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Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed report presents the results of a Phase I environmental site assessment (Phase I assessment)
conducted at the above-referenced property, Square 0607, Lot 0013, in Washington, DC (herein referred to
as the “subject site”). A Phase I assessment was conducted by Haley & Aldrich, Inc. (Haley & Aldrich) for
seven parcels at Buzzard Point proposed for redevelopment as a professional soccer stadium, in accordance
with our proposal to McKissack & McKissack dated 28 June 2013 (“Agreement”). This report was
prepared in response to a request from Mr. James Beall of McKissack & McKissack to provide a separate
stand-alone Phase I assessment for the subject site. The results of limited Phase II subsurface sampling,
performed to evaluate the potential impact of “recognized environmental conditions” (RECs), are also
included in this report.

Our conclusions regarding the presence and potential impact of RECs on the subject site are intended to help
the user evaluate the “business environmental risk” associated with the subject site, as defined in the
ASTM E 1527-05 Standard and discussed in Section 1.1 of this report.

Thank you for the opportunity to perform these services for you. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you
have any questions or comments.
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HALEY & ALDRICH, INC.
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REPORT ON

ASTM PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT AND LIMITED SUBSURFACE
SAMPLING

AKRIDGE PARCEL AT BUZZARD POINT, SQUARE 0607, LOT 0013

WASHINGTON, DC

by

Haley & Aldrich, Inc.
Boston, Massachusetts

The undersigned declare the following:

We declare that, to the best of our professional knowledge and belief, we meet the definition of
Environmental Professional as defined in 40 CFR Part 312, §312.10.

We have the specific qualifications based on education, training, and experience to assess the nature,
history, and setting of the subject site and “develop opinions and conclusions regarding conditions
indicative of releases or threatened releases.” We have developed and performed the “all appropriate
inquiries” (AAI) in conformance with the standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312.

W __Drellond—

Gregory B. Grose, PG Karin S. Holland
Senior Project Manager Senior Technical Specialist
for

McKissack & McKissack, Inc.
Washington, DC
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Haley & Aldrich, Inc. (Haley & Aldrich) performed a Phase I environmental site assessment (Phase I
assessment) of the “Akridge” parcel at Buzzard Point, Square 0607, Lot 0013 (herein referred to as the
“subject site”) in Washington, DC. The scope of work is described and conditioned by our proposal
dated 28 June 2013. As indicated in our proposal, this Phase I assessment was performed in
conformance with the scope and limitations of the American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) E 1527-05 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-05 Standard) as referenced in 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 312 [the All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI) Rule]. Deviations from this Standard, and/or data
gaps and their significance are described in Section 1.5 of this report. Limited Phase II subsurface
sampling was also conducted to evaluate issues identified during the Phase I portion of the assessment.
Our conclusions are intended to help the user evaluate the “business environmental risk” associated
with the subject site, as defined in the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard and discussed in Section 1.1 of this
report.

The subject site is bound by 1%, 2™, 'S, and T Streets SW, and comprises a parking lot and a single-level
storage building. The building is utilized to store end-of-life passenger vehicles and a motorcycle.

The objective of a Phase I assessment is to identify known and suspect “recognized environmental
conditions” (RECs), historical RECs (HRECs), and de minimis conditions associated with the subject
site, as defined in the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard and in Section 1.1 of this report. The objective of the
limited Phase II subsurface sampling is to provide a preliminary evaluation of RECs identified during
the Phase I portion of the assessment, including order of magnitude cost and schedule impacts on the
proposed development.

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard requires an environmental professional’s opinion of the potential
impacts of RECs, HRECs, and de minimis conditions identified on a site during a Phase I assessment.
Our opinion is rendered with respect to an REC’s potential (high, medium, or low) to require remedial
response based on prevailing agency requirements and our understanding that the subject site is one of
seven parcels being evaluated for potential redevelopment as a professional soccer stadium. Our opinion
regarding a REC's potential impact on the subject site (high, medium, low, or unknown) is based on
the scope of our work, the information obtained during the course of our work, the conditions
prevailing at the time our work was performed, the applicable regulatory requirements in effect at the
time our work was performed, and/or our experience evaluating similar sites, and our understanding of
the client's intended use for the subject site.

Data gaps were not identified for this report.

RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines a REC as “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous
substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past
release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into
structures on the property or into the ground, ground water, or surface water of the property.” A
material threat is defined by the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “a physically observable or obvious
threat which is reasonably likely to lead to a release that, in the opinion of the environmental
professional, is threatening and might result in impact to public health or the environment.”
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This Phase I assessment identified 13 RECs. Details regarding the nature of these RECs and our
opinion regarding potential impacts are provided below.

KNOWN RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Consistent with ASTM E 1527-05 Section 12.5 (Report Format), and for the purposes of this
assessment, those RECs identified as being present with respect to the subject site are referred to as
Known Recognized Environmental Conditions (KRECs). Two KRECs have been identified on the
subject site from the limited Phase II subsurface sampling results.

KREC #1:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

KREC #2:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

Shallow subsurface petroleum impact from surface staining or urban fill

Low

Apparent hydrocarbon stains were observed on the asphalt-paved portion of the
subject site utilized as a parking lot. A crack was observed in the asphalt under
one of these stains and a soil sample (GSS-607-13-1, see Figure 3) collected by
Haley & Aldrich from beneath the asphalt revealed a total petroleum
hydrocarbons - diesel range organics (TPH-DRO) concentration of 184
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). This TPH-DRO detection confirms the
presence of minor petroleum contamination in shallow soil, exceeding the D.C.
Municipal Regulations (DCMR) Tier 0 Soil Standard for TPH of 100 mg/kg.
The vertical extent of impact is currently not known, although based on the
relatively low concentration immediately beneath the staining, the degree of
impact appears to be minor. The TPH-DRO detection may also be related to
urban fill encountered in this boring.

Analytical results for a soil sample collected along S Street (GTW-607-13-2,
see Figure 3) from a depth of 5 to 10 feet below grade indicated minor
petroleum impact (TPH-DRO at 119 mg/kg). This TPH-DRO detection
confirms the presence of minor petroleum contamination in shallow soil,
exceeding the DCMR Tier O Soil Standard for TPH of 100 mg/kg.
Benzo(a)pyrene was also detected at 8.67 mg/kg, slightly exceeding the DC
Risk-Based Corrective Action (DCRBCA) Screening Levels (SL) for
construction worker exposure of 5.92 mg/kg. Other polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and metals (arsenic at 4.8 mg/kg and chromium at
10.3 mg/kg) were detected at concentrations exceeding the EPA Region III
Risk-Based Screening Level (RSLs) for residential soil. The source and extent
of impact is not known, although urban fill was encountered in this boring,
which commonly yields similar results.

Minor groundwater contamination associated with chlorinated solvents

Low

Advantage Environmental Consultants, LLC (AEC) detected chlorinated
solvents (tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene [TCE], 1,2 dichloroethane, and
vinyl chloride[VC]) in a groundwater sample collected near the southeast corner
of the subject site during a Phase II assessment conducted in 2005. The source
of the chlorinated solvents is not known; however, Geomatrix, Inc. indicated an
“asphalt pit” in this area of the subject site on Figure 3 of their Phase II
assessment report completed in 1990. Chlorinated solvents detected in
groundwater may also be due to migration from some unknown source
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upgradient from the subject site. A groundwater sample collected by Haley &
Aldrich in this area of the subject site (GTW-13-1A on the attached figure)
confirmed the presence of minor contamination associated with chlorinated
solvents, including relatively low concentrations of TCE and VC (43.9 and 38
micrograms per liter [pug/L], respectively). The VC concentration exceeds the
EPA Region III Risk-Based Screening Level (SL) for residential exposure via
ingestion, which may not be applicable to the subject site. The extent of impact
is not known, although volatile organic compounds were reportedly not
detected in groundwater samples collected by AEC at several other locations in
2005, suggesting the extent may be limited to the southeast corner of the subject
site.

SUSPECT RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Consistent with ASTM E 1527-05 Section 12.5 (Report Format), and for the purposes of this
assessment, those RECs that have been identified as being likely present with respect to the subject site
are referred to as Suspect Recognized Environmental Conditions (SRECs). The Phase I assessment
identified seven SRECs.

The following SREC was identified during our December 2013 subject site visit inside the on-site

SREC #1:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

storage building.

Heavy staining near floor drains in the on-site storage building

Medium

Heavy staining of the concrete floor appearing to be caused by hydrocarbons
was observed immediately surrounding two floor drains, one in the
northwestern portion and a second in the southeastern portion of the building.
Although no cracks were apparent in the concrete in the areas where staining
was observed, it is unknown whether the source of the stains has also migrated
into these floor drains or where the floor drains discharge. In addition, the
source of the staining could have penetrated the concrete floor. A potential
therefore exists for apparent hydrocarbon spills or leaks to have migrated to the
subsurface.

The following SRECs were observed on the adjacent property north of the subject site during a site visit
by Haley & Aldrich for the comprehensive Phase I assessment of Buzzard Point in August 2013.

SREC #2:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

Potentially unlined/unpaved sump at Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1* Street SW
Low

On-site stormwater and spills are captured and pumped to a sump in the
southwestern portion of the lot before being disposed off-site by a licensed
contractor. During a site visit to this property, the sump contained large
quantities of oily liquid and it was not possible to ascertain whether the sump
was lined and/or confirm the integrity of the lining. The site representative
could not confirm the status of the sump lining. A potential therefore exists for
hydrocarbons to migrate from the sump to the subsurface.
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SREC #3:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

SREC #4:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

SREC #5:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

Heavy staining of concrete at Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1% Street SW

Low

During the site visit to this property, heavy concrete staining was observed at
many locations. The concrete was in moderate to good condition where visible.
In other areas, for example the area surrounding the sump’s pump, the staining
was too thick to confirm the integrity of the concrete. A potential therefore
exists for hydrocarbons to migrate to underlying soil and groundwater.

Oil layer in secondary containment under aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) at
Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1* Street SW

Low

A thick layer of oil was observed at the bottom of the AST tanks in the eastern
portion of this property. It is understood that the flooring of the containment is
paved with concrete. However, the integrity of the concrete could not be
confirmed. = A potential therefore exists for hydrocarbons to migrate to
underlying soil and groundwater.

Concrete staining in area of an AST at Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1% Street SW
Low

Concrete staining on paving next to an AST was observed in the northern
portion of this property. The concrete paving was in relatively good condition.
However a large quantity of waste had been dumped immediately adjacent to
the AST preventing Haley & Aldrich representatives from confirming the
condition of the concrete beneath this waste. A potential exists for oil to
migrate through the concrete to underlying soil and groundwater.

The following SRECs were identified on the adjacent properties east and south of the subject site.

SREC #6:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

SREC #7:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

Substation operations at Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO) Square
663, Lot 0024

Medium

Due to the age of the substation and the nature of activities taking place, there
is a potential for leaks, spills or polychlorinated biphenyl-containing materials
to be present at this lot.

Potentially leaking AST and underground pipeline at Potomac Electric Power
Company (PEPCO) Square 609, Lot 0804

Low

A #6 fuel oil AST was installed in the late 1960s at the property at Square
0609, Lot 0804; and Square 0611, Lots 19 and 10. An underground pipeline
was used to connect the AST to the nearby Generating Station. The AST was
decommissioned and the underground pipeline filled in 1981. No information
regarding releases from the AST or pipeline is known. The site was also
employed for bulk fuel storage and vehicle and equipment maintenance and
storage. Two independent sampling programs conducted in 2005 indicated that
soil and groundwater was affected by petroleum hydrocarbon releases. It is
unknown whether more recent studies have been performed and whether soil
and groundwater are still impacted.



HISTORICAL RECs

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines an HREC as an environmental condition “which in the past
would have been considered a recognized environmental condition, but which may or may not be
considered a recognized environmental condition currently.” This Phase I assessment identified the
following four HRECs:.

HREC #1: Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) case # 93094 for an on-site 20,000 gallon
gasoline underground storage tank (UST) historically impacted soil and groundwater under the subject
site and was reported in August 1993. The LUST case received regulatory closure in May 1994. Based
on its status, impacts from the LUST do not present a threat to human health or the environment under
current conditions and it is unlikely that the LUST will require additional regulatory action.

HREC #2: LUST case # 92076 on an adjacent parcel north of the subject site owned by Rollingwood
Real Estate LLC at 1714 2™ St SW is associated with a gasoline LUST that historically impacted soil
and groundwater. The status of the LUST release is listed as closed. Based on its status, impacts from
the LUST do not present a threat to human health or the environment under current conditions and it is
unlikely that the LUST will require additional regulatory action.

HREC #3: LUST case # 96030 on an adjacent parcel north of the subject site at 1711 1* Street SW,
owned by Super Salvage, Inc., and related to a tank containing gasoline was reported to be impacting
soil and was granted regulatory closure. Based on its status and impacts being limited to soil, impacts
from the LUST do not present a threat to human health or the environment under current site conditions
and it is unlikely that the LUST will require additional regulatory action.

HREC #4: LUST case # 93051 on an adjacent parcel east of the subject site in Square 663, Lot 0024,
PEPCO Generating Station. In 1993, significant gasoline and diesel contamination was discovered in
soil and groundwater on the northern portion of Square 665, Lot 0024. PEPCO performed monitoring
and remediation activities during the 1990s, removing more than 1,000 gallons of liquid-phase
hydrocarbons. However, the latest groundwater sampling data reviewed in a 2005 Phase I indicated that
total petroleum hydrocarbons and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes were above applicable
regulatory standards in certain monitoring wells. Based on its status, impacts from the LUST do not
present a threat to human health or the environment under current site conditions and it is unlikely that
the LUST will require additional regulatory action.

DE MINIMIS CONDITIONS

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines de minimis conditions as those conditions which “do not
present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.” The ASTM
E 1527-05 Standard notes that “conditions determined to be de minimis are not recognized
environmental conditions.”

This Phase I assessment revealed the following de minimis condition: during the subject site visit
performed in August 2013, minor stains were observed on loose gravel west of the building in the
northwestern portion of the lot maintained by the United States Park Police. On a subsequent subject
site visit in December 2013, the staining was no longer visible. No odors or stressed vegetation were
encountered during either visit, suggesting that the staining was superficial in nature and unlikely to
have migrated to the subsurface.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In summary, several RECs were identified during the comprehensive Buzzard Point Phase I assessment
in August 2013 and subsequent Phase II sampling. An additional REC was identified during the
December 2013 subject site visit of the storage building (staining around floor drains), which could
impact the proposed development. We recommend that the outfall location for the drains be determined
and that additional soil and groundwater sampling be performed to assess the potential subsurface
impact from staining observed around floor drains inside the storage building.

Limited Phase II subsurface sampling described in this report did not delineate the extent of petroleum
impacts detected in soil or groundwater at the subject site, but based on the relatively low
concentrations detected, it is our opinion that additional regulatory action is unlikely under current
subject site conditions. However, if excavation and construction dewatering are necessary for subject
site development, then proper handling of soil and groundwater may be required:

u Groundwater contaminated by gasoline and chlorinated solvents detected near the southeast
corner of the site (in the vicinity of the former gasoline UST and “asphalt pit”) may require
treatment prior to discharge or off-site disposal. If a deep structure (i.e. subsurface parking
garage) is constructed in this area of the subject site that requires long-term dewatering, then a
treatment system may be required, along with appropriate maintenance, permitting, and
monitoring.

L Minor petroleum-impacted soil associated with surface staining in the parking lot is not
appropriate for unrestricted use as fill.

L Urban fill encountered at the north end of the subject site along S Street with minor petroleum
impact and metals concentrations may not be appropriate for unrestricted use as fill.

We recommend developing a site-specific health and safety plan and a soil management plan to address
proper handling of excavated soil. If groundwater will be encountered during the proposed
development, then the soil management plan should include proper handling procedures for construction
dewatering. Excavated soil may require characterization and treatment/off-site disposal. The District
Department of the Environment (DDOE) may require submission of a Work Plan to document how the
developer will comply with applicable standards.

Schedule impacts on the proposed development associated with the recommended tasks range from 3 to
6 months, depending upon DDOE review and approval. Potential order of magnitude cost impacts from
the identified RECs on the proposed development range from $60,000 to $370,000 (see Table 3 for
assumptions regarding these order of magnitude costs). Note that these cost ranges assume a nominal
volume of soil (200 cubic yards) and groundwater (4,000 gallons) will require removal for the
proposed development. We have assumed deep foundation designs that produce minimal soil and
groundwater spoils. If shallow foundations or a subsurface structure is constructed on the site, requiring
the removal of a greater volume of soil and groundwater than we have assumed, then we request the
opportunity to revise our order of magnitude cost and schedule impacts accordingly.

The remainder of this report contains additional information regarding the Phase I assessment, the
resulting findings summarized above, and limitations affecting this report.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a Phase I environmental site assessment (Phase I assessment) and
limited Phase II subsurface sampling conducted at the Akridge parcel at Buzzard Point, Square 0607,
Lot 0013 in Washington, DC (herein referred to as the “subject site”). A Phase I assessment was
conducted by Haley & Aldrich, Inc. (Haley & Aldrich) for seven parcels at Buzzard Point proposed for
redevelopment as a professional soccer stadium, in accordance with our proposal to McKissack &
McKissack dated 28 June 2013 (“Agreement”, Appendix A). This report was prepared in response to a
request from Mr. James Beall of McKissack & McKissack to provide a separate stand-alone Phase I
assessment for the subject site. Limited Phase II subsurface sampling was also conducted on the subject
site in accordance with our proposal dated 24 September 2013 (“Agreement”, Exhibit 1) and
subsequent modifications documented in a letter dated 18 December 2013 to McKissack & McKissack.
This Phase I assessment was performed in conformance with the scope and limitations of the American
Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) E 1527-05 Standard Practice for Environmental Site
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-05 Standard) to comply
with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 312 (the All Appropriate Inquiries [AAI] Rule).

1.1 Objective

The objective of a Phase I assessment is to identify known and suspect “recognized environmental
conditions” (RECs), historical RECs (HRECs), and de minimis conditions associated with the subject
site by evaluating subject site history, existing observable conditions, current subject site use, and
current and former uses of adjoining properties as well as potential releases at surrounding properties
that may impact the subject site. RECs are defined in the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “the presence
or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions
that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous
substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater, or
surface water at the property. The term includes hazardous substances or petroleum products even
under conditions in compliance with laws. The term is not intended to include de minimis conditions
that generally do not present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not
be the subject of an enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental
agencies.” A material threat is defined by the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “a physically observable
or obvious threat which is reasonably likely to lead to a release that, in the opinion of the environmental
professional, is threatening and might result in impact to public health or the environment.”

Consistent with ASTM E 1527-05 Section 12.5 (Report Format), and for the purposes of this
assessment, those RECs identified as being present with respect to the subject site are referred to as
Known Recognized Environmental Conditions (KRECs), and those RECs identified as being likely
present with respect to the subject site are referred to as Suspect Recognized Environmental Conditions
(SRECs). The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines HRECs as environmental conditions “which in the
past would have been considered a recognized environmental condition, but which may or may not be
considered a recognized environmental condition currently.”

The objective of the limited Phase II subsurface sampling was to provide a preliminary evaluation of
REC:s identified during the Phase I portion of the assessment, including order of magnitude cost and
schedule implications on the proposed development. Our conclusions are intended to help the user
evaluate the “business environmental risk” associated with the subject site, defined in the
ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “a risk which can have a material environmental or environmentally-




driven impact on the business associated with the current or planned use of a parcel of commercial real
estate, not necessarily limited to those environmental issues required to be investigated in this practice.
Consideration of business environmental risk issues may involve addressing one or more non-scope
considerations...”

The completion of this Phase I assessment is only one component of the process required to satisfy the
AAI Rule. In addition, the user must adhere to a set of user responsibilities as defined by the
ASTM E 1527-05 Standard and the AAI Rule. User responsibilities are discussed in section 5.3 of this
report. A user seeking protection from Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) liability as an innocent landowner, bona fide prospective purchaser, or
contiguous property owner must complete all components of the AAI process in addition to meeting
ongoing obligations. AAI components, CERCLA liability relief, and ongoing obligations are discussed
in the AAI Rule and in Appendix XI of the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard.

1.2 Site Identification

The subject site is owned by The John Akridge Companies, Inc. (Akridge) and comprises a parking lot
and a building utilized for storing end-of-life passenger vehicles and a motorcycle. The subject site is
surrounded by S Street SW to the north, T Street SW to the south, 1% Street SW to the east and 2™
Street SW to the west.

1.3 Scope of Services

Haley & Aldrich performed the following scopes of service to complete this Phase I assessment. These
services were performed either by, or under the direct supervision of, an environmental professional as
defined by the AAI Rule.

1. Conducted visual observations of site conditions, and of abutting property use, to evaluate the
nature and type of activities that have been or are being conducted at and adjoining to the
subject site, in terms of the potential for release or threat of release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products.

2. Reviewed federal, state, tribal, and local environmental database information within the ASTM-
specified distance from the subject site using a database service to access records. Used

7.5-minute topographic maps to evaluate the subject site’s physical setting.

3. Reviewed District environmental files pertaining to the subject site and nearby sites with the
potential to impact the subject site.

4, Reviewed previous reports prepared for the subject site.

5. Reviewed the following sources of historical use information: Sanborn maps, aerial
photographs and topographic maps.

6. Contacted District agencies regarding the subject site and surrounding properties and structures.
7. Interviewed the key site manager and property tenant representatives.
8. Performed limited Phase II subsurface sampling and analysis.




9. Interpreted the information and data assembled as a result of the above work tasks, and
formulated conclusions regarding the potential presence and impact of RECs, including
HREC:s.

