for Sink Bsmt Kitchen black Non-Fibrous 97 |Petected
Chrysotile
568274
89 Glazing for Interior SW by C'rm-4 tan Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
Window
568275
90 GL for Int Win SW by C'rm-2 tan Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568276
91 Exposed Glazed Walll Tile |Bsmt Girl's Rm brown Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
Adhesive
568277
92 Exp GL Wall Tile Adh Bsmt Boy's Rm brown Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568278
93 Homosote Wall Panel Bsmt Kitchen brown Cellulose 95 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 5
568279
94 Homosote Wall Panel Bsmt Kitchen Office brown Cellulose 95 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 5
568280
95 1x1 AT-l Bsmt Kitchen brown Cellulose 98 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 2
568281
96 1x1 AT-l Bsmt Kitchen brown Cellulose 98 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 2
568282
97 1x1 AT-Il (Fissured) Bsmt Hall by Music gray Fiberglass 90 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 10
568283
98 1x1 AT-II Bsmt Hall by Music gray Fiberglass 90 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 10
568284
99 Sig Dam White Plaster @ |Bsmt Boy's white Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
Interior Window Sil
568285
100 Sig Dam White Plaster @ [Bsmt Girl's white Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
Interior Window Sil
568286
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Asbestos Identification Laboratory Batch: 51033

165 New Boston St., Ste 227
Woburn, MA 01801
781-932-9600

Web: www.asbestosidentificationlab.com
Email: mikemanning@asbestosidentificationlab.com

February 26, 2020

Ammar Dieb Project Name: Oakdale School, Dedham, MA
Universal Environmental Consultants Project Number:

12B ter R
rewster Road Date Sampled: 2020-02-21

Framingham, MA 01702
Work Received: 2020-02-21
Work Analyzed: 2020-02-25

Analysis Method: BULK PLM ANALYSIS EPA/600/R-93/116

Dear Ammar Dieb,

Asbestos Identification Laboratory has completed the analysis of the samples from your office for the above referenced project.
The information and analysis contained in this report have been generated using the EPA /600/R-93/116 Method for the
Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Building Materials. Materials or products that contain more than 1% of any kind or
combination of asbestos are considered an asbestos containing building material as determined by the EPA. This Polarized
Light Microscope (PLM) technique may be performed either by visual estimation or point counting. Point counting provides a
determination of the area percentage of asbestos in a sample. If the asbestos is estimated to be less than 10% by visual
estimation of friable material, the determination may be repeated using the point counting technique. The results of the point
counting supersede visual PLM results. Results in this report only relate to the items tested. This report may not be used by
the customer to claim product endorsement by NVLAP or any other U.S. Government Agency.

Laboratory results represent the analysis of samples as submitted by the customer. Information regarding sample location,
description, area, volume, etc., was provided by the customer. Asbestos Identification Laboratory is not responsible for sample
collection activities or analytical method limitations. Unless notified in writing to return samples, Asbestos Identification
Laboratory discards customer samples after 30 days. Samples containing subsamples or layers will be analyzed separately
when applicable. Reports are kept at Asbestos Identification Laboratory for three years. This report shall not be reproduced,
except in full, without the written consent of Asbestos Identification Laboratory.

NVLAP Lab Code: 200919-0

» Massachusetts Certification License: AA000208

State of Connecticut, Department of Public Health Approved Environmental Laboratory Registration Number: PH-0142

State of Maine, Department of Environmental Protection Asbestos Analytical Laboratory License Number: LB-0078(Bulk) LA-0087(Air)
State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations. Department of Health Certification: AAL-121

State of Vermont, Department of Health Environmental Health License AL934461

Thank you Ammar Dieb for your business.

Michael Manning
Owner/Director



Ammar Dieb

Universal Environmental Consultants
12 Brewster Road
Framingham, MA 01702

Analysis Method:

February 26, 2020

Project Name:
Project Number:
Date Sampled:
Work Received:
Work Analyzed:

BULK PLM ANALYSIS EPA/600/R-93/116

2020-02-21

2020-02-21
2020-02-25

Oakdale School, Dedham, MA

FieldID Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD

1 Ceiling Plaster C'Rm. 12 Storage gray Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
567976

2 Ceiling Plaster C'Rm. 20 @ Coatrack gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567977

3 Ceiling Plaster C'Rm. 17 @ Coatrack gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567978

4 Ceiling Plaster C'Rm. 16 @ Coatrack gray Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
567979

5 Wall Plaster C'Rm. 11 gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567980

6 \Wall Plaster Gym Foyer Storage gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567981