1.4 Non-Scope Considerations

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard includes the following list of “additional issues” that are non scope
considerations outside of the scope of the ASTM Phase I assessment practice: asbestos-containing
materials, radon, lead-based paint, lead in drinking water, wetlands, regulatory compliance, cultural
and historic resources, industrial hygiene, health and safety, ecological resources, endangered species,
indoor air quality, bio-agents, and mold. These items were not included in this Phase I assessment of
the subject site.

A limited assessment of the presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) is included in the ASTM
work scope. Accordingly, our assessment of the presence of PCBs is limited to those potential sources
specified in the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “electrical or hydraulic equipment known or likely to
contain PCBs...to the extent visually and or physically observed or identified from the interview or
records review.”

1.5 Exceptions and Deviations
1.5.1 Deviations

Haley & Aldrich completed this Phase I assessment in substantial conformance with the
ASTM E 1527-05 Standard. In our opinion, no additions were made to or deviations and
deletions made from the ASTM work scope in completing this Phase I assessment.

1.5.2 Data Gaps

No data gaps were identified for this report. Thus, it is our opinion that sufficient information
was obtained to identify subject site conditions indicative of releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances and petroleum hydrocarbons. Our opinion is limited by the conditions
prevailing at the time our work was performed and the applicable regulatory requirements in
effect.

1.5.3 Limitations

Our work for this project was performed in accordance with the standards and practices set
forth in 40 CFR Part 312 and is consistent with the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard for Phase I
Environmental Site Assessments. Several organizations other than ASTM, such as professional
associations ASFE and AGWSE, have also developed guidelines or standards for environmental
site assessments. The Phase I assessment presented in this report may vary from the specific
guidelines or standards required by other organizations.

This Phase I assessment was prepared pursuant to an Agreement dated 9 July 2013 between
McKissack & McKissack and Haley & Aldrich, which Agreement is attached hereto and is
made a part of this report. The limited Phase II subsurface sampling was performed pursuant to
an Agreement dated 30 October 2013 and a subsequent letter dated 18 December 2013 between
McKissack & McKissack and Haley & Aldrich. All uses of this report are subject to, and




deemed accepting of, the conditions and restrictions contained in these Agreements. The
observations and conclusions described in this report are based solely on the Scope of Services
provided pursuant to these Agreements. Haley & Aldrich has not performed any additional
observations, investigations, studies, or other testing not specified in these Agreements. Haley
& Aldrich shall not be liable for the existence of any condition the discovery of which would
have required the performance of services not authorized under these Agreements.

This report is prepared for the exclusive use of McKissack & McKissack and their prime
contract holder, the District of Columbia Department of General Services (DGS) in connection
with the proposed development of the subject site. A copy of this report will be provided to SW
Landholder, LLC (Owner) in accordance with an Access Agreement between the Owner and
Haley & Aldrich, dated 12 November 2013. There are no intended beneficiaries other than
McKissack & McKissack. Haley & Aldrich shall owe no duty whatsoever to any other person
or entity on account of the Agreements or the report. Use of this report by any person or entity
other than McKissack & McKissack or the DGS for any purpose whatsoever is expressly
forbidden unless such other person or entity obtains written authorization from McKissack &
McKissack and from Haley & Aldrich. Use of this report by such other person or entity without
the written authorization of McKissack & McKissack and Haley & Aldrich shall be at such
other person’s or entity’s sole risk, and shall be without legal exposure or liability to Haley &
Aldrich.

Use of this report by any person or entity, including by McKissack & McKissack, for a purpose
other than for with the proposed development of the subject site is expressly prohibited unless
such person or entity obtains written authorization from Haley & Aldrich indicating that the
report is adequate for such other use. Use of this report by any person or entity for such other
purpose without written authorization by Haley & Aldrich shall be at such person’s or entity’s
sole risk and shall be without legal exposure or liability to Haley & Aldrich.

This report reflects subject site conditions observed and described by records available to Haley
& Aldrich as of the date of report preparation. The passage of time may result in significant
changes in subject site conditions, technology, or economic conditions, which could alter the
findings and/or recommendations of the report. Accordingly, McKissack & McKissack and any
other party to whom the report is provided recognize and agree that Haley & Aldrich shall bear
no liability for deviations from observed conditions or available records after the time of report
preparation.

Use of this report by any person or entity in violation of the restrictions expressed in this report
shall be deemed and accepted by the user as conclusive evidence that such use and the reliance
placed on this report, or any portions thereof, is unreasonable, and that the user accepts full and
exclusive responsibility and liability for any losses, damages, or other liability which may
result.




2.1

2.1.1

2.1.2

2.1.3

2.2

SITE DESCRIPTION

Site Ownership and Location
Name of Site Owners

SW Landholder, LLC owns the subject site.

Name of Site Operator

Akridge is the operator of the subject site.

Project Locus Map
The United States Geologic Survey (USGS) topographic map for the subject site is the
Washington West, District of Columbia Quadrangle, dated 1983 (see Figure 1). The USGS

topographic map was used as the source for subject site setting information.

Site and Vicinity Description

Figure 2 is a Site Plan of the subject site and shows relevant features of the subject site and immediately
adjoining properties, as described below. The subject site comprises a parking lot and a small building
in the northwestern portion utilized for end-of-life vehicle storage.

The area in the vicinity of the subject site is generally characterized as urban industrial and commercial.

2.3

North: Rollingwood Real Estate and Super Salvage, Inc. Rollingwood Real Estate reportedly
used to store and refurbish bicycles for the Washington DC Capital Bike Share Program. Super
Salvage, Inc. operates a salvage yard for diverse metal structures.

South: Marc/Park parking (a parking lot)
West: National defense unit

East: Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO) owns and operates an electrical substation.

Physical Setting

The subject site geology and hydrology were evaluated based on the results of the limited Phase II
sampling (see Section 6 of this report) performed by Haley & Aldrich subsequent to the Phase I
assessment, available public information or references, and upon our experience and understanding of
subsurface conditions in the subject site area.

2.3.1

Topography

Topographically, the subject site and its vicinity are relatively flat with a gradual downward
slope to the south. The subject site is at an elevation of approximately 21 feet above sea level
(based on the Environmental Resources Data report).



2.3.2

2.3.3

Geology

Three borings were advanced under the subject site as part of the limited Phase II sampling in
December 2013. Shallow soil under the site (to a depth of five feet below ground surface [bgs])
generally comprises sand and silt with some gravel and clay. Construction-related materials,
including brick, glass, concrete fragments and possible asphalt or ash fill were encountered in
shallow soil. Clay was generally observed to a depth of 29 feet bgs. Deeper soils to a depth of
40 feet bgs were comprised of clay, sand and/or gravel. According to information obtained
from the Environmental Data Resources (EDR), Inc., report, bedrock beneath the subject site
consists of a stratified sequence of Cretaceous-aged sedimentary rock.

Soils details in the subject site vicinity were not available, however, due to the proximity of the
Anacostia River, alluvial sediments likely exists above the sedimentary rock. The subject site
and vicinity are located in area comprised of urban land characterized by disturbed surface soils
covered with structures and other impervious materials (pavement and concrete).

Hydrology

Based on surface topography, surface water from the subject site appears to flow in a southerly
direction.

Also based on topography and the location of nearest water bodies (the Anacostia River, located
approximately 0.15 miles east and 0.2 miles south and the Potomac River located
approximately 0.3 miles west of the subject site), regional groundwater flow is anticipated to be
tidally influenced. Hydrogeologic investigations were not performed at the subject site during
this Phase I assessment and limited Phase II sampling; therefore, it is unknown to what extent
localized variations in groundwater depth and flow occur on the subject site.

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map supplied by EDR, the subject site is located within
a floodplain. Potable water is supplied to the subject site by the District of Columbia Water and
Sewer Authority. There is no known monitoring or pumping wells located on the property.



3. PREVIOUS REPORTS

The following reports previously prepared for the subject site and surrounding properties were
reviewed for this Phase I assessment. Information contained in these reports is included herein and
summarized below. Copies of pertinent sections of these reports are included in Appendix B.

L] “Assessment of the Buzzard Point Properties,” prepared by Geomatrix, Inc., for Potomac
Electric Power Company, dated March 1990. Note: This report included a multi-lot properties
currently and formerly owned by PEPCO (including the subject site) located south of Potomac
Avenue, North of 'V Street, east of 2" Street, and west of Half Street. Only findings that may
impact the condition of the subject site are discussed herein.

| “Limited Phase II Environmental Investigation, Buzzard Point, 2™ Street SW / V Street SW,
Washington, D.C.,” prepared by URS Corporation, Inc. (URS), for Potomac Electric Power
Company, dated 22 March 2005. Note: This report included a multi-lot area, south of T
Street, North of V Street, east of 2" Street, and west of 1" Street. Only findings that may
impact the condition of the subject site are discussed herein.

| “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Buzzard Point, Squares 609 & 611, 2™ Street and V
Street, SW, Washington, DC,” prepared by URS for PEPCO Holdings Inc., dated 4 April
2005. Note: This report included a multi-lot area, south of T Street, North of V Street, east of
2" Street, and west of 1" Street. Only findings that may impact the condition of the subject site
are discussed herein.

| “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Buzzard Point, 2™ Street and V Street, SW,
Washington, DC,” prepared by Advantage Environmental Consultants, LLC (AEC), for The
John Akridge Companies, Inc., dated 10 June 2005. Note: This report included a multi-lot
area located south of S Street, North of V Street, east of 2" Street, and west of 1" Street. Only
findings that may impact the condition of the subject site are discussed herein.

| “Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, Buzzard Point, 2™ Street and V Street, SW,
Washington, DC,” prepared by AEC for The John Akridge Companies, Inc., dated 10 June
2005. Note: This report included a multi-lot area located south of S Street, North of V Street,
east of 2" Street, and west of 1" Street. Only findings that may impact the condition of the
subject site are discussed herein.

Subject site: In 1990, Geomatrix collected soil samples for total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH),
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX), PCBs, and toxicity metals. The subject site was
identified as “Site 2” in the report and was being used as a gasoline filling station for PEPCO vehicles
at the time of the investigation. Soil samples were collected from 0 to 2 feet bgs. Of the thirteen
samples collected, ten showed TPH concentrations ranging from 100 ppm to 360 parts per million
(ppm). Geomatrix concluded that TPH concentrations were fairly well distributed throughout the site.

At the time of the AEC 2005 Phase I, the subject site was used as a fenced parking lot with a
prefabricated metal storage building and trailers. The subject site was used for vehicle fueling and
storage by PEPCO from the late 1960s until 1993. Three Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) were
located on-site:




L] 6,000 gallon gasoline UST removed in 1988;
L] 6,000 gallon diesel UST removed in 1988; and

L] 20,000 gallon gasoline UST removed in 1993 and assigned Leaking Underground Storage Tank
(LUST) case 93094 due to the discovery of petroleum impact to groundwater at the subject site
during removal of the UST. Confirmatory soil samples were not significantly contaminated;
however, groundwater samples were above regulatory limits. One monitoring well (MW-13)
was later installed in this area. Petroleum concentrations in soil were below action limits at the
time, although BTEX (1.77 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) and total petroleum hydrocarbons
([TPH]; 3.0 mg/L) were above action limits for groundwater. The LUST case received
regulatory closure in May 1994.

In May 2005, AEC advanced borings (B-1 through B-9, B-27, B-29, and B-30) using Geoprobe rigs,
screened soils with a photoionization detector, collected soil samples for total TPH diesel range
organics (TPH DRO), TPH gasoline range organics (TPH GRO), Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs), and priority pollutant metals, PCBs, metals, and ignitability, installed groundwater monitoring
wells, and collected groundwater samples for TPH DRO, VOCs, and lead. Soil results indicated:

L TPH-DRO/GRO were below detection limits in soil except for DRO detected on the southwest
corner of Lot 0013 at 11 ppm and DRO detected on the southeast corner of the subject site near
the former USTs at 45 ppm.

| VOCs and PCBs were below detection limits.

L Lead was detected across Lot 0013 at concentrations below 170 ppm.
Groundwater samples indicated:

[ TPH DRO and lead were below detection limits.

L VOCs detected on the southeast corner of the subject site near the former USTs included
benzene and solvents.

PEPCO Generating Station, located immediately east of the subject site at Square 0665, Lot 0024
and Square 0661, Lot 0804: The AEC 2005 Phase I identified four LUST cases. In the early 1970s,
a release was reported from a four-inch diameter underground pipeline that connected the Generating
Station (Lot 0024) to the two, 0.411-million gallon #2 fuel oil aboveground storage tanks ([ASTs]; Lot
0804) under S Street. In 1993, significant gasoline and diesel contamination was discovered in soil and
groundwater on the northern portion of Lot 0024.

Monitoring wells installed in both lots identified TPH GRO, TPH DRO, and BTEX in soil and
monitoring wells as well as liquid-phase hydrocarbons (LPH). The groundwater flow direction was
documented to be west and southwest.

In January 1996, PEPCO installed a soil vapor extraction system that operated through November 1999
that removed approximately 6,925 gallons of petroleum. From May 2001 to April 2002, a portable
high vacuum pump and treat system was used to recover LPH from two of the most contaminated wells
(MW-5 and MW-11), removing 1.5 gallons of groundwater and 1,350 gallons of petroleum. The site
had been monitored monthly since 1993 with semi-annual sampling events. Results were reported to
DC Department of Health (now DC Department of the Environment [DCDE]) in quarterly reports.




The AEC 2005 Phase I reviewed the March 2004 groundwater sampling data. TPH GRO, TPH DRO,
and BTEX were above applicable regulatory standards except in three downgradient wells. Only
passive remediation with absorbent booms and monitoring was ongoing.

Super Salvage, Inc. located immediately north of the subject site: These lots operated as a metal
scrap yard since the 1960s. The URS and AEC 2005 Phase Is identified these lots on the RCRA Small
Quantity Generator, LUST, and UST databases. One 2,000 gallon UST was permanently out of use.
The LUST case was granted regulatory closure. No additional details were provided.

Square 0609, Lot 0804; Square 0611, Lots 19 & 10, located immediately southeast of the subject
site: At the time of the URS and AEC 2005 Phase Is, these lots were used as a fenced parking lot with
an unused 1.9-million gallon bulk #6 fuel oil AST installed in the late 1960s, an associated firefighting
foam house, and a small storage shed. These lots were used as a coal storage yard from the late 1920s
until the Generating Station began using fuel oil to power the station in 1968. From 1968 until the
Generating Station was decommissioned in 1981, the lots were used by PEPCO for bulk fuel storage
and leased to W.A. Chester for use as a vehicle and equipment maintenance and storage lot. An
underground pipeline installed beneath 1% Street was used to connect the 1.9-million gallon AST to the
Generating Station. The AST was decommissioned and the underground pipeline was filled in 1981.
No information regarding releases from the AST or pipeline is known.

A URS sampling program conducted in 2005 indicated that soil and groundwater were affected by
releases of petroleum hydrocarbons. No visual or olfactory evidence of contamination was observed,
but laboratory analysis identified various levels of metals and TPH-DRO/GRO in soil and groundwater
samples collected. An AEC sampling program conducted in 2005 also indicated that soil and
groundwater were impacted by releases of petroleum hydrocarbons with low levels of TPH-DRO and
lead detected.




4. SITE HISTORY

Past usage of the site and/or adjoining properties was assessed through a review of Sanborn maps dated
1928, 1959, 1977, 1984, 1988, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1994, and 1998; a review of aerial photographs
dated 1944, 1949, 1951, 1957, 1963, 1968, 1970, 1977, 1983, 1988, 1994, 1998, 2000, 2005, 2007,
2008, 2009, 2011 and 2012; and topographic maps dated 1885, 1894, 1947, 1951, 1956, 1965, 1971,
1972, 1983 and 1994 prepared for the subject site (Appendix C).

By the late 1940s, the subject site was developed with residential properties. Grading of these
properties took place between the late 1950s and the late 1960s. The subject site was observed to be
vacant until 1970, at which time PEPCO operated a garage in the northwestern portion of the site. The
remainder of the subject site was used for parking. By 2005, a small structure is shown in the
northeastern corner of the subject site. This structure is no longer present in 2011.

The table below provides a detailed summary of pertinent information from the historical sources
reviewed:

Description of Adjoining
Properties
North: residential dwellings and
light commercial/industrial

Dates Description of Subject Site

structures
. . . 1949 and
1949-1956 Tl.1e subJ' ect s_1te was de\./eloped South: grading 1951 aerial
with residential properties. photos

East: residential dwellings

West: a commercial/industrial
property

North, east and west: the
residential dwellings have been
graded. Light
commercial/industrial structures
are still observed.

By 1957 ion is 1 1957, 1
The dwellings on the subject site y 1957, a substation is located 957, 1963

southeast of the subject site. and 1968

1957-1969 ?19)15)67” to have been graded by aerial photos
: By 1968, two ASTs were and 1984

observed on the property Sanborn map

northeast of the subject site.
These are later identified as fuel
oil tanks on the 1984 Sanborn
map. A truck parking lot was
also observed in the east of the
subject site.

HALEY 1
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Description of Subject Site

Description of Adjoining

Properties
North: A parking garage and an
associated office and a scrap
metal yard reportedly owned by
Onec are located adjacent to the
subject site.

South: an AST is located in the
southern portion of the property
immediately adjacent to the
subject site. This AST is no
longer present in 2007.

East: According to the Sanborn 1970, 1977,
. 1983, 1988,
map dated 1984, PEPCO is 1994. 1998
located east of the subject site. ’ ’
2000, 2005,
A transfer yard was observed
south of the storage tanks on the 2007. 2008,
PEPCO operates a garage in the £ 2009, 2011
. PEPCO property. A conveyor
northwestern portion of the . and 2012
1970-2012 . . . yard is located southeast of the .
subject site. The remainder of the subiect site aerial photos
subject site is used for parking. ) ' and 1984,
West: By 1983, the northern 1988, 1990,
. 1991, 1992,
portion of the
o . 1994 and
commercial/industrial property
. 1998 Sanborn
is no longer present and the mans
footprint of this structure has P
been graded. By 1988, the
entire commercial/industrial
structure adjacent to the subject
site is no longer present. By
1998, a parking lot is located
southwest of the subject site.
This parking lot is no longer
present in 2005. By 2007, a
large commercial/industrial
building was observed adjacent
to the west of the subject site.
Notes:

1. Unless otherwise noted above, per the ASTM standard, sources were reviewed dating back to 1940 or first
developed use, whichever is earlier, and at five-year intervals if the use of the property has changed within that time

period.

Copies of historical references reviewed are included in Appendix B.
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S.

5.1

ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS REVIEW

Standard Environmental Records Review

Haley & Aldrich used the electronic database service Environmental Date Resources to complete the
environmental records review. The database search was used to identify properties that may be listed
in the referenced agency records, located within the ASTM-specified approximate minimum search

distances as shown in the table below. Section 5.1.1 presents a description of each database searched.

Database Approximate Subject Site Number of
Searched Minimum Search Listed? Sites within
Distance Search
Distance

NPL Sites 1 mile No 1
Delisted NPL Sites 0.5 mile No 0
CERCLIS Sites 0.5 mile No 1
CERCLIS-NFRAP Sites 0.5 mile No 3
Federal ERNS Site only No 0
RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD Facilities 0.5 mile No 0
RCRA CORRACTS TSD Facilities .

1 mile No 1
RCRA Generators Site & Adjoining Yes 4
Federal Institutional Controls/Engineering Site Only No 0
Controls
State and Tribal Equivalent NPL Sites 1 mile No 0
State and Tribal Equivalent CERCLIS Sites 0.5 mile No 0
State and Tribal Registered Storage Tanks Site & Adjoining No 5
SL.ate and Trlbal Landfills and Solid Waste 0.5 mile No 0
Disposal Sites
State and Tribal Leaking Storage Tanks 0.5 mile Yes 33
State and Tribal Institutional .
Controls/Engineering Controls Site Only No 0
State and Tribal Voluntary Cleanup Sites 0.5 mile No 1
State and Tribal Brownfield Sites 0.5 mile Yes 13
DC Historical USTs 0.25 mile Yes 7

The Environmental Data Resources (EDR) report also contains search results of other State

environmental databases that are relevant to the subject site.

Haley & Aldrich also searched the Orphan Site List provided in the EDR report for the subject site and
sites adjoining the subject site. Orphan sites are those that, due to incorrect or incomplete addresses,
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could not be mapped. Neither the subject site not the adjoining properties were identified on the Orphan
Site List. The complete environmental database report is provided in Appendix D.

5.1.1 Descriptions of Databases Searched
Numerous regulatory databases were searched during this Phase I assessment. Each database
reviewed is described in the EDR report presented in Appendix D. Those databases required
by the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard are identified below.

1.

NPL Sites: The National Priorities List (NPL) is a list of contaminated sites that are
considered the highest priority for cleanup by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA).

Delisted NPL Sites: The Delisted National Priorities List (NPL) is a list of formal
NPL sites formerly considered the highest priority for cleanup by the USEPA that met
the criteria of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP) for deletion from the NPL because a no further response was appropriate.

CERCLIS Sites: The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act Information System (CERCLIS) list identifies sites which are suspected to
have contamination and require additional investigation to assess whether they should
be considered for inclusion on the NPL.

CERCLIS-NFRAP Sites: CERCLIS-NFRAP status indicates that a site was once on
the CERCLIS List but has No Further Response Actions Planned (NFRAP). Sites on
the CERCLIS-NFRAP List were removed from the CERCLIS List in February 1995
because, after an initial investigation was performed, no contamination was found,
contamination was removed quickly, or the contamination was not significant enough to
warrant NPL status.

Federal ERNS: The Federal Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) list
tracks information on reported releases of oil and hazardous materials.

RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities: The Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) non-CORRACTS TSD Facilities List tracks facilities which treat, store, or
dispose of hazardous waste and are not associated with corrective action activity.

RCRA CORRACTS TSD facilities: The RCRA CORRACTS TSD Facilities list
catalogues facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste and have been
associated with corrective action activity.

RCRA Generators: The RCRA Generator list is maintained by the USEPA to track
facilities that generate hazardous waste.

Federal Institutional Controls/Engineering Controls: The Federal Institutional
Control list and Engineering Control list are maintained by the USEPA. Some
Institutional Control and Engineering Control information may not be made publicly
available and therefore will not be included on this registry.

13



5.1.2

10. State and Tribal Equivalent NPL/CERCLIS Sites: The (ASTM E 1527-05 Standard)
requires searching “State and Tribal Equivalent NPL Sites.” A state equivalent to the
Federal NPL list is not maintained in District of Columbia. The subject site is not
within tribal jurisdiction.

11. State and Tribal Equivalent CERCLIS Sites: The (ASTM E 1527-05 Standard)
requires searching “State and Tribal Equivalent CERCLIS Sites.” A state equivalent to
the Federal CERCLIS list is not maintained in District of Columbia. The subject site is
not within tribal jurisdiction.

12. State and Tribal Registered Storage Tanks: The District of Columbia Department of
the Environment maintains a list of aboveground and underground storage tanks. The
subject site is not within tribal jurisdiction.

13. State and Tribal Landfills and Solid Waste Disposal Sites: The District of Columbia
Solid Waste Disposal Division is responsible for waste disposal at facilities located in
Virginia. The subject site is not within tribal jurisdiction.

14. State and Tribal Leaking Storage Tanks: The District of Columbia Department of the
Environment maintains an inventory of reported leaking underground storage tank
incidents. The subject site is not within tribal jurisdiction.

15. State and Tribal Voluntary Cleanup Sites: The District of Columbia Department of
Health maintains a list of Voluntary Cleanup sites. The subject site is not within tribal
jurisdiction.

16. State and Tribal Brownfield Sites: The District of Columbia Department of the
Environment maintains a list of Brownfield sites which includes properties where
redevelopment or re-use may be compromised by the presence or presumed presence of
hazardous materials or petroleum. The subject site is not within tribal jurisdiction.

17. Other Databases Searched (Historical Cleaners and Auto Stations): EDR
Proprietary Records include Historical Cleaners, a database that consists of potential
dry cleaner sites; and Historical Auto Stations, available listings of potential gas
station/filling station/service station sites.

Detailed Description of Relevant Subject Site Listings

The EDR report identified the following database listings in searched databases (including more
databases than listed above) at the subject site.

100 S Street, SW (Square 0607, Lot 0013, Map ID # 1) is listed on the Brownfields database.

PEPCO Buzzard - Tank #1 located at 180 S Street, SW (Square 0607, Lot 0013, Map ID # A2)
is listed on the LUST (case number 93094) and Brownfields databases. The site owned and
operated a gasoline or diesel UST. A release from the UST was reported in August 1993 and
reportedly impacted soil. The status of the release is listed as closed. Based on its status,
impacts from the LUST do not present a threat to human health or the environment under
current conditions and it is unlikely that the LUST will require additional regulatory action.
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5.1.3

5.2

Buzzard Point Facility, also located at 180 S Street, SW (Square 0607, Lots 0013, Map ID #
136) is listed on the UST database. Three tanks storing gasoline are listed as Permanently Out
of Use.

Detailed Descriptions of Relevant Nearby Site Listings

The EDR report identified database listings in searched databases (including more databases
than listed above) within the prescribed search radii. The majority of the database listings were
USTs and LUST sites. Based on the urban area of the site, characterized by subsurface building
levels, subway tunnels, and utilities that create barriers to groundwater flow, and based on the
assumption that the groundwater under the subject site is tidally influenced, only those sites in
the immediate vicinity of the subject site would be anticipated to have the potential to affect the
subject site. These sites are listed below.

PEPCO, located at 1* and T Street, SW (Map ID # 7), immediately east of the subject site and
crossgradient of the subject site, is listed on the UST database. Two entries are included in this
database for tanks of capacity 6,000 gallons and containing diesel. These entries are listed as
Permanently Out of Use.

Super Salvage, Inc. located at 1711 1% Street, SW (Map ID # C9, C10 and C11), adjacent to
the north and upgradient of the subject site, is listed on the LUST (case # 96030), UST and
RCRA-CESQC databases. A tank containing gasoline was reported to be leaking in October
1995 and reportedly impacted soil. The status of this release is listed as Closed. A 2,000-gallon
gasoline located at the site is listed as Permanently Out of Use. Additionally, this entity is listed
as a Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator for storing ignitable hazardous wastes, as
well as waste cadmium, lead, benzene, methyl ethyl ketone, tetrachloroethylene (PCE), and
trichloroethylene (TCE). No violations have been reported associated with this listing. Based on
its status and impacts being limited to soil, impacts from the LUST do not present a threat to
human health or the environment under current site conditions and it is unlikely that the LUST
will require additional regulatory action

Attis located at 1714 2™ Street, SW (Square 0605, Lots 0007, Map ID # A3) and adjacent to
the north and upgradient of the subject site, is listed on the UST database. The 3,500-gallon
tank contained gasoline. The entry is listed as Permanently Out of Use. AT&T is also located at
1714 2™ Street, SW (Square 0605, Lots 0007, Map ID # A4) and is listed on the LUST
(case # 92076) and Brownfield databases. The site owned and operated a 3,500 gallon gasoline
UST. A release from the UST was reported in July 1992 and impacted soil and groundwater.
The status of the release is listed as Closed. Based on its status, impacts from the LUST do not
present a threat to human health or the environment under current conditions and it is unlikely
that the LUST will require additional regulatory action.

An entry located at 1700 1% Street, SW (Map ID # C10), located approximately 300 feet
northeast and crossgradient of the subject site, is listed on the Brownfield database. No
additional details are provided.

Additional Environmental Records Review

To supplement the (ASTM E 1527-05 Standard) environmental record sources, we contacted the
following state and local government agencies, and/or reviewed the following additional sources:

15



5.2.1

5.2.2

5.3

D.C. Department of the Environment

Additional environmental records were requested for this assessment through a Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) request to the DDOE. To date, no response has been received from the
FOIA request. Due to the information obtained through interviews with key subject site
personnel, and other records reviews, it does not appear that responses to the FOIA requests
should affect our conclusions regarding the site. However, if a response is received that affects
our conclusions regarding the subject site, we will provide an addendum to this report.

Fire and EMS Department

Additional environmental records were requested for this assessment through a FOIA request to
the DC Fire and EMS Department. This department responded to our request on 27 December
2013. According to the files held by this department, operations taking place at the subject site
and adjoining properties are unlikely to be impacting the subject site. A copy of the response
from the DC Fire and EMS Department is included in Appendix D.

User Responsibilities

The AAI Rule requires that the user of the report consider the following:

Whether the user has specialized knowledge about previous ownership or uses of the subject
site that may be material to identifying RECs;

Whether the user has determined that the subject site’s Title contains environmental liens or
other information related to the environmental condition of the property, including engineering
and institutional controls and Activity and Use Limitations, as defined by ASTM;

Whether the user is aware of commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information about
the subject site including whether or not the presence of contamination is likely on the subject
site and to what degree it can be detected; and

Whether the user has prior knowledge that the price of the subject site has been reduced for
environmentally related reasons.

We requested such information for inclusion in this report. Though neither the AAI Rule nor the ASTM
E 1527-05 Standard requires that this information be provided to the environmental professional(s),
failure on the part of the user to obtain such information for their own records, should it be reasonably
ascertainable, may invalidate the user’s compliance with the AAI Rule for CERCLA liability protection
in the future.
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6. SITE RECONNAISSANCE AND KEY PERSONNEL INTERVIEW(S)

A subject site visit to observe site conditions was conducted by Karin Holland and Christian-Noel
Tschibelu of Haley & Aldrich on 28 August 2013. Access to the building located in the northwestern
portion of the subject site was provided to Karin Holland on 23 December 2013. Access to the subject
site was provided by Terrance Jones of Akridge and by Lieutenant Mike Wilson of the US Capitol
Police. Haley & Aldrich personnel observed accessible interior areas of the subject site building(s),
including common areas, basement areas, mechanical spaces, and tenant spaces. Haley & Aldrich also
observed the exterior portions of the subject site, including the property boundaries, and observed
adjoining property conditions from the subject site boundaries and/or public thoroughfares. No
weather-related conditions or other conditions that would limit our ability to observe the subject site or
adjoining properties occurred during our subject site visit.

Terrance Jones and Mike Wilson were interviewed during the subject site visits. The findings of the
subject site visit and interviews are discussed below. Site photographs are included in Appendix E.

ASTM E 1527-05 Standard Section 10.8 requires that, prior to the subject site visit, the current subject
site owner or key site manager and user, if different from the current owner or key site manager, be
asked if there are any helpful documents that can be made available for review. These consist of
environmental site assessment reports, audits, permits, tank registrations, Material Safety Data Sheets,
Community Right-to-Know plans, safety plans, hydrogeologic or geotechnical reports, or hazardous
waste generator reports. We made such a request but were not provided with any documents.

6.1 Subject Site Observations

6.1.1 Current Use of the Property and General Description of Structures
The subject site is operated by Akridge and comprises an asphalt parking lot and a building that
stores end-of-life vehicles, including passenger vehicles and a motorcycle. Three metal
containers are located in the northern portion of the subject site. The Akridge site representative
believed that the subject site has been used for current activities for at least ten years.

6.1.2 Potable Water Supply and Sewage Disposal System or Septic Systems
The subject site is not connected to a potable water supply and a sewage disposal system.

6.1.3 Use and Storage of Petroleum Products and Hazardous Materials
Bulk petroleum products and/or hazardous materials were not observed or reported to be

currently used, stored, and/or disposed of at the subject site. However, petroleum and
hazardous materials were previously used and stored at the subject site, as described below:
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6.1.4

6.1.5

6.1.6

6.1.7

6.1.8

6.1.9

Contents/ Location Closure Observations/
Capacity Status Evidence of release
LUST Gasoline Out of A loose gravel and
9 (case # 20.000 galfon Unknown Unknown | use, listed | vegetated area was
93094) ’ as Closed observed in the
Gasoline, Removed | western portion of
10 UST | 6,000 gallon | Umkmown | Unknown | 5 ygge | the subject site and
could be the
Diesel, 6,000 Removed | potential location of
11 UST sallon Unknown | Unknown in 1988 one of the former
USTs.
Notes:

1. Approximate tank locations are shown on Figure 2.

Three small, empty cylinders were observed in the building. The former contents of these
containers are unknown.

Disposal of Petroleum Products and Hazardous Materials

Petroleum products and hazardous materials were not observed at the subject site.

Odors

No odors were detected at the subject site during the subject site visits in August and December
2013. However, a hydrocarbon-like odor was encountered during the limited Phase II sampling
at depths of approximately seven to eleven feet bgs in a borehole (GTW-607-13-2, see Section
6) advanced in the northeastern portion of the subject site.

PCBs Associated with Electrical or Hydraulic Equipment

Due to the nature of activities, PCB-containing materials are unlikely to be present at the
subject site.

Unidentified Substance Containers

Three small, empty jerry cans were observed in the building. The former contents of these
containers are unknown.

Heating and Cooling System
The subject site is not equipped with a heating or cooling system.
Stains or Corrosion on Floors, Walls, or Ceilings

Staining believed to be associated with hydrocarbon spills was observed on the concrete floor
inside the building. The concrete was observed to be in good condition.

HALEY 1
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6.1.10

6.1.11

6.1.12

6.1.13

6.1.14

6.1.15

6.1.16

6.1.17

6.1.18

Floor Drains and Sumps

Two floor drains were observed in the building, one in the northwestern portion and a second
in the southeastern portion of the building. Heavy staining appearing to be caused by
hydrocarbons was observed on concrete surrounding the floor drains. Although no cracks were
apparent in the concrete in the areas where staining was observed, it is unknown whether the
source of the stains has also migrated into these floor drains or where the floor drains
discharge. In addition, the source of the staining could have penetrated the concrete floor.

At least three drains were also observed in the southern portion of the parking lot.

Hydraulic Elevators

No hydraulic elevators were observed or reported at the subject site.

Vehicle Maintenance Lifts

No hydraulic vehicle maintenance lifts were observed or reported at the subject site.

Emergency Generators and Sprinkler System Pumps

No emergency generators and sprinkler system pumps were observed or reported at the subject
site.

Catch Basins

No catch basins were observed or reported at the subject site.

Dry Wells

Dry wells were not observed or reported at the subject site.

Pits, Ponds, Lagoons, and Pools of Liquid

Pits, Ponds, Lagoons, and Pools of Liquid were not observed or reported at the subject site.
Stained Soil or Pavement

Minor stains appearing to be caused by hydrocarbons were observed on asphalt in the northern
and central portions of the subject site. During the site visit in August 2013, minor stains were
observed on loose gravel west of the building in the northwestern portion of the lot. On the
subsequent subject site visit in December 2013, the staining was no longer visible. No odors or
stressed vegetation was encountered during either visit, suggesting that the staining was
superficial in nature and is unlikely to have migrated to the subsurface.

Stressed Vegetation

Grasses, shrubs and small trees were observed in the northwest portion of the subject site to the
building. Evidence of stressed vegetation was not observed.
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6.1.19 Solid Waste and Evidence of Waste Filling

Evidence of solid waste and waste filling was not observed. Storage of waste cloths and
packaging was observed in the western portion of the building.

6.1.20 Wastewater and Stormwater Discharge
The subject site does not generate wastewater.
6.1.21 Monitoring, Water Supply, or Irrigation Wells
Monitoring, water supply, and irrigation wells were not observed or reported at the subject site.
6.1.22 Sanitary Sewer and Septic Systems
Septic systems were not observed or reported at the subject site.
6.2 Adjoining Property Observations

Properties adjoining the subject site were generally observed to be light industrial or commercial in
nature.
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7. SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

In order to evaluate subsurface conditions of the subject site and assess whether current and former
operation at and adjacent to the subject site are impacting the subject site, Haley & Aldrich conducted a
limited Phase II subsurface assessment at the subject site. The approximate locations of explorations
are shown on Figure 3.

7.1 Geoprobe Sampling and Monitoring Well Installations 5 and 6 December 2012

On 5 and 6 December 2012, Haley & Aldrich oversaw the advancement of temporary groundwater
monitoring wells at two locations (see Figure 3) at the subject site by Vironex Drilling, Inc. Two wells
were initially advanced to approximate depths of 23.5 and 15 feet bgs (GTW-607-13-1 and GTW-607-
13-2, respectively); however, the clay formation encountered within the screened interval of these wells
did not provide adequate yield of groundwater for collection of the proposed analyses. Adjacent, deeper
wells (GTW-607-13-1A and GTW-607-13-2A) were therefore advanced to approximate depths of 36
and 34.7 feet bgs. GTW-607-13-1 is located in the vicinity of the on-site 20,000 gallon gasoline LUST
(case # 93094) in the southeastern portion of the subject site and GTW-607-13-2 is located along S
Street at the north end of the site (topographically down-gradient from the Super Salvage property). An
additional Geoprobe (GSS-607-13-3) was advanced in the central portion of the subject site in the
vicinity of observed staining of asphalt.

Geoprobe reports and observation well installation reports are included in Appendix F.
7.1.1 Soil Sampling 5 December 2013

Soil samples collected during the advancement of the temporary groundwater monitoring wells
(GTW-607-13-1 and GTW-607-13-2) and the Geoprobe (GSS-607-13-3) were screened for
VOCs by exposing a photoionization detector (PID) to vapors accumulated in the headspace of
jar samples. The soil sample corresponding to the highest PID reading from each boring was
submitted for laboratory analysis. Samples collected for TPH-GRO and VOCs were field
preserved using VOC sampling kits. The soil samples were placed on ice in the field prior to
being shipped via overnight courier to Pace Analytical Services, Inc. (Pace) in Huntersville,
North Carolina. Priority pollutant metals analyses were performed at the Pace laboratory in
Asheville, North Carolina, while TPH, VOCs and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs)
analyses were performed at the Pace laboratory in Charlotte, North Carolina.

7.1.2 Groundwater Sampling 12 and 13 December 2012

Monitoring well GTW-607-13-1A was sampled using low-flow sampling techniques on
12 December 2012. The following groundwater quality parameters were monitored and
recorded prior to sampling: pH, temperature, conductivity, dissolved oxygen, oxidation-
reduction potential, and turbidity. Wells GTW-607-13-1, GTW-70-13-2 and GTW-607-13-2A
did not provide sufficient yield for low-flow sampling; these wells were therefore purged and
allowed to recover for sampling within 24 hours. No evidence of free product or sheens were
observed in groundwater from the sampled monitoring wells or detected using an electronic oil-
water interface probe. Groundwater sampling records are included in Appendix G.
Groundwater samples were collected and placed in laboratory prepared containers and stored on
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7.2

ice in the field prior to being submitted for TPH and VOCs analyses at the Pace laboratory in
Charlotte, North Carolina.

Subsurface Findings

Subsurface investigations described in this report did not define the lateral extent of petroleum impacts
to soil or groundwater at the subject site. The objective was to explore SRECs and KRECs to evaluate
current conditions to assess the general magnitude of potential impacts.

7.2.1

7.2.2

Soil Results

Soil analytical results are summarized in Table 1, along with regulatory screening levels for
comparison. Laboratory analytical reports are included in Appendix H.

Analytical results for a soil sample collected near the southeastern corner of the subject site
(GTW-607-13-1-3) from a depth of 10 to 15 feet bgs in the area of the former 20,000-gallon
gasoline UST were less than the laboratory reporting limits for VOCs, SVOCs, TPH-GRO, and
TPH-DRO. Arsenic (7.1 mg/kg) and chromium (18.2 mg/kg) were detected at concentrations
exceeding the EPA Region III Risk-Based Screening Levels for residential soil.

Analytical results for a soil sample collected at the north end of the subject site (GTW-607-13-
2-2, located along S Street) from a depth of 5 to 10 feet bgs indicated minor petroleum impact
(TPH-DRO and PAHs). The TPH-DRO concentration detected (119 mg/kg) slightly exceeds
the DC Tier 0 Soil Standard for TPH of 100 mg/kg. Benzo(a)pyrene was detected at 8.67
mg/kg, slightly exceeding the DC Risk-Based Corrective Action (DCRBCA) Screening Levels
for construction worker exposure of 5.92 mg/kg. Other PAHs, along with arsenic (4.8 mg/kg)
and chromium (10.3 mg/kg) were detected at concentrations exceeding the EPA Region III
Risk-Based Screening Levels for residential soil. The source and extent of impact is currently
not known, although brick, concrete fragments, glass, wood and apparent ash or asphalt
(typical of urban fill) was encountered in this boring, which commonly yields similar results.

Analytical results for a soil sample collected from beneath the asphalt in an area of staining on
the parking lot in the central portion of the subject site (GSS-607-13-3-1) indicated minor
petroleum impact. The TPH-DRO concentration detected in GTW-607-13-3-1 (184 mg/kg)
exceeds the DC Tier 0 Soil Standard for TPH of 100 mg/kg. The extent of vertical impact is
currently not known, although based on the relatively low concentration immediately beneath
the staining, the degree of impact appears to be minor. Brick and apparent asphalt debris,
typical of urban fill were also observed in this sample.

Groundwater Results

Groundwater analytical results are summarized in Table 2, along with regulatory screening
levels for comparison. Laboratory analytical reports are included as Appendix H.

Analytical results for groundwater collected from GTW-607-13-1A, located in the southeastern
portion of the subject site, were generally consistent with findings from the 2005 AEC Phase 11
assessment, with gasoline-related constituents (TPH-GRO at 2.1 mg/L, benzene at
10.2 micrograms per liter [pg/L] and methyl tertiary butyl ether [MTBE] at 38 upg/L) and
relatively low concentrations of chlorinated solvents (TCE at 43.9 ug/L and vinyl chloride (VC)
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at 38 ug/L). MTBE (54 pg/L) and acetone (115 pg/L) were also detected in groundwater
collected from GTW-607-13-1, the shallow well adjacent to GTW-607-13-1A. The gasoline-
related constituents are likely associated with the former 20,000-gallon gasoline UST in this
area of the site. The source for the chlorinated solvents is not known, but may be related to a
former “asphalt pit” identified on a site figure in a 1990 Geomatrix report or may have
migrated from some other unknown off-site source. The extent of impact is was not delineated
during our sampling, however volatile organic compounds were reportedly not detected in
several other groundwater samples collected by AEC at the subject site in 2005, suggesting that
the extent may be limited to the southeast corner.

The groundwater analytical results for GTW-607-2 and GTW-607-2A, located at the north end
of the site along S Street, were less than the laboratory reporting limits for TPH-DRO, TPH-
GRO, and VOCs, with the exception of acetone, which was detected at concentrations of
79 and 625 ug/L, respectively.
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8. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Haley & Aldrich performed a Phase I environmental site assessment (Phase I assessment) of the
Akridge parcel at Buzzard Point, Square 0607, Lot 0013 in Washington, DC. The scope of work is
described and conditioned by our proposal dated 28 June 2013. As indicated in our proposal, this
Phase I assessment was performed in conformance with the scope and limitations of the American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E 1527-05 Standard Practice for Environmental Site
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-05 Standard) as
referenced in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 312 [the All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI)
Rule]. Deviations from this Standard, and/or data gaps and their significance are described in Section
1.5 of this report. Limited Phase II subsurface sampling was also conducted to evaluate issues identified
during the Phase I portion of the assessment. Our conclusions are intended to help the user evaluate the
“business environmental risk” associated with the subject site, as defined in the ASTM E 1527-05
Standard and discussed in Section 1.1 of this report.

The subject site is bound by 1%, 2™, 'S, and T Streets SW, and comprises a parking lot and a single-level
storage building. The building is utilized to store end-of-life passenger vehicles and a motorcycle.