7 Wall Plaster C'Rm. 12 Storage gray Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
567982

8 CP-II Boiler Room multi Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567983

9 CP-II Boiler Room gray Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567984

10 CP-II Boiler Room gray Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
567985

11 Glazing for (Interior) Hall by Gym Foyer Storage [multi Non-Fibrous 98 |Petected

Window Chrysotile 2

567986

12 Gl for Win in Door C'Rm.-11 multi Non-Fibrous  98|DPetected

Chrysotile 2

567987

13 Glue Daub for 1x1 AT Gym Foyer brown Cellulose 2None Detected

Pressed Wood AT Non-Fibrous 98

567988

14 Pressed Wood AT on #13 | Gym Foyer brown Cellulose 85 None Detected

Non-Fibrous 15

567989

Wednesday 26 Page 1 of 3




FieldlD Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % [Asbestos %
LablD
15 Glue Daub for 1x2 PW AT | Gym Foyer brown Cellulose 2None Detected
Non-Fibrous 98
567990
16 Glue Daub for 1x1 PW AT [Hall by Teacher's Rm. brown Cellulose 2None Detected
Non-Fibrous 98
567991
17 1x1 AT Smooth C'Rm.- 13 brown Cellulose 85 None Detected
Non-Fibrous 15
567992
18 12" Mottled Brown VT C'Rm.- 13 brown Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567993
19 Adhesive #18 C'Rm.- 13 yellow Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
567994
20 12" Mottled Brown VT Hall By C'Rm. - 18 brown Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567995
21 Mastic #20 C'Rm. - 18 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567996
22 12" Mottled Brown - On C'Rm.-11 brown Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
htg Cabinet
567997
23 Mastic #22 C'Rm.-11 black Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
567998
24 Mastic for 12" Mottled On htg Cabinet C' Rm. - 20 [black Cellulose 5None Detected
Brown on htg Cabinet Non-Fibrous 95
567999
25 12" Chocolate VT Gym Foyer brown Non-Fibrous 98 [Petected
Chrysotile 2
568000
26 Matic #25 Gym Foyer black Non-Fibrous  95|Detected
Chrysotile 5
568001
27 12" Chocolate VT Hall by IT brown Non-Fibrous  98[Detected
Chrysotile 2
568002
28 Mastic #27 Hall by IT black Non-Fibrous 95 |Petected
Chrysotile 5
568003
29 12" Chocolate VT Vestibule by Boy's Rm. gray Non-Fibrous  98|Petected
Chrysotile 2
568004
30 Mastic #29 Vestibule by Boy's Rm. black Cellulose 2None Detected
Non-Fibrous 98
568005
31 12" New Blue VT Gym Foyer Storage blue Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568006
32 Mastic/Layers #31 Gym Foyer Storage brown Cellulose 2None Detected
Non-Fibrous 98
568007

Wednesday 26

Page 2 of 3




FieldID Material Location Color Non-Asbestos % |Asbestos %
LablD

33 12" New Blue VT Gym Foyer Storage blue Non-Fibrous 100 None Detected
568008

34 M/Layers #33 Gym Foyer Storage brown Cellulose 2None Detected

Non-Fibrous 98

568009

35 WP C'Rm. - 16 multi Non-Fibrous 100None Detected
568010

Wednesday 26 End of Report Page 3 of 3
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Asbestos Identification Laboratory Batch: 51061

165 New Boston St., Ste 227
Woburn, MA 01801
781-932-9600

Web: www.asbestosidentificationlab.com
Email: mikemanning@asbestosidentificationlab.com

February 26, 2020

Ammar Dieb Project Name: Oakdale School
Universal Environmental Consultants
12 Brewster Road

Framingham, MA 01702

Project Number:
Date Sampled: 2020-02-21

Work Received: 2020-02-21
Work Analyzed: 2020-02-25

Analysis Method: BULK PLM ANALYSIS EPA/600/R-93/116

Dear Ammar Dieb,

Asbestos Identification Laboratory has completed the analysis of the samples from your office for the above referenced project.
The information and analysis contained in this report have been generated using the EPA /600/R-93/116 Method for the
Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Building Materials. Materials or products that contain more than 1% of any kind or
combination of asbestos are considered an asbestos containing building material as determined by the EPA. This Polarized
Light Microscope (PLM) technique may be performed either by visual estimation or point counting. Point counting provides a
determination of the area percentage of asbestos in a sample. If the asbestos is estimated to be less than 10% by visual
estimation of friable material, the determination may be repeated using the point counting technique. The results of the point
counting supersede visual PLM results. Results in this report only relate to the items tested. This report may not be used by
the customer to claim product endorsement by NVLAP or any other U.S. Government Agency.

Laboratory results represent the analysis of samples as submitted by the customer. Information regarding sample location,
description, area, volume, etc., was provided by the customer. Asbestos Identification Laboratory is not responsible for sample
collection activities or analytical method limitations. Unless notified in writing to return samples, Asbestos Identification
Laboratory discards customer samples after 30 days. Samples containing subsamples or layers will be analyzed separately
when applicable. Reports are kept at Asbestos Identification Laboratory for three years. This report shall not be reproduced,
except in full, without the written consent of Asbestos Identification Laboratory.

NVLAP Lab Code: 200919-0

* Massachusetts Certification License: AA000208

« State of Connecticut, Department of Public Health Approved Environmental Laboratory Registration Number: PH-0142

« State of Maine, Department of Environmental Protection Asbestos Analytical Laboratory License Number: LB-0078(Bulk) LA-0087(Air)
 State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations. Department of Health Certification: AAL-121

« State of Vermont, Department of Health Environmental Health License AL934461

Thank you Ammar Dieb for your business.

Michael Manning
Owner/Director
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Ammar Dieb

Universal Environmental Consultants

12 Brewster Road
Framingham, MA 01702

Analysis Method:

February 26, 2020

Project Name:
Project Number:
Date Sampled:
Work Received:
Work Analyzed:

BULK PLM ANALYSIS EP