The objective of a Phase I assessment is to identify known and suspect “recognized environmental
conditions” (RECs), historical RECs (HRECs), and de minimis conditions associated with the subject
site, as defined in the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard and in Section 1.1 of this report. The objective of the
limited Phase II subsurface sampling is to provide a preliminary evaluation of RECs identified during
the Phase I portion of the assessment, including order of magnitude cost and schedule impacts on the
proposed development.

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard requires an environmental professional’s opinion of the potential
impacts of RECs, HRECs, and de minimis conditions identified on a site during a Phase I assessment.
Our opinion is rendered with respect to an REC’s potential (high, medium, or low) to require remedial
response based on prevailing agency requirements and our understanding that the subject site is one of
seven parcels being evaluated for potential redevelopment as a professional soccer stadium. Our opinion
regarding a REC's potential impact on the subject site (high, medium, low, or unknown) is based on
the scope of our work, the information obtained during the course of our work, the conditions
prevailing at the time our work was performed, the applicable regulatory requirements in effect at the
time our work was performed, and/or our experience evaluating similar sites, and our understanding of
the client's intended use for the subject site.

Data gaps were not identified for this report.

RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines a REC as “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous
substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past
release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into
structures on the property or into the ground, ground water, or surface water of the property.” A
material threat is defined by the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “a physically observable or obvious
threat which is reasonably likely to lead to a release that, in the opinion of the environmental
professional, is threatening and might result in impact to public health or the environment.”
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This Phase I assessment identified 13 RECs. Details regarding the nature of these RECs and our
opinion regarding potential impacts are provided below.

KNOWN RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Consistent with ASTM E 1527-05 Section 12.5 (Report Format), and for the purposes of this
assessment, those RECs identified as being present with respect to the subject site are referred to as
Known Recognized Environmental Conditions (KRECs). Two KRECs have been identified on the
subject site from the limited Phase II subsurface sampling results.

KREC #1:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

KREC #2:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

Shallow subsurface petroleum impact from surface staining or urban fill

Low

Apparent hydrocarbon stains were observed on the asphalt-paved portion of the
subject site utilized as a parking lot. A crack was observed in the asphalt under
one of these stains and a soil sample (GSS-607-13-1, see Figure 3) collected by
Haley & Aldrich from beneath the asphalt revealed a total petroleum
hydrocarbons - diesel range organics (TPH-DRO) concentration of
184 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). This TPH-DRO detection confirms the
presence of minor petroleum contamination in shallow soil, exceeding the D.C.
Municipal Regulations (DCMR) Tier 0 Soil Standard for TPH of 100 mg/kg.
The vertical extent of impact is not known, although based on the relatively low
concentration immediately beneath the staining, the degree of impact appears to
be minor. The TPH-DRO detection may also be related to urban fill
encountered in this boring.

Analytical results for a soil sample collected along S Street (GTW-607-13-2,
see Figure 3) from a depth of 5 to 10 feet below grade indicated minor
petroleum impact (TPH-DRO at 119 mg/kg). This TPH-DRO detection
confirms the presence of minor petroleum contamination in shallow soil,
exceeding the DCMR Tier O Soil Standard for TPH of 100 mg/kg.
Benzo(a)pyrene was also detected at 8.67 mg/kg, slightly exceeding the DC
Risk-Based Corrective Action (DCRBCA) Screening Levels (SL) for
construction worker exposure of 5.92 mg/kg. Other PAHs and metals (arsenic
at 4.8 mg/kg and chromium at 10.3 mg/kg) were detected at concentrations
exceeding the EPA Region III Risk-Based Screening Level (RSLs) for
residential soil. The source and extent of impact is not known, although urban
fill was encountered in this boring, which commonly yields similar results.

Minor groundwater contamination associated with chlorinated solvents

Low

AEC detected chlorinated solvents (PCE, TCE, 1,2-dichloroethane, and VC) in
a groundwater sample collected near the southeast corner of the subject site
during a Phase II assessment conducted in 2005. The source of the chlorinated
solvents is not known; however, Geomatrix, Inc. indicated an “asphalt pit” in
this area of the subject site on Figure 3 of their Phase II assessment report
completed in 1990. Chlorinated solvents detected in groundwater may also be
due to migration from some unknown source upgradient from the subject site.
A groundwater sample collected by Haley & Aldrich in this area of the subject
sitte (GTW-13-1A on the attached figure) confirmed the presence of minor
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contamination associated with chlorinated solvents, including relatively low
concentrations of TCE and VC (43.9 and 38 pg/L, respectively). The VC
concentration exceeds the EPA Region III Risk-Based Screening Level for
residential exposure via ingestion, which may not be applicable to the subject
site. The extent of impact is currently not known, although volatile organic
compounds were reportedly not detected in groundwater samples collected by
AEC at several other locations in 2005, suggesting the extent may be limited to
the southeast corner of the subject site.

SUSPECT RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Consistent with ASTM E 1527-05 Section 12.5 (Report Format), and for the purposes of this
assessment, those RECs that have been identified as being likely present with respect to the subject site
are referred to as Suspect Recognized Environmental Conditions (SRECs). The Phase I assessment
identified seven SRECs.

The following SREC was identified during our December 2013 subject site visit inside the on-site

SREC #1:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

storage building.

Heavy staining near floor drains in the on-site storage building

Medium

Heavy staining of the concrete floor appearing to be caused by hydrocarbons
was observed immediately surrounding two floor drains, one in the
northwestern portion and a second in the southeastern portion of the building.
Although no cracks were apparent in the concrete in the areas where staining
was observed, it is unknown whether the source of the stains has also migrated
into these floor drains or where the floor drains discharge. In addition, the
source of the staining could have penetrated the concrete floor. A potential
therefore exists for apparent hydrocarbon spills or leaks to have migrated to the
subsurface.

The following SRECs were observed on the adjacent property north of the subject site during a site visit
by Haley & Aldrich for the comprehensive Phase I assessment of Buzzard Point in August 2013.

SREC #2:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

SREC #3:
Potential Impact:
Explanation:

Potentially unlined/unpaved sump at Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1* Street SW
Low

On-site stormwater and spills are captured and pumped to a sump in the
southwestern portion of the lot before being disposed off-site by a licensed
contractor. During a site visit to this property, the sump contained large
quantities of oily liquid and it was not possible to ascertain whether the sump
was lined and/or confirm the integrity of the lining. The site representative
could not confirm the status of the sump lining. A potential therefore exists for
hydrocarbons to migrate from the sump to the subsurface.

Heavy staining of concrete at Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1% Street SW

Low

During the site visit to this property, heavy concrete staining was observed at
many locations. The concrete was in moderate to good condition where visible.
In other areas, for example the area surrounding the sump’s pump, the staining
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SREC #4:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

SREC #5:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

was too thick to confirm the integrity of the concrete. A potential therefore
exists for hydrocarbons to migrate to underlying soil and groundwater.

Oil layer in secondary containment under ASTs at Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1*
Street SW

Low

A thick layer of oil was observed at the bottom of the AST tanks in the eastern
portion of this property. It is understood that the flooring of the containment is
paved with concrete. However, the integrity of the concrete could not be
confirmed. @ A potential therefore exists for hydrocarbons to migrate to
underlying soil and groundwater.

Concrete staining in area of an AST at Super Salvage Inc., 1711 1% Street SW
Low

Concrete staining on paving next to an AST was observed in the northern
portion of this property. The concrete paving was in relatively good condition.
However a large quantity of waste had been dumped immediately adjacent to
the AST preventing Haley & Aldrich representatives from confirming the
condition of the concrete beneath this waste. A potential exists for oil to
migrate through the concrete to underlying soil and groundwater.

The following SRECs were identified on the adjacent properties east and south of the subject site.

SREC #6:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

SREC #7:

Potential Impact:

Explanation:

HISTORICAL RECs

Substation operations at Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO) Square
663, Lot 0024

Medium

Due to the age of the substation and the nature of activities taking place, there
is a potential for leaks, spills or PCB-containing materials to be present at this
lot.

Potentially leaking AST and underground pipeline at Potomac Electric Power
Company (PEPCO) Square 609, Lot 0804

Low

A #6 fuel oil AST was installed in the late 1960s at the property at Square
0609, Lot 0804; and Square 0611, Lots 19 and 10. An underground pipeline
was used to connect the AST to the nearby Generating Station. The AST was
decommissioned and the underground pipeline filled in 1981. No information
regarding releases from the AST or pipeline is known. The site was also
employed for bulk fuel storage and vehicle and equipment maintenance and
storage. Two independent sampling programs conducted in 2005 indicated that
soil and groundwater was affected by petroleum hydrocarbon releases. It is
unknown whether more recent studies have been performed and whether soil
and groundwater are still impacted.

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines an HREC as an environmental condition “which in the past
would have been considered a recognized environmental condition, but which may or may not be
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considered a recognized environmental condition currently.” This Phase I assessment identified the
following four HREC:s:.

HREC #1: LUST case # 93094 for an on-site 20,000 gallon gasoline UST historically impacted soil
and groundwater under the subject site and was reported in August 1993. The LUST case received
regulatory closure in May 1994. Based on its status, impacts from the LUST do not present a threat to
human health or the environment under current conditions and it is unlikely that the LUST will require
additional regulatory action.

HREC #2: LUST case # 92076 on an adjacent parcel north of the subject site owned by Rollingwood
Real Estate LLC at 1714 2™ St SW is associated with a gasoline LUST that historically impacted soil
and groundwater. The status of the LUST release is listed as closed. Based on its status, impacts from
the LUST do not present a threat to human health or the environment under current conditions and it is
unlikely that the LUST will require additional regulatory action.

HREC #3: LUST case # 96030 on an adjacent parcel north of the subject site at 1711 1* Street SW,
owned by Super Salvage, Inc., and related to a tank containing gasoline was reported to be impacting
soil and was granted regulatory closure. Based on its status and impacts being limited to soil, impacts
from the LUST do not present a threat to human health or the environment under current site conditions
and it is unlikely that the LUST will require additional regulatory action.

HREC #4: LUST case # 93051 on an adjacent parcel east of the subject site in Square 663, Lot 0024,
PEPCO Generating Station. In 1993, significant gasoline and diesel contamination was discovered in
soil and groundwater on the northern portion of Square 665, Lot 0024. PEPCO performed monitoring
and remediation activities during the 1990s, removing more than 1,000 gallons of LPH. However, the
latest groundwater sampling data reviewed in a 2005 Phase I indicated that total petroleum
hydrocarbons and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes were above applicable regulatory
standards in certain monitoring wells. Based on its status, impacts from the LUST do not present a
threat to human health or the environment under current site conditions and it is unlikely that the LUST
will require additional regulatory action.

DE MINIMIS CONDITIONS

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines de minimis conditions as those conditions which “do not
present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.” The ASTM
E 1527-05 Standard notes that “conditions determined to be de minimis are not recognized
environmental conditions.”

This Phase I assessment identified the following de minimis condition: during the subject site visit
performed in August 2013, minor stains were observed on loose gravel west of the building in the
northwestern portion of the lot maintained by the United States Park Police. On a subsequent site visit
in December 2013, the staining was no longer visible. No odors or stressed vegetation were
encountered during either visit, suggesting that the staining was superficial in nature and unlikely to
have migrated to the subsurface.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In summary, several RECs were identified during the comprehensive Buzzard Point Phase I assessment
in August 2013 and subsequent Phase II sampling. An additional REC was identified during the
December 2013 subject site visit of the storage building (staining around floor drains), which could
impact the proposed development. We recommend that the outfall location for the drains be determined
and additional soil and groundwater sampling be performed to assess the potential subsurface impact
from staining observed around floor drains inside the storage building.

Limited Phase II subsurface sampling described in this report did not delineate the extent of petroleum
impacts detected in soil or groundwater at the subject site, but based on the relatively low
concentrations detected, it is our opinion that additional regulatory action is unlikely under current
subject site conditions. However, if excavation and construction dewatering are necessary for subject
site development, then proper handling of soil and groundwater may be required:

u Groundwater contaminated by gasoline and chlorinated solvents detected near the southeast
corner of the site (in the vicinity of the former gasoline UST and “asphalt pit”) may require
treatment prior to discharge or off-site disposal. If a deep structure (i.e. subsurface parking
garage) is constructed in this area of the subject site that requires long-term dewatering, then a
treatment system may be required, along with appropriate maintenance, permitting, and
monitoring.

L Minor petroleum impacted soil associated with surface staining in the parking lot is not
appropriate for unrestricted use as fill.

L Urban fill encountered at the north end of the subject site along S Street with minor petroleum
impact and metals concentrations may not be appropriate for unrestricted use as fill.

We recommend developing a site-specific health and safety plan and a soil management plan to address
proper handling of excavated soil. If groundwater will be encountered during the proposed
development, then the soil management plan should include proper handling procedures for construction
dewatering. Excavated soil may require characterization and treatment/off-site disposal. The District
Department of the Environment (DDOE) may require submission of a Work Plan to document how the
developer will comply with applicable standards.

Schedule impacts on the proposed development associated with the recommended tasks range from 3 to
6 months, depending upon DDOE review and approval. Potential order of magnitude cost impacts from
the identified RECs on the proposed development range from $60,000 to $370,000 (see Table 3 for
assumptions regarding these order of magnitude costs). Note that these cost ranges assume a nominal
volume of soil (200 cubic yards) and groundwater (4,000 gallons) will require removal for the
proposed development. We have assumed deep foundation designs that produce minimal soil and
groundwater spoils. If shallow foundations or a subsurface structure is constructed on the site, requiring
the removal of a greater volume of soil and groundwater than we have assumed, then we request the
opportunity to revise our order of magnitude cost and schedule impacts accordingly.




9. CREDENTIALS

This Phase I assessment report was prepared by Karin Holland under the direct supervision of Gregory
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operable units at RCRA solid waste facilities and CERCLA sites. He has also provided due diligence
and brownfield support, including various state voluntary cleanup programs in the Mid-Atlantic Region.
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TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF SOIL QUALITY

AKRIDGE PARCEL AT BUZZARD POINT, SQUARE 607, LOT 0013

WASHINGTON, DC
FILE NO.: 40223-002

Page 1 of 2

DCRBSLs for a Commercial Worker

DCRBSLs for a Construction Worker

Table 1 - Detected Constituents in Soil

Surficial Soil (mg/kg) Sub-surface Soil (mg/kg) Soil to Depth of Construction (mg/kg) . . EPA Region Il Location: Lot 607, Square 13 |
Constuent of Concern Ingestion, Inhalation D;féfrjf” Screening Level Sample ID:] GSS607-13-1-3 | GTW-607-1322 | GSS-607-13-3-1
(Vapor Emissions & Indoor Outdoor Ingestion, Inhalation (Vapor Emissions and (RSL) for Residential Depth (ft): 10-15 Lab 5-10 Lab 0-2 Lab
Particulate), & Dermal | Inhalation** Inhalation Particulates) & Dermal Contact (mg/ke) Soil (mg/kg) Date:| 12/5/2013 | Qualifier | 12/5/2013 | Qual | 12/5/2013 [ Qual
Contact Units: mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg
Benzene 4.83E+01 3.36E-02 2.10E+01 6.91E+02 1.00E+00 1.10E+00 c <4.3 <6.1 <4.6 1g
Toluene 8.11E+04 *  6.91E+02 4.49E+05 6.46E+04 1.00E+01 5.00E+03 nc <4.3 <6.1 <4.6
Ethylbenzene 2.32E+02 2.70E-01 1.81E+02 3.18E+03 1.00E+01 5.40E+00 c <4.3 <6.1 <4.6
Xylenes (total) 9.82E+04 *  2.67E+01 1.70E+04 2.39E+04 1.00E+01 6.30E+02 nc <8.6 <12.3 <9.2
Ethylene dibromide (EDB) 1.23E+00 2.02E-03 1.45E+00 1.78E+01 NA 3.40E-02 <4.3 <6.1 NA
Ethylene dichloride (EDC (1,2-DCA)) 2.72E+01 1.58E-02 9.98E+00 3.04E+02 NA 4.30E-01 <4.3 <6.1 NA
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 1.47E+03 1.55E+00 1.00E+03 8.49E+03 NA 4.30E+01 <4.3 <6.1 NA
Acenaphthene 3.30E+04 * NA NA 3.71E+04 NA 3.40E+03 nc <0.398 <4.18 NA
Anthracene 1.65E+05 * NA NA 1.86E+05 NA 1.70E+04 nc <0.398 4.72 NA
Benzo(a)anthracene 2.11E+00 6.85E+02 *  3.00E+05 5.92E+01 NA 1.50E-01 <0.398 8.62 NA
Benzo(a)pyrene 2.11E-01 3.01E+03 *  1.26E+05 5.92E+00 NA 1.50E-02 <0.398 NA
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2.11E+00 2.30E+04 *  2.08E+06 5.92E+01 NA 1.50E-01 <0.398 7.66 NA
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 1.75E+04 * NA NA 2.02E+04 NA NA <0.398 5.03 NA
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 2.10E+01 * 2.50E+04 * 2.04E+06 5.80E+02 NA 1.50E+00 <0.398 6.21 NA
Chrysene 2.10E+02 * 1.41E+04 * 5.23E+06 5.78E+03 NA 1.50E+01 <0.398 9.86 NA
Fluoranthene 2.20E+04 * NA NA 2.48E+04 NA 2.30E+03 nc <0.398 21 NA
Fluorene 2.20E+04 * NA NA 2.48E+04 NA 2.30E+03 nc <0.398 <4.18 NA
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene NA NA NA NA 1.50E-01 <0.398 4.61 NA
Naphthalene 3.22E+02 1.25E+00 8.48E+02 4.16E+03 NA 3.60E+00 <0.398 <4.18 NA
Phenanthrene 1.75E+04 * NA NA 2.02E+04 NA NA <0.398 18.6 NA
Pyrene 1.65E+04 * NA NA 1.86E+04 NA 1.70E+03 nc <0.398 17.6 NA
Notes:

*: Calculated RBSL exceeded saturated soil concentration and calculated value is shown

#: Calculated RBSL exceeded pure component water solubility and calculated value is shown
+: Calculated RBSL exceeded saturated soil vapor concentration and calculated value is shown.
Soil concentrations are presented on a dry weight basis.

**: These values may change when the Division develops the vapor intrusion pathway.

c: Carcinogenic Screening Level (SL) with Target Risk (TR) = 1E-06

nc: Non-carcinogenic Screening Level (SL) with Hazard Index (HI) =1

NA: Not available due to lack of an input parameter.

1g: The internal standard response was below criteria, but there were no detectioins associated with this consituent and the results are unaffectied by this high bias.

BOLD Values

[BOXED Values

SHADED Values

[THICK BOXED Values

Source:

District of Columbia Risk-Based Corrective Action (DCRBCA) Section 5.0 (June 2011)

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region Il Screening Level (RSL) Tables (November 2013)

Haley Aldrich, Inc.

Soil and Groundwater Results Summary with Screening Levels.xls

Exceed the District of Columbia Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation (Vapor Emissions & Particulate), & Dermal Contact with Surficial Soil for Commercial Workers
|Exceed the District of Columbia Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation (Vapor Emissions and Particulates) & Dermal Contact with Soil for Construction Workers

Exceed the EPA Region Il Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation and Dermal Contact with Residential Soil
|Exceed the District of Columbia Petroleum Program Tier 0 Standards for Soil




TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF SOIL QUALITY

AKRIDGE PARCEL AT BUZZARD POINT, SQUARE 607, LOT 0013
WASHINGTON, DC

FILE NO.: 40223-002

Page 2 of 2

DCRBSLs for a Commercial Worker DCRBSLs for a Construction Worker Table 1 - Detected Constituents in Soil
Surficial Soil (mg/kg) Sub-surface Soil (mg/kg) Soil to Depth of Construction (mg/kg) . . EPA Region Il Location: Lot 607, Square 13 |

Constuent of Concern Ingestion, Inhalation D;:':;;j;’" Screening Level Sample ID:]  GSS607-13-1-3 | GTW-607-1322 | GSS-607-13-3-1

(Vapor Emissions & Indoor Outdoor Ingestion, Inhalation (Vapor Emissions and (RSL) for Residential Depth (ft): 10-15 Lab 5-10 Lab 0-2 Lab

Particulate), & Dermal Inhalation** Inhalation Particulates) & Dermal Contact (me/ke) Soil (mg/kg) Date:| 12/5/2013 | Qualifier | 12/5/2013 | Qual | 12/5/2013 | Qual

Contact Units: mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg
TPH-GRO 5.56E+06 *  3.76E+02 2.29E+05 * 1.04E+09 * 1.00E+02 1.10E+01 C <5.6 <7.7 <4.7
TPH-DRO 2.02E+06 *  1.46E+04 * 8.89E+06 * 1.27E+08 * 1.00E+02 6.10E-01 [¢ <6.0 119 184
Antimony NA NA NA NA NA 3.10E+01 nc <0.49 M1, R1 <0.54 NA
Arsenic NA NA NA NA NA 6.10E-01 C 7.1 4.8 NA
Beryllium NA NA NA NA NA 1.40E+03 0.78 R1 0.50 NA
Cadmium NA NA NA NA NA 1.80E+03 0.39 <0.11 NA
Chromium NA NA NA NA NA 2.90E-01 18.2 10.3 NA
Copper NA NA NA NA NA 3.10E+03 nc 18.9 37.9 NA
Lead NA NA NA NA NA 4.00E+02 nc 9.4 170 NA
Nickel NA NA NA NA NA 1.30E+04 C 11 6.9 NA
Selenium NA NA NA NA NA 3.90E+02 nc <0.99 R1 <1.1 NA
Silver NA NA NA NA NA 3.90E+02 nc <0.49 R1 <0.54 NA
Thallium NA NA NA NA NA 7.80E-01 nc <0.99 R1 <1.1 NA
Zinc NA NA NA NA NA 2.30E+04 nc 31.7 78.5 NA
Mercury NA NA NA NA NA 1.00E+01 nc 0.03 R1 4.0 NA
Notes:

*: Calculated RBSL exceeded saturated soil concentration and calculated value is shown

#: Calculated RBSL exceeded pure component water solubility and calculated value is shown

+: Calculated RBSL exceeded saturated soil vapor concentration and calculated value is shown.

Soil concentrations are presented on a dry weight basis.

**: These values may change when the Division develops the vapor intrusion pathway.

c: Carcinogenic Screening Level (SL) with Target Risk (TR) = 1E-06

nc: Non-carcinogenic Screening Level (SL) with Hazard Index (HI) =1

NA: Not available due to lack of an input parameter.

M1: Maxtrix spike recovery exceeded quality control limits. Batch accepted based on laboratory contorl smaple recovery.

R1: Relative Percent Difference value was outside the control limits.

BOLD Values Exceed the District of Columbia Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation (Vapor Emissions & Particulate), & Dermal Contact with Surficial Soil for Commercial Workers
|BOXED Values |Exceed the District of Columbia Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation (Vapor Emissions and Particulates) & Dermal Contact with Soil for Construction Workers
SHADED Values Exceed the EPA Region Il Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation and Dermal Contact with Residential Soil

[THICK BOXED Values |Exceed the District of Columbia Petroleum Program Tier 0 Standards for Soil

Source:
District of Columbia Risk-Based Corrective Action (DCRBCA) Section 5.0 (June 2011)
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region Il Screening Level (RSL) Tables (November 2013)

Haley Aldrich, Inc.
Soil and Groundwater Results Summary with Screening Levels.xls




TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER

AKRIDGE PARCEL AT BUZZARD POINT, SQUARE 607, LOT 0013
WASHINGTON, DC

FILE NO.: 40223-002

Page 1 of 1

Groundwater. and Surface Water Standards at the DCRBSLs for a Construction Worker DCRBSLs for a Commercial Worker EPA Rfeglon I” Table 2 - Detected Constituents in Groundwater
Point of Exposure (POE) Well Screening Level
Groundwater Surface Water (mg/L) Groundwater (mg/L) Groundwater (mg/L) DC Tier 1 Groundwater Location: Lot 607, Square 13
Constuent of Concern (mg/L) Groundwater (mg/L) Sample ID:| GTW-607-13-1A-1 | GTW-607-13-1-1 | GTW-607-13-2A-1 | GTW-607-13-2-1
Class C Class D Outdoor Inhalation Incidental Vapor Indoor Outdoor Incidental  |Standards (mg/L) Depth (ft bgs): 33 21 32 14
ccc Dermal Contact Intrusion Inhalation** Inhalation Dermal Contact Sample Date: 12/12/2013 12/13/2013 12/13/2013 12/13/2013

4-day Avg 30-day Avg Units: mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L
Acetone NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA DCRBSL 1.20E+04 NC <0.025 1.15E-01 7.90E-02 6.25E-01
Benzene 5.00E-03 M 1000 51 1.38E+04 # 4.71E+00 3.06E+03 4.48E-01 1.99E+02 6.78E-02 DCRBSL 3.90E-01 C 1.02E-02 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Toluene 1.00E+00 M 600 15000 7.67E+06 # 1.32E+02 4.92E+07 + 6.22E+03 # 2.76E+06 # 4.75E+01 DCRBSL 8.60E+02 NC <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Ethylbenzene 7.00E-01 M 40 2100 4.22E+04 # 6.20E+00 1.26E+04 1.37E+00 6.08E+02 # 8.93E-02 DCRBSL 1.30E+00 C <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Xylenes (total) 1.00E+01 M 1.75E+05 # 1.81E+02 # 9.02E+05 + 1.42E+02 # 6.28E+04 # 6.50E+01 DCRBSL 1.90E+02 NC <0.002 <0.002 <0.002 <0.002
Ethylene dibromide (EDB) 1.18E-05 2.06E+03 3.58E-01 7.70E+01 6.56E-02 2.96E+01 5.15E-03 DCRBSL 6.50E-03 C <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Ethylene dichloride (EDC (1,2-DCA)) 5.00E-03 M 1.57E+04 # 8.97E+00 9.40E+02 5.06E-01 2.26E+02 1.29E-01 DCRBSL 1.50E-01 C <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 2.20E-02 3.31E+06 # 1.16E+02 1.06E+05 1.06E+02 4.77E+04 6.51E+00 DCRBSL 1.20E+01 C 3.90E-03 5.40E-02 <0.001 <0.001
cis-1,2-Dichloromethane NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 7.02E-02 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
trans-1,2-Dichloromethane NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1.00E-03 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Trichloroethene NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 4.40E-01 C 4.39E-02 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Vinyl chloride NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1.50E-02 C 3.80E-02 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
TPH-GRO 3.45E+01 NA NA # 1.51E+08 271E+02 # 120E+05 # NA 1.00E+00 2.60E+01  C NA <0.080 NA
TPH-DRO 3.45E+01 NA NA # 1.84E+07 1.71E+03 # 7.60E+05 # NA 1.00E+00 1.10E+00 C <0.50 NA <0.50 NA
Notes:

*: Calculated RBSL exceeded saturated soil concentration and calculated value is shown.

#: Calculated RBSL exceeded pure component water solubility and calculated value is shown.

+: Calculated RBSL exceeded saturated soil vapor concentration and calculated value is shown.

Soil concentrations are presented on a dry weight basis.

**: These values may change when the Division develops the vapor intrusion pathway.

c: Carcinogenic Screening Level (SL) with Target Risk (TR) = 1E-06

nc: Non-carcinogenic Screening Level (SL) with Hazard Index (HI) =1

NA: Not available due to lack of an input parameter.

BOLD Values Exceed the District of Columbia Groundwater Standard at the Point of Exposure (POE) Well
[BOXED Values
SHADED Values
|THICK BOXED Values

|Exceed the District of Columbia Petroleum Program Tier 1 Standards for Groundwater

Sources:
District of Columbia Risk-Based Corrective Action (DCRBCA) Section 5.0 (June 2011)
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region Ill Screening Level (RSL) Tables (November 2013)

Haley Aldrich, Inc.
Soil and Groundwater Results Summary with Screening Levels.xls

|Exceed the District of Columbia Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation (Vapor Emissions and Particulates) or Dermal Contact with Soil for Commercial Workers
Exceed the EPA Region Il Risk-Based Screening Levels for Ingestion, Inhalation and Dermal Contact with Groundwater (Un-restricted)



TABLE 3 - ORDER OF MAGNITUDE COST AND SCHEDULE IMPACTS FROM IDENTIFIED RECS
AKRIDGE PARCEL AT BUZZARD POINT, SQUARE 607, LOT 0013

WASHINGTON, DC
FILE NO. 40223-002

Recognized Environmental Conditions

Previous Findings

Limited Phase Il Findings

Potential Impact on Proposed

Potential Remedies

Order of Magnitude Opinion of Cost (Range)

Implementation Schedule

Development Low Assumptions High Assumptions (weeks)*
Soil excavated during construction with DDOE requires a comprehensive assessment
L 5 g. R Develop a Site-Specific Health & Safety Plan and a Soil N . X q " P R
Surface staining (on asphalt of the on-site paved . . , TPH >100 mg/kg DC Tier O Screening . . L Impacted soil has been contaminated with exempt (up to 6 additional temporary wells, soil &
R 1990 Geomatrix Soil Results: TPH 48 to 360 TPH-DRO 119 @ 5-10' & 184 mg/kg @ 0] ) . A Management Plan to guide construction activities and ) X .
parking lot south-southeast of the storage R , Level is not appropriate for unrestricted . . S 10,000 |petroleum fuel(s) only and can be treated at a S 30,000 [groundwater sampling along with additional 4 8
o mg/kg @0-2 2 . . ) proper management of impacted soil encountered . " . . . . '
building) use as fill (may require appropriate during construction petroleum contaminate soil recycling facility waste characterization sampling to confirm
treatment/disposal) g non-hazardous waste for disposal).
If chromium VI >0.029 mg/kg, then soil Geoprobe sampling to collect 8 soil samples
may not appropriate for unrestricted Evaluate chromium VI content in shallow soil S - [Not Required S 10,000 [from O - 5 feet bgs for chromium valence state 4 8
use as fill. analyses.
KREC #1: Y
Arsenic 4.8 mg/kg and chromium 10.3
Urban fill encountered in two borings at depths 2005 AEC Soil Results: Lead 10.9 ppm @ 2', mg/kg @ 5-10'. Arsenic may be o o . . .
e o b 8 P 170 & 75.1 ppm @ 4', 130 & 83.4ppm @ 5', | consistent with background and If off'-5|te dlspo'sal of exca.vated soil is Off-site transportation & disposal of up to 200 Off-site transportation & disposal of up to 200
pp y g 140 & 10.2 ppm @ 6', 28 ppm @8' chromium may be present as insoluble required: 1) soils contaminated by' o . ‘ ‘ cuyds (2 east—west'transects'400 x5'x1.3"ea) of cuyds of non-hazardous waste soil at 2
salts (chromium Il1). exempt pgtroleurﬁ fuels maY be suitable|Off-site dllsposal of impacted soil excavated during s 20,000 getroleum-contamlnat?d §0|I (propertY OM{ner will s 30,000 | permitted solid waste management facility. 2 8
for recycling 2) soils contaminated by  |construction sign a waste profile to indicate contamination . . .
A . - Range could be higher if greater volumes of soil
other sources may require disposal at a associated with virgin petroleum fuels only to be .
. . ) ) are excavated for disposal.
permitted landfill. acceptable for soil recycling)
Install a geomembrane vapor barrier (up to 10K]|
. . . . sqft occupied structure). Does not include cost
2013 H&A Groundwater Results: Vapor Intrusion (V) potential may exist Install an impermeable barrier to prevent VI S - [Not Required S 20,000 for granular bedding material beneath slab, 0 2
for construction of occupied structures which is required.
due to PAHs detected in soil and VOCs
detected in groundwater. Air permit, design and installation for up to 10K
2005 AEC Groundwater Results: vinyl chloride Install sub-slab ventilation $ - | Not Required S 40,000 |sqft occupied structure over areas with VI 0 6
Former asphaIF pit identified on Figure 3 of a 160 ?pb, trans-1,2-dichloroethene 10 ppb, cis- VOCs: vinyl chloride 38 ppb, trans-1,2- potential
KREC #2: (1990 (l.:eomatl:lx, Inc. assessrfnint report; located 1,2t;d|chl;1)|roethine l,j(;%gpb,bb;nzene 11 dichloromethene 1 ppb, cis-1,2- Timited to 4,000 gallons pumped to an on-site
near the southeast corner of the site ppb, trichloroethene 4, ppl : tank with truck | and di |
tetrachloroethene 5.6 ppb dlchlorometh.ene 70.2 ppb, benzene Containment & off-site disposal or on-site treatment Limited to 4,000 gallons pumped to an on-site tank n’c:)nn r\:\;lzar\éicusr;isiznmlz::r Z:a I:fn(:?;e:s
10.2 ppb & trichloroethene 43.9 ppb Management of contaminated & monitoring prior to discharge may be required for | $ 5,000 |with vac truck removal and disposal as petroleum- | $ 10,000 disposal facility. Range could be :I her if 0 2
groundwater may be required if construction dewatering. contaminated water P Y. Rang g
encountered during construction or long| greater volumes of water are removed for
P . disnosal
term dewatering is required for Installation of an on-site treatment system, long-term NPDES permit, design & installation of an on-
subsurface structures. - , a » sori
site treatment system, 5 yrs monitoring &
TPH-GRO: 2.1 mg/L monitoring & maintenance may be required for $ - | Not Required S 85,000 4 v i g 0 12
N maintenance for long-term dewatering of
dewatering of subsurface structures.
subsurface structures.
The outfall for these drains has not been|Review construction drawings for the storage building Geoprobe sampling to collect up to 3 sub slab soil Impact from the site is confirmed in the storm
SREC #1: Heavy staining on the concrete floor around floor N/A N/A determined. Potential subsurface to determine the location of floor drain discharge s 20,000 samples, up to 2 storm drain sediment samples & up 30,000 drain, requiring remediation (sediment s 1
" |drains in the on-site storage building. impacts associated the stains has not piping or conduct a dye tracer study. Collect sub-slab ’ to 2 additional temporary wells, soil & groundwater ’ flushing/removal or other approach to
been evaluated. soil samples around the floor drains. sampling. mitigate).
HREC: a 20,000 gallon gasoline LUST (case # DDOE accepts the Soil Management Plan without
) 8 . 8 ( PAHs: benzo(a)anthracene 8.62 mg/kg, R iri b i s i iati
93094) impacted soil and groundwater under the X , Selected PAHs in soil exceed DCRBSLs X X requiring entry into the Voluntary Cleanup Program VCP or Site Response & Remediation Program
) ) K 2005 AEC Soil Results: TPH 45 ppm @4' and 11|benzo(a)pyrene 8.67 mg/kg & ) . |HASP & Soil Management Plan for KREC #1 to include N o .
HREC #1: [subject site and was reported in August 1993. \ for Commercial Workers & Construction . . . S - |(VCP). Disposal contractor accepts waste S 15,000 |support to enter the site into an applicable 0 10
X N ppm @ 6' along southern property boundary |benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.66 mg/kg @ 5- potential petroleum impacted soil. L L
The LUST case received regulatory closure in May 10' Workers characterization sample results from the Limited regulatory program.
1994. Phase II.
On-site environmental monitoring during
excavation/dewatering activities (up to 3
Associated environmental - A months), colnfirmation soil sampling/analysis
Work Plan development. S 5,000 |DDOE accepts a modified Soil Management Plan. S 100,000 |(up to 13 soil samples for TPH/BTEX/metals), 1 10
management ) X . .
confirmation groundwater sampling/analysis
(up to 4 water samples for TPH/BTEX/metals),
PID monitoring and reporting.
Order of Magnitude Cost Range for Impacts on Order of Magnitude Schedule Impacts on|
Proposed Development from Identified RECs: $ 60,000 to $ 370,000 Proposed Development from Identified RECs:| 13 26
Note:

* Assumes most activities can be performed concurrently and that DDOT/DCRA reviews will be completed within 4 to 6 weeks.
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Haley & Aldrich, Inc.
7926 Jones Branch Dr.
Suite 870

McLean, VA 22102

Tel: 703.336.6200
HALEY& Fax: 703.356.4699

ALDRICH HaleyAldrich.com

28 June 2013
File No. 40223-970

McKissack & McKissack
1401 New York Avenue, NW
Suite 900

Washington, DC 20005

Attention: William J. Carlson
Senior Project Manager

Subject: Proposal for Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Potomac Avenue & 1% Street SW
Washington, DC

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Haley & Aldrich, Inc., is pleased to submit this proposal to provide environmental consulting services.
This proposal presents our scope of work to perform a Phase I environmental site assessment (Phase I
ESA) at the above-referenced site (subject site), using methods consistent with the ASTM E 1527-05
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process
(ASTM E 1527-05 Standard) as referenced in 40 CFR Part 312 (the All Appropriate Inquiries [AAI]
Rule).

The completion of this Phase I ESA is only one component of the process required to satisfy the AAI
Rule. In addition, the user must adhere to a set of user responsibilities as defined by the
ASTM E 1527-05 Standard and the AAI Rule. User responsibilities are discussed below. A user
seeking protection from Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA) liability as an innocent landowner, bona fide prospective purchaser, or contiguous property
owner must complete all components of the AAI process in addition to meeting ongoing obligations.
AAI components, CERCLA liability relief, and ongoing obligations are discussed in the AAI Rule and
in Appendix XI of the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard.

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING AND BACKGROUND
It is our understanding that McKissack & McKissack is in the process of preparing a Feasibility Study
for proposed development of the subject site, and in connection with the Feasibility Study, desires a

Phase I ESA of the subject site consistent with the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard practices.

Haley & Aldrich understands the subject site consists of the following parcels bounded by Potomac
Avenue, SW, 2™ Street, SW, T Street, SW and Half Street, SW:

n Square 0605, Lots 0007 & 0802 (1711 & 1714 1* Street, SW)
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u Square 0607, Lot 0013
| Square 0661, Lots 0800, 0805 and 0804
| Square 0665, Lot 0024 (1930 1* Street, NW)

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objective of a Phase I assessment is to identify known and suspect “recognized environmental
conditions” (RECs), historical RECs (HRECs), and de minimis conditions associated with the subject
site by evaluating site history, existing observable conditions, current site use, and current and former
uses of adjoining properties as well as potential releases at surrounding properties that may impact the
subject site. RECs are defined in the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “the presence or likely presence of
any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing
release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum
products into structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater, or surface water at the
property. The term includes hazardous substances or petroleum products even under conditions in
compliance with laws. The term is not intended to include de minimis conditions that generally do not
present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.” A material threat
is defined by the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “a physically observable or obvious threat which is
reasonably likely to lead to a release that, in the opinion of the environmental professional, is
threatening and might result in impact to public health or the environment.”

Consistent with ASTM E 1527-05 Section 12.5 (Report Format), and for the purposes of this
assessment, those RECs that have been identified as being present with respect to the subject site are
referred to as Known Recognized Environmental Conditions (KRECs), and those RECs that have been
identified as being likely present with respect to the subject site are referred to as Suspect Recognized
Environmental Conditions (SRECs). The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard defines HRECs as environmental
conditions “which in the past would have been considered a recognized environmental condition, but
which may or may not be considered a recognized environmental condition currently.”

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard requires an environmental professional’s opinion of the potential
impacts of RECs, HRECs, and de minimis conditions identified on a site during a Phase I assessment.
Our conclusions regarding the potential impact of RECs, HRECs, and de minimis on the subject site are
intended to help the user evaluate the “business environmental risk” associated with the subject site,
defined in the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “a risk which can have a material environmental or
environmentally-driven impact on the business associated with the current or planned use of a parcel of
commercial real estate, not necessarily limited to those environmental issues required to be investigated
in this practice. Consideration of business environmental risk issues may involve addressing one or
more non-scope considerations...” The non-scope considerations listed in the ASTM E 1527-05
Standard are discussed below in the Authorization section of this proposal.

The Phase I assessment work scope has been developed to be consistent with the ASTM E 1527-05
Standard, based on our current understanding of the subject site. The Phase I assessment consists of
four components: Records Review, Site Reconnaissance, Interviews, and Report Preparation.
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SCOPE OF WORK

Records Review - Haley & Aldrich will assemble and review readily available information on
site history and usage as it relates to the presence of hazardous substances and petroleum
products that would constitute RECs on the subject site. The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard lists
standard and additional records for review.

We will review information from the mandatory databases within the ASTM-specified
approximate minimum search distances. The mandatory databases include: NPL; Delisted
NPL; CERCLIS; CERCLIS NFRAP; ERNS; RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD; RCRA
CORRACTS TSD; RCRA Generators; Federal Institutional and Engineering Controls; State
and Tribal Landfills and Solid Waste Disposal Sites; State and Tribal equivalent NPL and
CERCLIS Sites; State and Tribal Registered Storage Tanks; State and Tribal Leaking Storage
Tanks; State and Tribal Institutional and Engineering Controls; State and Tribal Voluntary
Clean-up Sites; and State and Tribal Brownfields Sites. We intend to use an electronic database
service to provide a report summarizing information from the required records, and will rely on
the database service to conform to ASTM requirements for currency of the information.
Should the database search report identify listed sites with the potential to impact the subject
site, Haley & Aldrich may review the federal or state files pertaining to the listed sites, as
reasonably ascertainable and practically reviewable. The budget presented below does not
include costs for review of files at more than one agency’s office.

As required by ASTM, a current 7.5-minute USGS topographic map or equivalent will be used
to evaluate the physical setting in the subject site area, and will be supplemented by
discretionary review of readily available information concerning surface topography, surface
water, soil, bedrock, and groundwater conditions on and in the vicinity of the subject site.

To complete the ASTM records review, Haley & Aldrich may contact one or more of the
following agencies concerning the subject site: Health Department, Fire Department, Water
Department, Zoning Board, and Engineering Department. We will contact the agencies for
information concerning records related to storage, use, or release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products that may constitute RECs on the subject site, and will document our
contacts in writing.

ASTM requires that “obvious uses” of the subject site be identified from the present back to the
first developed use or back to 1940, whichever is earlier. In order to complete that task, Haley
& Aldrich will review one or more of the following ASTM-listed standard historical sources:
aerial photographs, fire insurance maps, property tax files, recorded land title records, USGS
topographic maps, local street directories, building department records, and zoning/land use
records. Haley & Aldrich may also review ASTM-listed “other historical sources” including
newspaper archives, internet sites, and local libraries and historical societies.

Haley & Aldrich will review reports previously prepared for the subject site, if provided.
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Pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard, records identified by ASTM as "Additional" or
"Other" will be reviewed when, in Haley & Aldrich's judgment, they are (1) reasonably
ascertainable; (2) sufficiently useful, accurate, and complete; and (3) generally obtained
pursuant to local good commercial or customary practice.

Site Reconnaissance - Haley & Aldrich will visit the subject site and view interior and exterior
conditions to assess the nature and type of activities that have been conducted with respect to
the potential for RECs to be present. Haley & Aldrich will observe and document visible
evidence of current and past usage of the subject site, particularly related to potential filling,
previous structures, sewage disposal systems, hazardous substances, petroleum products,
storage tanks, and evidence of spills or releases of hazardous substances or petroleum products.
Conditions of adjoining properties will also be observed from the subject site boundaries and/or
public thoroughfares.

We understand that you will make all areas of the subject site accessible to our representative(s)
for the site visit. For budgeting purposes, we have assumed that all areas of the subject site will
be made accessible and that the site reconnaissance will be conducted in one site visit.

Our observations and conclusions related to the site reconnaissance may be limited by
prevailing weather conditions or other conditions at the time of our site visit. Our report will
include a discussion of factors limiting our site reconnaissance, if applicable.

Interviews with Owners and Occupants - The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard requires that
interviews be performed with a “key site manager” (the owner or occupant of the subject site)
and with representatives of building occupants. In accordance with ASTM, an interview will be
conducted with a representative of each occupant if the building has five or fewer occupants. If
the building contains more than five occupants, an interview will be conducted with those major
occupants, as defined by ASTM, and those occupants whose operations could indicate RECs in
connection with the subject site. We request that the current owner(s) or representative(s) be
notified of our visit and asked to participate in an interview regarding subject site usage and
history. If the subject site is abandoned, ASTM requires interviews with one or more owners or
occupants of neighboring or nearby properties. Further, as required by the ASTM E 1527-05
Standard, we ask that you request the current site owner to assemble and make available to
Haley & Aldrich copies of previous environmental investigation reports and audits of the
property, and other information related to storage, use, or release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products at the site, such as environmental permits, registrations for tanks, material
safety data sheets, or waste disposal records.

Interview with State and/or Local Government Officials - Haley & Aldrich may interview one
or more state and/or local government officials in conjunction with the state and local
government records review with the intention to obtain information indicating RECs in
connection with the subject site.

Evaluation and Report - Haley & Aldrich will interpret the information and data assembled
from work scope items No. 1 through No. 4 above, and will formulate conclusions regarding
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evidence of RECs at the subject site and their potential impact on the subject site. We will
prepare three copies of a report summarizing the results of our assessment and discussing our
conclusions regarding the potential presence and impact of RECs in connection with the subject
site, based on the work scope described above.

The report will be prepared in accordance with the standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312
(the AAI Rule), and consistent with the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard. Documentation supporting the
conclusions presented will be appended to the report. As required by ASTM, our final report will
include declarations that the Phase I assessment was conducted consistent with the scope and limitations
of the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard, and the persons who signed the report meet the definition of
environmental professional. In addition, the Phase I assessment report will indicate whether RECs
were or were not identified in connection with the subject site, and whether there were data gaps. If
data gaps were identified, Haley & Aldrich will indicate whether they are considered significant (i.e.,
affect our ability to identify conditions indicative of RECs).

USER RESPONSIBILITIES
The AAI Rule requires that the user of the report consider the following:

L Whether the user has specialized knowledge about previous ownership or uses of the subject
site that may be material to identifying RECs;

L whether the user has determined that the subject site’s Title contains environmental liens or
other information related to the environmental condition of the property, including engineering
and institutional controls and Activity and Use Limitations (AULSs), as defined by ASTM;

L] whether the user is aware of commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information about
the subject site including whether or not the presence of contamination is likely on the subject
site and to what degree it can be detected; and

L whether the user has prior knowledge that the price of the subject site has been reduced for
environmentally related reasons.

We request that you provide this information to us for inclusion in our report. Though it is not required
by the AAI Rule or the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard that this information be provided to Haley &
Aldrich, failure on the part of the user to obtain such information for their own records, should it be
reasonably ascertainable, may invalidate the user’s compliance with the AAI Rule for CERCLA
liability protection in the future.

COSTS

Services associated with completing work scope items Nos. 1 through 5 will be conducted for a lump
sum of $10,000. That lump sum fee does not include costs related to meetings or lengthy conference
calls. Meetings, lengthy conference calls, and other additional services, if required, will be billed
separately in accordance with our attached Standard Rate Schedule.
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SCHEDULE

We will provide a draft summary of our findings, to include a description of RECs identified, as well as
any data failures that may affect our assessment, if applicable, within two weeks following receipt of
written authorization to proceed. We will provide a Final copy of our Phase I ESA report for your
review within three to four weeks of our receipt of a signed copy of this proposal.

The majority of the information from the Phase I assessment should be available within 2 to 3 weeks of
authorization to proceed. Please note, however, that responses to agency records requests may not be
received within that time frame. At your discretion, we can either wait for the response to the requests
prior to preparing our Final Phase I ESA report, or we can supplement the report with the responses if
they are received and contain information that would alter our conclusions.

AUTHORIZATION

Our work scope for this project will be performed in accordance with the standards and practices set
forth in 40 CFR Part 312, and consistent with the ASTM E 1527-05 Standard for Phase I
ESAs. Organizations other than ASTM have also developed “guidelines” or “standards” for
environmental site assessments and the scope of work herein may vary from the specific guidelines or
standards issued by other organizations. If this project requires conformance with a guideline or
standard other than ASTM, we will be pleased to review our proposal considering the specific
requirements, and revise and resubmit this proposal, if necessary.

Our report will be prepared for your exclusive use, solely for the purposes stated in this proposal. The
report may not be used or relied upon by any other party, without the prior written permission of Haley
& Aldrich. We agree, however, that the report may be conveyed to the District of Columbia
Department of General Services, if applicable, subject to their acceptance of the terms of this
proposal. Any other use of this report without written authorization of Haley & Aldrich shall be at
such other person’s or entity’s sole risk, and shall be without legal exposure or liability to Haley &
Aldrich.

No subsurface explorations or chemical analysis of environmental media (e.g., soils or groundwater)
will be performed during this assessment. Therefore, our conclusions regarding the evidence of RECs
will be based on observations of existing visible conditions, and on our interpretation of subject site
history and site usage information. Further, our conclusions regarding the presence of hazardous
substances and petroleum products may not be applicable to areas beneath existing structures, unless
specific subsurface exploration, sampling, and/or analytical information is available and reviewed by us
for such areas.

The ASTM E 1527-05 Standard includes the following list of “additional issues” that are non-scope
considerations outside of the scope of the ASTM Phase I practice: asbestos-containing materials,
radon, lead-based paint, lead in drinking water, wetlands, regulatory compliance, cultural and historic
resources, industrial hygiene, health and safety, ecological resources, endangered species, indoor air
quality, bio-agents, and mold. Assessment of these items is not included in our proposed work scope.
A limited assessment of the presence of PCBs is included in the ASTM work scope. Accordingly, our
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assessment of the presence of PCBs is limited to those potential sources specified in the
ASTM E 1527-05 Standard as “electrical or hydraulic equipment known or likely to contain PCBs, to
the extent visually and or physically observed or identified from the interview or records review.”

Consulting services will be provided in accordance with our “Standard Terms and Conditions, 2003”,
which is integral to this proposal.

If the above arrangements are satisfactory to you, please indicate your approval by signing and
returning one copy of this proposal. When accepted by you, this proposal together with the attached
Terms and Conditions will constitute our Agreement.

CLOSING

Thank you for inviting Haley & Aldrich to submit this proposal. We look forward to our association
with you on the project. Should you have any questions regarding the proposal, please do not hesitate
to contact us.

Sincerely yours, This proposal, and the attached "Standard Terms

HALEY & ALDRICH, INC. and Conditions, 2003" are understood and accepted:
W MCKISSACK & MCKISSACK

Gregory B. Grose, PG By

Senior Project Manager (authorized signature)

M% 5 (print or type name)

David A. Schoenwolf, PE

Senior Vice President Title
Date
Attachments:
Standard Terms and Conditions, 2003
Standard Rate Schedule

C:\Users\ggrose\Documents\McKissack & McKissackiM&M Potomac Ave SW DC Phase I Proposal.docx




HALEY
ALDRICH

1. General

These Standard Terms and Conditions, together with the
attached proposal and Standard Fee Schedule, constitute
the Agreement between Haley & Aldrich and the entity or
person to whom the proposal is addressed ("Client") to
perform basic or additional services. The Standard Fee
Schedule may be omitted for lump sum type Agreements.

2. Performance of Services

Haley & Aldrich's services will be performed in
accordance with generally accepted practices of engineers
and/or scientists providing similar services at the same
time, in the same locale, and under like circumstances.
Client agrees that Haley & Aldrich has been engaged to
provide professional services only, and that Haley &
Aldrich does not owe a fiduciary responsibility to Client.
No other warranty, expressed or implied, is included or
intended by this Agreement.

3. Environmental Professional Services

Haley & Aldrich employees may serve as Environmental
Professionals under state or federal programs, which may
include rendering opinions regarding site assessments and
remediation. In carrying out such functions, the
Environmental Professional will select such explorations,
data collections, remediation actions or other services
which, in the Environmental Professional’s opinion, are
appropriate, under the statutes and regulations, to
establish a basis for such opinion. Client acknowledges
that a federal, state or local agency may review, comment
and/or audit Haley & Aldrich’s services and may require
additional site activities, even though Haley & Aldrich and
such Environmental Professionals have each performed
such services in accordance with the standard of care set
forth herein. Client agrees to compensate Haley &
Aldrich for services performed in response to such an
audit at Haley & Aldrich’s billing rates then in effect.

4. Payment

Invoices will generally be submitted monthly. Payment
will be due within thirty (30) days of invoice date.
Interest will be added to accounts in arrears at the rate of
one and one-half (1.5) percent per month on the
outstanding balance. In the event Haley & Aldrich must
engage counsel to enforce overdue payments, Client will
reimburse Haley & Aldrich for all reasonable attorney's
fees and court costs.

5. Insurance

Haley & Aldrich will maintain: workers’ compensation
insurance as required under the laws of the state in which
the services will be performed; commercial general
liability insurance with a combined single limit of
$1,000,000 per occurrence and $2,000,000 in the
aggregate for bodily injury, including death and property
damage; automobile liability insurance with a combined
single limit of $1,000,000 per occurrence; professional

Standard Terms and Conditions 2003

liability insurance in the amount of $1,000,000 per claim
and in the aggregate; and contractor’s pollution liability
insurance in the amount of $1,000,000 per occurrence and
in the aggregate. Haley & Aldrich will furnish Client
with a certificate of insurance evidencing the coverages
listed above and providing thirty (30) days prior written
notice in the event of cancellation or material change in
coverage.

6. Confidentiality

Haley & Aldrich will hold confidential all business and
technical information obtained or generated in performing
of services under this Agreement. Haley & Aldrich will
not disclose such information without Client's consent
except to the extent required for: (1) performance of
services under this Agreement; (2) compliance with
professional standards of conduct for preservation of the
public safety, health, and welfare; (3) compliance with
any court order, statute, law, or governmental directive;
and/or (4) protection of Haley & Aldrich against claims or
liabilities arising from the performance of services under
this Agreement. Haley & Aldrich's obligations hereunder
shall not apply to information in the public domain or
lawfully obtained on a non-confidential basis from others.

7.  Ownership of Documents and Processes

All documents (including drawings, specifications,
estimates, field notes, and other data) and all processes
(including scientific, technological, software, and other
concepts, whether or not patentable) created, prepared, or
furnished under this Agreement by Haley & Aldrich, or
Haley & Aldrich's independent contractors and
consultants pursuant to this Agreement, are instruments of
service and shall remain the property of Haley & Aldrich
whether or not the Project is completed. Haley & Aldrich
shall retain ownership of all documents and processes, and
any copyright or right to patent thereto. Client may make
and retain copies thereof as is necessary for completion,
occupancy or operation of the project by Client or others;
however, such documents are not intended or represented
to be suitable for additions or alterations to the project,
use on any other project or completion of the project
without Haley & Aldrich’s professional involvement.

Any reuse or modification without written verification or
adaptation by Haley & Aldrich for the specific purpose
intended is at Client's sole risk and without liability or
legal exposure to Haley & Aldrich or its independent
contractors or consultants. Client shall indemnity,
defend, and hold harmless Haley & Aldrich and its
independent contractors, and consultants from all claims,
damages, losses, and expenses, including attorney's fees,
arising out of or resulting therefrom. Any such
verification or adaptation will entitle Haley & Aldrich to
further compensation.

Standard Terms and Conditions 2003
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8. Electronic Media

Client recognizes that data, plans, specifications, reports,
documents, or other information recorded on or
transmitted as electronic media are subject to undetectable
alteration, either intentional or unintentional. Accordingly,
documents provided to Client in electronic media are for
informational purposes only and are not an end product.
Client agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold Haley &
Aldrich harmless from any claims, liabilities, losses or
damages arising out of the reuse of alteration of electronic
media. Haley & Aldrich makes no warranties, either
expressed or implied, regarding the fitness or suitability of
the electronic media.

9. Suspension of Work and Termination

Client may, at any time, suspend further work by Haley &
Aldrich or terminate this Agreement. Suspension or
termination shall be by written notice effective seven (7)
days after receipt by Haley & Aldrich. Client agrees to
compensate Haley & Aldrich for all services performed
and commitments made prior to the effective date of the
suspension or termination, together with reimbursable
expenses including those of subcontractors,
subconsultants, and vendors.

If Client fails to make payment when due for services and
reimbursable expenses, Haley & Aldrich may, upon seven
(7) days' written notice to Client, suspend performance of
services under this Agreement. Unless payment in full is
received by Haley & Aldrich within seven (7) days of the
date of the notice, the suspension shall take effect without
further notice. In the event of a suspension of services,
Haley & Aldrich shall have no liability to Client for delay
or damage to Client or others because of such suspension
of services.

10. Force Majeure

Except for Client’s obligation to pay for services
rendered, no liability will attach to either party from delay
in performance or nonperformance caused by
circumstances or events beyond the reasonable control of
the party affected, including, but not limited to, acts of
God, fire, flood, unanticipated site or subsurface
conditions, explosion, war, request or intervention of a
governmental authority (foreign or domestic), court order
(whether at law or in equity), labor relations, accidents,
delays or inability to obtain materials, equipment, fuel or
transportation.

Delays within the scope of this article that cumulatively
exceed thirty (30) calendar days shall, at the option of
either party, make this Agreement subject to termination
or renegotiation. Should the Client require that Haley &
Aldrich maintain its personnel and equipment available
during the delay period, Client agrees to compensate
Haley & Aldrich for the additional labor, equipment, and
any and all other direct costs associated with Haley &
Aldrich in maintaining its personnel on Site during the
delay period.

11. Mold/Biological Pollutants

Client agrees that Haley & Aldrich shall have no liability
for any claim, direct or indirect, for bodily injury or
property damage, including loss of use, arising from,
alleged to arise from, or caused by the presence of, or
exposure to, any Mold or other Biological Pollutants in or
around any structure. In addition, Client shall defend,
indemnify, and hold harmless Haley & Aldrich from
third-party claims for damages arising from, or alleged to
arise from, or caused by the presence of or exposure to,
any Mold or other Biological Pollutant in or around any
structure, except for damages arising from or caused by
Haley & Aldrich’s sole negligence.

The term “Mold or other Biological Pollutants” includes,
but is not limited to, molds, fungi, spores, bacteria, and
viruses, and the by-products of biological organisms.

12. Subsurface Risks

Client recognizes that special risks occur whenever
engineering or related disciplines are applied to identity
subsurface conditions. Even a comprehensive sampling
and testing program, implemented with appropriate
equipment and experienced personnel under the direction
of a trained professional who functions in accordance with
a professional standard of practice, may fail to detect
certain hidden conditions. Environmental, geological, and
geotechnical conditions that Haley & Aldrich may infer to
exist between sampling points may differ significantly
from those that actually exist. The passage of time also
must be considered, and Client recognizes that due to
natural occurrences or direct or indirect human
intervention at or near the site, actual conditions may
quickly change. Client realizes that these risks cannot be
eliminated altogether, but certain techniques can be
applied to reduce them to a level that may be tolerable.
The services included in this Agreement are those which
Client agreed to, or selected, consistent with Client's risk
preferences and other considerations.

13. Disclosure of Hazards (Right-to-Know)

Haley & Aldrich will take reasonable precautions for the
health and safety of Haley & Aldrich's employees while at
the site. Client will obtain from Site Owner, and furnish
to Haley & Aldrich, at the time of Client's authorization
to proceed, all available information concerning oil,
hazardous, toxic, radioactive or asbestos material in, on
or near the site. If a hazardous material or condition is
discovered that had not been disclosed to Haley & Aldrich,
then, upon notification, Client and Haley & Aldrich shall
seek to determine an equitable adjustment to be made to
this Agreement. In addition, Client agrees to assume all
liability and shall hold Haley & Aldrich harmless from
any claims, losses, liabilities or damages arising out of
personal injury or death resulting from such hazardous
material or condition.

14. Public Responsibility
Client acknowledges that Client or the site owner, as the
case may be, is now and shall remain in control of the site
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for all purposes at all times. Except as required by law or
regulation, Haley & Aldrich will not report to any federal,
state, county, or local public agencies having jurisdiction
over the subject matter, any conditions existing at the site
that may present a danger to public health, safety, or the
environment. Client agrees to notify each federal, state,
county, and local public agency, as they each may
require, of the existence of any condition at the site that
may present a potential danger to public health, safety, or
the environment.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the foregoing, Haley &
Aldrich will comply with subpoenas; judicial orders or
government directives; federal, state, county, and local
laws, regulations, and ordinances; and codes regarding the
reporting to the appropriate public agencies of findings
with respect to potential dangers to public health, safety,
or the environment. Haley & Aldrich shall have no
liability to Client or to any other person or entity for
reports or disclosures made in accordance with such
requirements. Client shall defend, indemnify, and hold
Haley & Aldrich harmless from and against any and all
claims, demands, liabilities, and expense, including
reasonable attorneys' fees incurred by Haley & Aldrich
and arising directly or indirectly out of reporting such
information under a bona fide belief or upon advice of
counsel that such reporting or disclosure is required by
law.

15. Site and Subsurface Investigations

Client agrees to furnish right of entry and permission for
Haley & Aldrich to perform surveys, borings, and other
investigations, including subsurface explorations, pursuant
to the scope of services. Haley & Aldrich will take
reasonable precautions to minimize damage to the
property and exercise reasonable care when locating
underground structures in the vicinity of proposed
subsurface explorations. If Haley & Aldrich is required to
restore the property or subsurface conditions or structures
to its former condition, the cost plus fifteen (15) percent
will be added to the fee. Client shall indemnify, defend,
and hold harmless Haley & Aldrich and its independent
contractors and consultants from any and all claims,
damages, losses, and expenses (including attorneys’ fees),
arising out of or resulting from any such damage, except
to the extent caused by Haley & Aldrich’s negligence.

16. Samples

Samples of soil, water, waste, rock, or other materials
collected from the site will be disposed of 14 days after
submission of Haley & Aldrich's report or other
deliverables unless Client advises otherwise in writing or
unless applicable law requires their retention. We will
dispose of such samples by contract with a qualified waste
disposal contractor. Client agrees to pay all costs
associated with the storage, transport, and disposal of
samples, and to indemnify Haley & Aldrich for any
liability arising therefrom. If samples must be stored by
Haley & Aldrich for a period in excess of 14 days after
completion of Haley & Aldrich's report, or other

deliverables, Client agrees to pay an additional fee for
storage as determined by Haley & Aldrich. Client
recognizes and agrees that Haley & Aldrich is a bailee and
assumes no title to said waste or samples nor any
responsibility as generator of said waste or samples.

17. Services During Construction

If Haley & Aldrich provides services including the
performance of services during the construction phase of
the project, it is understood that the purpose of such
services, including visits to the Site, will be to enable
Haley & Aldrich to better perform the duties and
responsibilities assigned to and undertaken by it as a
design professional, and to determine, in general, if
construction is proceeding in a manner indicating that the
completed work of Contractors will conform generally to
the Contract Documents.

Haley & Aldrich shall not, during such visits or as a result
of observations of construction, supervise, direct, or have
control over Contractors’ work nor shall Haley & Aldrich
have authority over, or responsibility for, the means,
methods, sequences or procedures of construction selected
by the Contractors or safety precautions and programs
incident to the work of Contractors or for any failure of
Contractors to comply with laws, rules, regulations,
ordinances, codes or orders applicable to Contractors
furnishing and performing their work. Haley & Aldrich
does not guarantee the performance of the construction
contract by the Contractors, and does not assume
responsibility for Contractors’ failure to furnish and
perform their work in accordance with the Contract
Documents.

If Haley & Aldrich's services during construction include
shop drawing review, Haley & Aldrich will review (or
take other appropriate action with respect to) shop
drawings, samples, and other data which Contractors are
required to submit, but only for conformance with the
design concept of the project and compliance with the
information given in the Contract Documents. Such
review or other actions shall not extend to means,
methods, techniques, sequences, or procedures of
manufacture (including the design of manufactured
products) or construction, or to safety precautions and
programs incident thereto. Haley & Aldrich's review or
other actions shall not constitute approval of an assembly
or product of which an item is a component, nor shall it
relieve the Contractors of (a) their obligations regarding
review and approval of any such submittals, and (b) their
exclusive responsibility for the means, methods,
sequences, and procedures of construction, including
safety of construction.

18. Reliance

Any opinions rendered pursuant to this Agreement are for
the sole and exclusive use of Client, and are not intended
for the use of, or reliance upon, by any third parties
without the prior written approval of Haley & Aldrich.
Client agrees to indemnify, hold harmless, and defend
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Haley & Aldrich to the fullest extent permitted by law for
any claims, losses, or damages allegedly suffered by third
parties due to the unauthorized reliance on any opinion
provided hereunder.

19. Waiver of Consequential Damages

Neither party, nor their parent, affiliated or subsidiary
companies, nor the officers, directors, agents, employees,
or contractors of any of the foregoing, shall be liable to
the other in any action or claim for incidental, indirect,
special, collateral, consequential, exemplary or punitive
damages arising out of or related to the Services, whether
the action in which recovery of damages is sought is based
upon contract, tort (including, to the greatest extent
permitted by law, the sole, concurrent or other
negligence, whether active or passive, and strict liability
of any protected individual or entity), statute or otherwise.

20. Hazardous Substance Claims

By authorizing Haley & Aldrich to proceed with the
services, Client confirms that Haley & Aldrich has not
created nor contributed to the presence of any hazardous
substances or conditions at or near the Site. Client
recognizes that there is an inherent risk in drilling borings,
pushing or driving probes, excavating trenches, or
implementing other methods of exploration at or near a site
contaminated by hazardous materials. Further, Client
recognizes that these are inherent risks even through the
exercise of the Standard of Care. Client accepts this risk
and agrees to indemnify and hold Haley & Aldrich, and
each of Haley & Aldrich's subcontractors, consultants,
officers, directors, and employees harmless against any
and all claims for damages, costs, or expenses direct or
consequential, in connection with a release of hazardous
substances, except to the extent that such claims,
damages, or losses are adjudicated to have resulted from
Haley & Aldrich’s gross negligence or willful misconduct
in the performance of the services.

21. Limitation of Remedies

To the fullest extent permitted by law, the total liability of
Haley & Aldrich, its officers, directors, and employees to
Client, and anyone claiming by, through, or under Client,
for any and all injuries, claims, losses, expenses, or
damages whatsoever arising out of or in any way related
to Haley & Aldrich's services, from any cause or causes
whatsoever, including, but not limited to, negligence,
errors, omissions, strict liability or contract, shall be
limited to an amount of $50,000 or Haley & Aldrich's
fee, whichever is greater.

If Client prefers not to limit Haley & Aldrich’s liability to
this sum, Haley & Aldrich may increase this limitation
upon Client’s written request. If Haley & Aldrich
approves the request, Haley & Aldrich will agree to
increase the limitation to $100,000, provided that Client
agrees to pay $1,000 for this change. The additional fee
is for the additional risk assumed by Haley & Aldrich and
is not a charge for additional liability insurance.

22. Dispute Resolution

If a dispute arises out of or relates to this Agreement or
the breach thereof, the parties will attempt in good faith to
resolve the dispute through negotiation. If the dispute is
not resolved by these negotiations, the matter will be
submitted to non-binding mediation with a mutually
agreed upon mediator. The parties agree that they will
participate in the mediation in good faith, that they will
share equally in its costs, and that neither party will
commence a civil action with respect to the matters
submitted to mediation until after the completion of the
initial mediation session.

23. Legal Action

All legal actions by either party against the other for any
cause or causes, including, but not limited to, breach of
this Agreement, negligence, misrepresentations, breach of
warranty or failure to perform in accordance with the
standard of care, however denominated, shall be barred
two (2) years from the day after completion of Haley &
Aldrich's Services. In the event that Client institutes a
suit against Haley & Aldrich, and if such suit is not
successfully prosecuted, or if it is dismissed, or if a
verdict is rendered for Haley & Aldrich, Client agrees to
pay Haley & Aldrich any and all costs of defense,
including attorneys’ fees, expert witnesses' fees, and court
costs and any and all other expenses of defense which may
be reasonably necessary, immediately following dismissal
of the case or immediately upon judgment being rendered
in favor of Haley & Aldrich.

24. Precedence

These Terms and Conditions shall take precedence over
any inconsistent or contradictory provisions contained in
any proposal, contract, purchase order, requisition, notice
to proceed, or like document.

25. Severability

If any of these Terms and Conditions are finally
determined to be invalid or unenforceable in whole or
part, the remaining provisions shall remain in full force
and effect, and be binding upon the parties. The parties
agree to reform these Terms and Conditions to replace
any such invalid or unenforceable provision with a valid
and enforceable provision that comes as close as possible
to the intention of the stricken provision.

26. Survival

These conditions shall survive the completion of Haley &
Aldrich's services on this project and the termination of
services for any cause.

27. Governing Law

This Agreement shall be governed and construed in
accordance with the laws of the state of the contracting
office of Haley & Aldrich.

End of Standard Terms and Conditions

Standard Terms and Conditions 2003
Page 4 of 4



APPENDIX B

Historical Research Documentation



=9 20

Government of the District of Columbia
District Department of the Environment

* * %
Underground Storage Tank Branch —— Toxic Substances Division
v

" No Further Action Letter

April 1,2010

Ms. Fariba Mahvi

Pepco Holdings, Inc

701 Ninth Street, NW

Washington, DC 20068

RE: FACILITY NAME: Pepco (Buzzard Generating Station)
FACILITY ADDRESS: 33 V Street, SE
FACILITY ID: 2-000609
LUST ID: 93051

Dear Ms. Mahvi:

The District Department of the Environment (“DDOE”), Underground Storage Tank Branch
(“UST Branch”), hereby issues this No Further Action Letter (“NFA”) in reference to the
property/facility located at 33 V Street, SE (the “site”), and currently owned by PEPCO
HOLDINGS, INC (the “Owner”), pursuant to the Underground Storage Tank Management Act
0f 1990 (D.C. Code § 8-113.01, ef seq.), and the District of Columbia Underground Storage
Tank Regulations, as set forth at Title 20 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations,
Chapters 55-70 (20 DCMR 55-70).

This office has reviewed the Risk-Based Corrective Action (RBCA) report, dated March 24, 2010,
prepared by Mactec Engineering and Consulting, Inc for the above referenced property and all
other information submitted to date by the Owner pertaining to the release and clean-up of a
regulated substance from the underground storage tank system at the above-referenced Facility.
Based on the information reviewed, it is the judgment of the UST Branch that presently, the residual
contamination left in place at this site does not pose a threat to human health and/or the
environment. The site was evaluated under the current and future commercial land use scenario as
spelled in the Risk Based Corrective Action Technical Guidance document. Accordingly, the UST
Branch finds that no further remedial action is necessary at the site, unless the residually
contaminated soil is removed, disturbed, or excavated.
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The owner shall be responsible for removing all equipment and ensure that wells are closed
down, removed, grouted and sealed properly in accordance with 20 DCMR § 6207.16.

In the event that additional work is performed at this site, which will require any additional
removal, disturbance or excavation of the residually contaminated soil, Owner must report to this
office for further direction and guidance, prior to commencement of work, as required by 20 DCMR
§ 6202. Failure to do so may result in an enforcement action against any responsible party, current
or future Owners, pursuant to the Act and the regulations promulgated pursuant to that Act.

While PEPCO HOLDINGS, INC has complied with the current Leaking Underground Storage
Tank case closure requirements of this Program, District of Columbia’s Underground Storage
Tank Management Act, and the regulations promulgated pursuant to that Act, this NFA shall not

-absolve the Owner, operator, or a responsible party from previously incurred or potential future

liability due to any residual contamination left in place.

Please note that DDOE is required to publish success stories in brochures, fact sheets and on our
website of sites cleanup in the District and returned to productive use. As such, this site may be
chosen for this purpose. Please inform our office in writing if you have any objections or
concerns with us using this site.

Should you have any question or concerns about this NFA, please call Dr. Bob Emwanta at
202.535.1944 or send an email to Bob.Emwanta@dc.gov.

Sincerely,

Fianna Phill, Chief
Underground Storage Tank Branch

Ce: Dr. Neven A. Kresic, Mactec Engineering
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1.0 Executive Summary

1.1  Summary and Findings

Advantage Environmental Consultants, LL.C (AEC) has conducted a Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment (ESA), in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E
1527-00, of the property referred to as Buzzard Point in southwest Washington, DC
(hereinafter referred to as the “Site”). Any exceptions to, or deletions from, this practice are
described in Section 2.3 of this report.

The Site consists of an approximately 384,051 square foot area that is bound by S Street,
SW to the north, 1% Street, SW to the east, V Street, SW to the south, and 2™ Street, SW
to the west in Washington, DC. T Street, SW transects the Site, and divides it into a small
northern lot and a larger southern lot. The real estate designation for the northern Site lot
is Square 607, Lot 13, and the designation for the southern Site lot is Square 609, Lot 804,
and Square 611, Lots 19 and 810. Currently, the Site is used as two fenced parking lots;
however, the Site has been owned by the Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO)
since 1929, and was formerly used as a coal storage yard, a vehicle fueling area, a bulk #6
fuel oil storage facility, and an equipment storage area for the eastern adjacent
decommissioned PEPCO Buzzard Point Generating Station (herein referred to as the
“Generating Station”).

Improvements to the Site include a prefabricated metal building and storage trailers at the
northern Site lot and an unused bulk #6 fuel oil above-ground storage tank (AST), the
associated fire fighting foam house, and a small storage shed at the southern Site lot,
Guard stands are located at the entrances to both parking lots, and additional
improvements at the Site include parking medians, light poles, and landscaping. The Site
is leased from PEPCO tfo the US government for vehicle storage. This Phase | ESA was
performed for financing purposes, to document any known contaminants, and discover the
existence of any unknown contaminants at the Site.

The following summarizes the independent conclusions representing AEC’s best
professional judgment based on available information.

Historical Use Information

The review of historical resources indicated that the southern Site lot was used as a coal
storage yard from the late 1920s until the Generating Station began using fuel oil to power
the station in 1968. From 1968 until the Generating Station was decommissioned in 1981,
the southern Site lot was used by PEPCO for bulk fuel storage and leased to W.A. Chester,
Inc. for use as a vehicle and equipment maintenance and storage lot. An underground
pipeline installed beneath 1% Street, SW was used to connect the 1.9-million galfon AST at
the Site to the Generating Station.
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The northern Site ot appeared to have been used for vehicle fueling and storage by
PEPCO from the late 1960s until 1993. On-site Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) (one
6,000-gallon gasoline, one 6,000-gallon diesel fuel and one 20,000-gallon gasoline) were
removed in 1988 and 1993.

Adjoining Properties ’

The Site is situated in a medium-density, mixed commercial, industrial, and government-
use area of southwest Washington DC that is referred to as Buzzard Point. The area
consists of several properties owned by the Potomac Electric Power Company, including
the Site, the decommissioned Generating Station and active gas-fired combustion turbine
yard (CT Yard), and a former PEPCO #2 fuel oil storage facility. Additional adjacent
properties include a scrap metal yard, a US military fort, a US Coast Guard headquarters
building, and two marinas. Potential environmental concerns were identified at four of the
surrounding properties.

= PEPCO Buzzard Point Generating Station

The Generating Station, located approximately 35 feet east across 1% Street from
the Site, was identified in four separate Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST)
cases, one of which remains open (LUST Case No. 93-051). In the early 1970s, a
release was reported from a four-inch diameter underground pipeline that connected
the CT Yard of the Generating Station to the two, 0.411-million gallon #2 fuel oil
ASTs located north across S Street from the CT Yard. The release was repaired,
and one 15" diameter monitoring well was subsequently installed in the vicinity of the
pipeline leak. Significant petroleum (gasoline and diesel) contamination was
discovered in soil and groundwater at the CT Yard portion of the Generating Station
property in 1893. A total of 21 monitoring wells (MWSs) were installed in the vicinity
of the CT Yard and the #2 fuel oil ASTs. Two monitoring wells were also installed at
the Site in the area of the former vehicle fueling station. Both soil and groundwater
samples revealed the presence of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) Gasoline-
Range Organics (GRO), Diesel Range Organics (DRO), and Benzene, Toluene,
Ethyl benzene and Xylene (BTEX). In addition, the majority of the MWs located in
the CT Yard and north adjacent bulk fuel storage area have historically contained
liquid-phase hydrocarbon (LPH). Groundwater flow direction has been documented
at this property to be west and southwest, towards the Site.

PEPCO installed a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system in the CT Yard and at the
southern portion of the north adjacent bulk fuel storage area in January 1996, and
operated the system through November 1999. From May 2001 to April 2002, a
portable high vacuum pump and treat system was used to recover LPH at this
property. The wells and groundwater vacuum monitoring points (GYPs) appear to
have been monitored monthly from January 2003 through July 2004, with semi-
annual sampling events. Groundwater sampling data for this property that was
dated March 8, 2004 indicated that groundwater contaminants in the three
downgradient wells were below Maximum Contaminant Levels and/or DC Water
Quality Standards for BTEX and TPH GRO and DRO, while levels of these
constituents remained above the applicable regulatory standards in remaining MWs
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and GVPs. Currently, only passive remediation with absorbent booms and
monitoring is ongoing at the Generating Station property.

The Generating Station was also identified on the Resource Recovery and
Conservation Small Quantity Generator (RCRA SQG) database twice, and on the
UST database.

*  Super Salvage, Inc.

The Super Salvage, Inc. property, located approximately 35 feet north of the Site,
was listed on the RCRA SQG, LUST and UST databases. In addition, AEC
observed operations at the facility to include the storage of metal scraps and debris
on property soils, and historical research indicated that the Super Salvage, Inc.
facility has been located adjacent to the Site since the 1960s. Violations were not
reported on the RCRA SQG listing, and the LUST case has been granted closure.
The UST listing stated that one 2,000-gallon UST was permanently out of use.

= US Army Fort McNair

Fort McNair is a large US Army fort that is located west of the Site. This facility was
listed on the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
System (CERCLIS) database in association with the address 350 P Street, SW. The
listed address is located approximately 2,000 feet northwest of the Site and appears
to be downgradient. The listing indicated that the site status has been categorized
as “low,” and the facility has been listed on the CERCLIS database since 1980. The
listing also indicated that lead cleanup is ongoing. Based on distance, gradient, site
status and ongoing cleanup activities, the CERCLIS listing does not appear to
represent a concern.

Fort McNair was also listed on the LUST database three times; however, based on
distance and the documented west and southwest groundwater flow direction in the
vicinity of the Site, AEC does not consider the LUST listings associated with Fort
McNair to be a concern. -

* James Creek Marina _

The James Creek Marina, located approximately 50 feet southwest and
downgradient, was listed on the LUST and the UST databases. The LUST listing
indicated that the case has been granted closure. The UST listing stated that one
10,000-gallon gasoline UST and one 10,000-gallon diesel fuel UST were currently in
use, and one 2,000-gallon gasoline UST was permanently out of use. Based on the
status of the LUST case and the downgradient location of this facility, it does not
appear that the James Creek Marina is a concern to the Site.

Hazardous Substances

AEC did not observe any hazardous substances in connection with identified uses at the
Site.
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Waste Generation, Storage, and Disposal
No indications of waste generation, storage, or disposal were noted on the Site as it is used
as two parking lots.

Storage Tanks

One 1.9-million gallon bulk fuel AST is located at the southern portion of the Site.
Historically, the AST and an associated underground pipeline were used to provide #6 fuel
oil from the AST to the adjacent Generating Station from the late 1960s until the Generating
Station was decommissioned in 1981. No information regarding releases from the AST or
pipeline is known.

In addition, a fueling station was historically located at the northern portion of the Site. Two
6,000-gallon and one 20,000-gallon USTs were installed at the Site for the storage of
gasoline and diesel fuel from the late 1960s until 1993. A LUST Case was associated with
the 20,000-gallon UST due to the discovery of petroleum impact to groundwater at the Site
during removal of the UST. The LUST Case was granted regulatory closure in May of
1994; however, further soil and groundwater investigation of this area was included as an
addendum to a Comprehensive Site Assessment report that was being prepared for the
adjacent Generating Station. Groundwater contamination was

AEC considers the historic use of the bulk fuel AST, pipeline, and former USTs at the Site
to be recognized environmental conditions.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
AEC observed fluorescent light fixtures on poles installed throughout both Site lots. In
1979, the USEPA banned the manufacture and sale of PCBs. Based on the reported date
of construction of the parking lot (after 1988), ballasts associated with the fluorescent light
fixtures are unlikely to contain PCBs.

AEC did not identify additional equipment that would be suspected to contain PCBs at the
Site.

Regulatory Review

UST and LUST listings associated with the Site were discussed in the Storage Tanks
Section of this Executive Summary. Other than those listings discussed in the Adjacent
Properties section of this Executive Summary, no regulatory database-listed properties
were identified as potential concerns to the Site.

1.2 Recommendations

AEC has conducted a Phase Il subsurface investigation of the Site concurrently with this
Phase | assessment to determine the current condition of on-site soils and groundwater.
The results of the Phase I investigation will be provided to the Client under separate cover.
As such, AEC has no further recommendations.
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2.0 Introduction

2.1 Purpose

The purpose of this Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) is to provide a
professional opinion on the presence of recognized environmental conditions and other
potential environmental conditions in connection with the Site, as they existed on the date
of the site inspection, and to recommend whether further investigation is required. The
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice E 1527-00,
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment Process, defines good commercial and customary practice for conducting an
environmental site assessment of a parcel of commercial real estate with respect to the
range of contaminants pertinent to the scope of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as well as petroleum products. As
such, this ESA is intended to satisfy one of the requirements that permit the user to qualify
for the innocent landowner defense to CERCLA liability. In other words, this ESA
represents one of the practices that constitute “all appropriate inquiry into the previous
ownership and uses of the property consistent with good commercial or customary
practice” as defined in 42 USC Section 9601(35)(B).

The goal of the process is to identify recognized environmental conditions, which are
defined by the Practice as “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or
petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past
release, or a material threat of release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products
into the structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater or surface water of the
property”. The term recognized environmental condition includes hazardous substances or
petroleum products even under conditions in compliance with laws. The term is not
intended to include de minimis conditions that generally do not present a material risk of
harm to public health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.

2.2  Scope of Services

This assessment was conducted in accordance with generally accepted Phase | industry
standards using ASTM Standard Practice E 1527-00 and AEC Proposal Number 05-102.
The following services were provided for this assessment;

= An evaluation of information contained within Federal and State environmental
databases, and other local environmental records, within specific search distances.

* An evaluation of past Site uses through a review of reasonably ascertainable
standard historical sources such as chain-of-title information, historical maps, city
directories, aerial photographs, prior environmental reports, and interviews with
knowledgeable persons.
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* A qualitative evaluation of the physical characteristics of the Site through a review of
published topographic, geologic, hydrogeologic, wetland, and flood plain maps;
published groundwater data; and area observations to characterize surface water
flow in the Site area.

* An evaluation of current Site conditions including, but not limited to, a search for the
following items including: underground storage tanks (above or below ground);
potential PCB-containing electrical equipment; hazardous materials and petroleum
products generation; treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous, regulated, or
medical wastes.

* The preparation of a Phase | ESA report, which represents the findings from the
studies of the items described above and provides conclusions and
recommendations based on the information gathered above and provided by the
Client.

2.3 Limitations and Exceptions

This Phase | ESA was conducted in accordance with ASTM guidelines for the performance
of Phase | Environmental Site Assessments. No other warranties, either express or implied,
are made by AEC. AEC's evaluations, analyses, and opinions should not be taken as
representations regarding subsurface conditions or the actual value of the Site. Subsurface
conditions may differ from the conditions implied by the surficial observations, and can only
be reliably evaluated through intrusive techniques.

Documentation and data provided by the Client, designated representatives of the Client, or
other interested third parties, or from the public domain, and referred to in the preparation
of this assessment, are assumed to be complete and correct and have been used and
referenced with the understanding that AEC assumes no responsibility or liability for their
accuracy. AEC's conclusions are based upon such information and documentation and on
our observations of Site conditions, as they existed on the date of the site inspection. Since
Site conditions may change significantly over a short period of time and additional data may
become available, data reported and conclusions drawn in this report are limited to current
conditions and may not be relied upon on a significantly later date.

Reasonable efforts have been made during this assessment to uncover evidence of USTs,
ASTs, and ancillary equipment associated with these tanks. “Reasonable efforts” are
imited to information gained from visual observation of unobstructed areas, recorded
database information held in public record, and available information gathered from
interviews. Such methods may not identify subsurface equipment that may have been
hidden from view due to snow cover, paving, dense vegetation, construction or debris pile
storage, or incorrect information from sources.

This investigation was not an environmental compliance audit. While some observations
and discussion in this report may address conditions and/or operations that may be
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regulated, the regulatory compliance of those conditions and/or operations is outside the
scope of this investigation.

Nothing in this report constitutes a legal opinion or legal advice. For information regarding

specific individual or organizational liability, AEC recommends consultation with
independent legal counsel.

2.4 User Reliance

This report is intended exclusively for the use and benefit of the Client identified on the first
page of this report.

This report is not for the use or benefit of, nor may it be relied upon by, any other person or
entity for any purpose without the advance written consent of AEC. AEC makes no
representation to any third party except that it has used the degree of care and skill
ordinarily exercised by a reasonable prudent environmental professional in the same
community and in the same time frame given the same or similar facts and circumstances.
No other warranties are made to any third party, either express or implied.
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3.0 Site Description

3.1 lLocation and Legal Description

The Site is bound by S Street, SW, 1% Street, SW, V Street, SW and 2™ Street, SW in
Washington, DC. According to the Fares 2004 DC Assessment Directory, the Site is
described as Square 607, Lot 13; Square 609, Lot 804; and Square 611, Lots 19 and 810.
The Site comprises a total of 384,051 square feet of area. A Site Vicinity Map is included
as Appendix A.

3.2  Zoning Information

Zoning information was obtained from the District of Columbia Office of Zoning's website
http://www.dcoz.dcgov.org/info/map.shtm.  According to the on-fine zoning map, dated
July 29, 2003, the Site is Zoned M (General Industry). The M zoning “permits general
industrial uses to a maximum FAR of 6.0, and a maximum height of ninety (90) feet with
standards of external effects and new residential prohibited.”

AEC notes that a real estate offering document prepared by Cassidy & Pinkard and dated
March 2005 indicated that the Site is zoned CG/CR. According to the document, the
Zoning Commission for DC adopted the Map Amendment and Overlay District at Buzzard
Point-Capital Gateway (GC), which created new zoning throughout much of the Site
vicinity.

3.3 Characteristics of the Site and Surrounding Properties

The Site is situated in a medium-density, mixed industrial, commercial, and government-
use area of southwest Washington DC that is referred to as Buzzard Point. The area
consists of several properties owned by the Potomac Electric Power Company, including
the Site, the decommissioned Generating Station and active gas-fired combustion turbine
yard (CT Yard), and a former bulk #2 fuel oil storage facility. Remaining adjacent
properties include a scrap metal yard, a US military fort, a US military headquarters
building, and two marinas. Additional industrial and commercial business are located
further north and east of the Site and the Anacostia River is present approximately 330 feet
southeast and south of the Site. Detail regarding the immediately surrounding properties is
provided in Section 3.6.

The Site is currently developed as two fenced, asphalt-paved parking lots that are
separated by T Street, SW. The smaller northern Site lot is developed with a prefabricated
metal building and a few storage trailers. The larger southern Site lot is developed with a
bulk fuel AST, an associated fire fighting foam shed and a small storage shed. Guard
stands are located at the parking lot entrances. Additional Site developments include
parking medians, light poles, and landscaping. A copy of the Site Map is included as
Appendix B.
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3.4 Current Use of the Site

The Site consists of two, fenced, asphalt-paved parking lots that are both leased by
PEPCO to the US Government for vehicle storage. The prefabricated building that exists at
the northwestern portion of the northern lot is also leased and used by the US Government.
AEC was not provided with access to this building for security reasons and the interviewed
PEPCO employees did not know details regarding the specific use of this building by the
government. The on-site trailers appeared to be used for storage. A 1.9-million gailon #6
fuel-oil AST and an associated fire fighting foam house that were previously used by
PEPCO were present at the southern portion of the southern Site Iot. The AST and an
underground pipeline connecting the AST to the Generating Station have not been used by
PEPCO since 1981. The fire fighting foam house was reportedly still operable as of 1995.
A small storage shed that is used to store parking lot maintenance equipment (i.e., brooms,
landscaping equipment, salt, etc.) was located at the northeastern portion of the southern
parking lot.

3.5 Description of Improvements

The Site is improved with a prefabricated building, the bulk fuel storage AST and
associated fire fighting foam house, a storage shed and trailers, and asphalt-paved parking
areas.

¢ Source of Potable Water
Potable water in the vicinity of the Site is provided by the District of Columbia Water
and Sewer Authority (WASA). According to a representative of the Army Corps of
Engineers, who supplies the public drinking water supply for WASA, all water
supplied to the District meets or exceeds local, state, and federal Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) drinking water quality standards.

+ Sewage Disposal

Public sanitary sewer service is provided in the vicinity of the Site by the Washington
Area Sewer Authority (WASA). The Site does not use a private septic system.

+ Sijte Plan

A Site Plan is included as Appendix B.
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3.6  Current Uses of Adjoining Properties

The area surrounding the Site consists of a mix of industrial, commercial and US
government properties. The following table identifies the adjacent property uses.

_i-g__;,::"‘ Adj P §@ o L e li;__‘:".‘.;‘s'zlj_f%ij e
The Site is bordered to the north by S Street, SW, followed by the
Super Salvage, Inc. metal scrap yard. A former PEPCO #2 fuel oil
storage facility with two 0.411-million gallon bulk fuel storage ASTs

are located northeast of the Site.

East The Site is bordered to the east by 1% Street, SW, followed by the
decommissioned Generating Station and active CT Yard.
South The Site is bordered to the south by V Street, SW, followed by the

US Coast Guard headquarters building. The James Creek Marina
and the Buzzard Point Marina are located southwest and southeast
of the Site, respectively, along the bank of the Anacostia River.
West The Site is bordered to the west by US Army Fort McNair. A
portion of US Army Fort McNair was under construction during the
Site reconnaissance.

Potential environmental concerns were identified at the following surrounding properties.
Specific information was obtained for these properties from listings in the regulatory
database report reviewed for this assessment (Sections 5.0), as well as prior reports and
interviews. Potential concerns are discussed as follows:

PEPCO Buzzard Point Generating Station

The Generating Station, located approximately 35 feet east across 1% Street from the Site,
was identified in four separate LUST cases, one of which remains open (LUST Case No.
93-051). A file review at the DC DOH revealed that in the early 1970s, a release was
reported from a four-inch diameter underground pipeline that connected the CT Yard of the
Generating Station to the two, 0.411-million gallon #2 fuel oil ASTs located north across S
Street from the CT Yard. The release was repaired, and one 15" diameter monitoring well
was subsequently installed in the vicinity of the pipeline leak. Significant petroleum
(gasoline and diesel) contamination was discovered in soil and groundwater at the CT Yard
portion of the Generating Station property in 1993. Initial assessments of the
contamination revealed TPH concentrations ranging from 881 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg) to 30,700 mg/kg. A total of 21 monitoring wells (MWs) were installed in the vicinity
of the CT Yard and the north adjacent bulk fuel ASTs, and two monitoring wells were also
installed at the Site in the area of the former vehicle fueling station. The MWs were
installed between May 1993 and January 1995. Both soil and groundwater samples
revealed the presence of TPH GRO, DRO, and BTEX. In addition, the majority of the MWs
located in the CT Yard and north adjacent bulk fuel storage area have historically contained
LPH. Groundwater flow direction has been documented at this property to be west and
southwest, towards the Site.
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PEPCO installed a SVE system in the CT Yard and at the southern portion of the bulk fuel
storage area in January 1996, and the system was in operation through November 1999.
The SVE system reportedly removed approximately 6,925 gallons of petroleum. From May
2001 to April 2002, a portable high vacuum pump and treat system was used to recover
LPH from two of the most contaminated wells (MW-5 and MW-11). The pump and treat
system removed an estimated 1.5 gallons of groundwater and 1,350 gallons of petroleum
from these wells. The wells and/or groundwater vacuum monitoring points (GVPs) have
been monitored monthly since 1993, with semi-annual sampling events. Results have
been reported to the DC DOH in quarterly reports.

Groundwater sampling data for the Generating Station property that was dated March 8,
2004 indicated that groundwater contaminants in the three downgradient wells were below
Maximum Contaminant Levels and/or DC Water Quality Standards.for TPH GRO, TPH
DRO and BTEX, while levels of these constituents remained over the applicable regulatory
standards in remaining MWs and GVPs. Currently, only passive remediation with
absorbent booms and monitoring is ongoing at the Generating Station property.

The Generating Station was also identified on the RCRA SQG database twice, and on the
UST database. The RCRA SQG database listings were associated with the generation of
waste cadmium, lead and mercury, and did not include reported violations. The UST listing
indicated that two 4,000-galion used oil USTs were reported to be currently in use, and the
following USTs were listed as permanently out of use: two 10,000-galion heating oil USTs,
four 2,000-galion used oil USTs, one 2,000-galion gasoline UST, and one 500-gallon
hazardous substance UST.

Based on the historic presence of significant quantities of LPH in soil and groundwater at
the adjacent Generating Station and the documented groundwater flow direction, this
property is considered to be a concern to the Site.

Referenced prior environmental reports obtained through the DC DOH file review regarding
LUST Case No. 93-051 included the following reports:

» Comprehensive Site Assessment, PEPCO Buzzard Point Station (CSA), prepared by
TPH Technology, Inc. (TPH Inc.), dated August 11, 1993 (Executive Summary only)

» Corrective Action Plan, Remedial Specifications and Implementation Details, Buzzard
Point Generating Station (CAP), prepared by TPH Inc., dated March 10, 1995

» Progress Report, LUST Case #93-051 — Buzzard Point Station, prepared by PEPCO,
dated June 7, 2002

* Progress Report, LUST Case #93-061 — Buzzard Point Station, prepared by PEPCO,
dated August 19, 2004

11



Buzzard Point AEC Project No. 05-009
Washington, DC 20024

Super Salvage, Inc.

The Super Salvage, Inc. property, located approximately 35 feet north of the Site, was
listed on the RCRA SQG, LUST and UST databases. In addition, AEC observed
operations at the facility to include the storage of metal scraps and debris on property soils,
and historical research indicated that the Super Salvage, Inc. facility has been located
adjacent to the Site since the 1960s. Violations were not reported on the RCRA SQG
listing. The LUST case has been granted regulatory closure. The UST listing stated that
one 2,000-gallon UST was permanently out of use at this property. While regulatory
listings do not indicate an obvious environmental concern, the long term use of this
property as a scrap yard has the potential to create a recognized environmental condition.

US Army Fort McNair

Fort McNair is a large US Army fort that is located west of the Site. This facility was listed
on the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability System
(CERCLIS) database in association with the address 350 P Street, SW. The listed address
is located approximately 2,000 feet northwest of the Site and appears to be in a
downgradient location from the Site. The CERCLIS listing indicated that the site status has
been categorized as “low,” and the facility has been listed on the CERCLIS database since
discovery in 1980. The listing also indicated that lead cleanup is ongoing at this facility.
Based on distance, gradient, site status and ongoing cleanup activities, the CERCLIS
listing does not appear to represent a concern.

Fort McNair was also listed on the LUST database three times. Two of the LUST cases
were listed as open cases while the third case has been granted regulatory closure. The
two open LUST listings specify the location of the LUSTs as the Fort McNair parking lot, at
103 3™ Street, SW. This location is approximately 700 feet northwest of the Site. There is
no indication of the capacity or contents of the LUSTSs, and Fort McNair was not listed on
the UST database. However, based on distance and the documented west and southwest
groundwater flow direction in the vicinity of the Site, AEC does not consider any of the
LUST listings associated with Fort McNair to be a concern.

James Creek Marina

The James Creek Marina, located approximately 50 feet southwest and downgradient of
the Site, was listed on the LUST and the UST databases. The LUST listing indicated that
the case has been granted regulatory closure. The UST listing stated that one 10,000-
galion gasoline UST and one 10,000-gallon diesel fuel UST were currently in use at this
property, and one 2,000-gallon gasoline UST was permanently out of use. Based on the
regulatory status of the LUST case and the downgradient location of this facility, it does not
appear that the James Creek Marina is a concern to the Site.

Specific concerns were not noted for the remaining surrounding properties.
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4.0 User Provided Information

4.1 Reason for Performing Phase 1 ESA

According to Mr. Dodd Walker, of the John Akridge Companies, Inc., the Client retained
AEC to conduct this Phase | ESA for financing purposes, to documeht any known
contaminants, and discover the existence of any unknown contaminants at the Site.

4.2 Specialized Knowledge

Mr. Walker provided two previous environmental reports to AEC that documented on-site
soil and groundwater contamination.

4.3 Valuation Reduction for Environmental Issues

Mr. Walker had no knowledge of value reduction of the Site for environmental issues.

4.4 Title Records

Title records were not provided to AEC; however, interview information indicated that
PEPCO has owned the Site since the late 1920s.

4.5 Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations

Mr. Walker was not aware of any environmental liens or activity or use limitations that are
related to environmental issues at the Site.

4.6  Owner, Property Manager, and Occupant Information

The current owner of the Site is PEPCO. The Site is leased and occupied by the US
Government.
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5.0 Records Review

AEC reviewed Federal and State environmental databases provided by Environmental
Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) of Milford, Connecticut, for information pertaining to
documented and/or suspected releases of regulated hazardous substances and/or
petroleum products within specified search distances.

AEC also reviewed the unmappable sites listed in the environmental database report by
cross-referencing addresses and site names. Unmappable (“orphan”) sites are sites that
cannot be plotted with confidence, but can be located by zip code or city name. In general,
a site cannot be mapped because of inaccurate or missing location information in the
record provided by the regulatory agency. Any unmappable sites that AEC identified within
the specified search radii are included and discussed in the corresponding database
sections.

5.1 Federal Database Reviews

National Priorities List (NPL)

The National Priorities List (Superfund) is the EPA’s database of uncontrolled or
abandoned hazardous waste sites identified for priority remedial actions under the
Superfund Program. This database was last updated April 28, 2005.

» Neither the Site nor any properties within one mile of the Site are listed on the
Federal NPL.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information
System (CERCLIS)

The CERCLIS List is a compilation of known and suspected uncontrolled or abandoned
hazardous waste sites which are, or were, under investigation by the EPA but have not
been elevated to the status of a Superfund (NPL) site. This database was last updated
February 15, 2005.

*» The Site was not listed on the CERCLIS database.

= US Army Fort McNair was listed on the CERCLIS database. This facility was
previously discussed in Section 3.6 of this report.
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS)

The USEPA’s Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Program identifies and
tracks hazardous waste from the point of generation to the point of disposal.

RCRIS Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) Facilities

The RCRIS-TSD database is a compilation by the USEPA of reporting facilities that
transport, treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. This database was last updated on
March 13, 2005.

» Neither the Site nor any properties within one-half mile of the Site were identified on
the RCRIS-TSD database.

RCRIS CORRACTS

The RCRIS CORRACTS database identifies TSD facilities that have conducted, or are
currently conducting, corrective actions as regulated under RCRA. This database was last
updated on March 29, 2005.

*  The Site was not listed on the RCRIS CORRACTS database.

» The Southeast Federal Center at 2™ and M Street, SW, was listed on the
CORRACTS database. This facility is located over 3,000 feet from the Site. The
listing indicated that this facility required corrective actions from 1997 through 2004;
however, based on distance, the CORRACTS listing does not appear to represent a
concern to the Site.

RCRIS Generators

The RCRIS Generator database tracks large and small quantity generators (SQG) of
hazardous waste. This database was last updated on March 13, 2005,

* The Site was not listed on the RCRIS database of hazardous waste generators.

* A total of three RCRIS SQGs were identified within one-quarter mile of the Site.
Listings associated with the adjacent PEPCO Buzzard Point Generating Station and
Super Salvage, Inc. facilities were previously discussed in Section 3.86.

* The Steuart Petroleum Company South Capital Terminal, located at 1721 South
Capital Street was also identified on the RCRIS SQG and LUST databases. In
addition, Steuart Investment Company was identified on the LUST database at 1724
South Capital, SE. It is not clear whether these addresses refer to portions of the
same Steuart facility, however, previous reports have indicated that a Steuart fuel
terminal was formerly located east of the northeast adjacent PEPCO bulk fuel
storage facility, approximately 800 feet northeast of the Site. One of the Steuart
LUST listings has been granted regulatory closure, while the remaining LUST case
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appears to have been open since 1987. The RCRIS SQG listing indicated that the
facility had two reported violations; however both list compliance dates. The prior
CSA report that was reviewed during the DC DOH file review identified the Steuart
facility as a possible source for contamination at the PEPCO CT Yard: however,
based on distance and the intervening groundwater remediation activities that have
been conducted at the Generating Station, AEC does not consider the former
Steuart facility to be an immediate concern to the Site.

RCRIS Administrative Action Tracking System (RAATS)

The RAATS database maintains records of enforcement actions issued under RCRA for
major violators. This database was last updated on April 17, 1995.

* The Site was not listed in the RAATS database.

Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) Database
The ERNS is a national database used to collect information on reported releases of oil or
hazardous substances. ERNS is now part of the National Response Center (NRC)
database. This database was last updated December 31, 2004.

* The Site is not listed in the ERNS database.

5.2 State Database Reviews

State Hazardous Waste Sites (SHWS):

The District of Columbia does not maintain a SHWS database. Such cases are maintained
on the CERCLIS database, which was previously discussed.

Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites (SWF/LF)

The District of Columbia does not maintain a SWF/LF database as the District does not
have landfills.

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST)

The District of Columbia’s LUST database is a list of petroleum release cases monitored by
the DC DOH. This database was last updated January 6, 2005.

* The Site was listed in the LUST and the UST databases. These listings are
discussed in the following Section 6.5 of this report.

* A total of 13 additional LUST listings were associated with facilities within one-half
mile of the Site. Four of these listings were associated with adjacent properties, and
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were previously discussed in Section 3.6 of this report. The two LUST listings
associated with Steuart Petroleum and Steuart Investment Company were
previously discussed in the RCRIS SQG subsection of this report.

* The Home Moving and Storage facility at 1812 Half Street, SW, approximately 500
feet northeast of the Site, was included on the LUST database. Groundwater flow in
this specific area has not been documented; however, due to this facility's proximity
to the Anacostia River, it is likely that groundwater flow would be towards the
southeast. As such, AEC does not consider this facility to be a concern.

* The remaining six LUST cases are not considered likely to impact the Site based on
topographic relationship, distance, and/or regulatory status (i.e., closed case).

Underground Storage Tanks (USTs)

This database lists registered USTs that are regulated under Subtitle | of the RCRA and
must be registered with the State department responsible for administering the UST
Program. This database was last updated January 6, 2005.

* The Site was listed twice on the UST database in association with the former use of
the northern Site lot as a vehicle fueling area. These listings are discussed in the
following Section 6.5 of this report.

» Three UST listings were associated with adjacent properties and were discussed in
Section 3.6 of this report.

* None of the remaining UST listings were considered to be a concern to the Site
based on the lack of reported releases or the closed status of an associated LUST
case, and/or the indication that the USTs have been permanently removed.

Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) Sites

The VCP database oversees owner or developer initiated voluntary remediation of
contaminated lands and buildings that return actual or potentially contaminated properties
to productive uses. This database was last updated March 1, 2004,

* Neither the Site nor any properties within one-half mile of the Site were identified on
the VCP database.

5.3 Local Regulatory Agency Research

The following local regulatory agency review was conducted to obtain any environmentally
significant information concerning the Site that may be readily available.
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5.3.1 County/Local Health Department

A file review was conducted at the DC DOH under the FOIA. A copy of AEC’s request
letter is included in Appendix F. Information gained from the file review is included in
Sections 3.6 of this report.

5.3.2 County/Local Fire Department

As required by the agency, AEC has submitted a written request under the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) to the D.C. Fire & EMS Department in order to obtain any
environmentally significant information concerning the Site. At the time of completion of
this report, a response from this agency remained outstanding. Upon receipt and review,
AEC will forward any pertinent information to the Client. A copy of AEC’s request letter is
included in Appendix F.

5.3.3 Department of Planning and Zoning

As previously noted, according to the on-line zoning map, the Site is zoned M (General
Industry); however, a real estate offering document prepared by Cassidy & Pinkard, dated
March 2005, indicated that the Site is zoned CG/CR. According to the referenced
document, the Zoning Commission for DC adopted the Map Amendment and Overlay
District at Buzzard Point-Capital Gateway (GC), which created new zoning throughout
much of the Site vicinity.

5.4 Physical Setting Sources

The following physical setting sources were reviewed to provide information about the
topographic, hydrologic, geologic and/or hydrogeologic characteristics of the Site.

5.4.1 Topography and Hydrology

USGS Topographic Quadrangle

AEC reviewed a copy of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 Minute Series,
Alexandria, Virginia Topographic Quadrangle map dated 1994. According to the map, the
elevation of the Site is approximately 14 feet above mean sea level (msl). The area on and
around the Site is relatively level, with the natural topographic gradient across the Site
being south-southwest. The Site was illustrated with the prefabricated building at the
northern Site boundary, an apparent access road from T Street, SW onto the northern Site
lot, and the bulk fuel storage AST at the southern portion of the southern Site lot. No
surface bodies of water were illustrated on the Site.

A copy of the topographic map is included as Appendix A.
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Hydrology/Storm Water Management

Surface drainage at the Site flows into the stormwater drains located at the edges of the
parking lots, which discharge to the municipal storm sewer. AEC did not observe evidence
of vegetative stress or other evidence of environmental impairment on the Site.

No evidence of surface impoundments, ponds, lagoons, drywells, irrigation wells, injection
wells, water supply wells, or storm water management systems was observed on the Site
on the date of the site inspection. Two pits are located adjacent to the bulk fuel storage
AST, at the southeastern portion of the Site. The function or purpose of the pits could not
be ascertained during the Site inspection, and Mr. Shahid Anis indicated that he had no
knowledge of the previous function or purpose associated with the pits. The pits were
inspected on the date of the site reconnaissance and were found to contain water. No
evidence of a petroleum sheen or odor was noted. In addition, water samples that were
collected from the pits during the course of the previous URS Limited Subsurface
Investigation, dated March 22, 2005, were non-detect for both TPH GRO and TPH DRO.
Based on AEC's observations of the water in the pits and the previous non-detect
faboratory results, it does not appear that they have contributed to recognized
environmental conditions at the Site at this time.

Wetlands

According to wetlands data obtained from National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps
presented in the regulatory database report reviewed for this assessment, no wetlands
were illustrated on the Site, and very little wetlands were associated with the bank of the
Anacostia River, located south and southeast of the Site.

Flood Zone

According to the EDR database report which contains Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) information, 100-year flood zones are
located south and southwest of the Site, and 500-year flood zones appear to extend along
the southeastern portion of the eastern Site boundary, and north from the Anacostia River

through the west adjacent Fort McNair property. A copy of the database report is provided
in Appendix G. '

5.4.2 Soils

According to the Soil Survey of District of Columbia prepared by the United States
Department of Agriculture Scil Conservation Service as obtained from the website
http:/iwww.sawgal.umd.edu/nrcsweb/DC/DistrictOfColumbia/dmap/10/indexW.htmi, soil at
the Site is classified as Urban Land (Ub). Urban Land soils are classified as areas where
more than 80 percent of the surface is covered by asphalt, concrete, buildings, or other
impervious surfaces. Urban land soils are not a hydric soil, and permeability of the soil is
considered highly variable due to cutting and filling activities.
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5.4.3 Geology

According to the Maryland Geologic Survey Geologic Map of Maryland dated 1968
obtained from the website http://www.mgs.md.gov/esic/geo/igep.html#ql (which includes
the District of Columbia), the Site is located in the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic
province, which is situated east of the fall line that separates the unconsolidated sediments
of the Atlantic Coastal Plain province from the metamorphic units of the Piedmont.
Specifically, the Site is underlain by the Mesozoic Era, Cretaceous System, and Lower
Cretaceous Series stratigraphic unit.

5.4.4 Hydrogeology

According to the USGS Ground Water Atlas of the United States (1997), the principal
aquifer underlying the Site is the Potomac aquifer of the Northern Atlantic Coastal Plain
aquifer system. The Northern Atlantic Coastal Plain aquifer system consists mostly of semi
consolidated sand aquifers separated by clay confining units.

Based on the review of the soil, geologic, and hydrogeologic information as well as prior
subsurface investigation reports, AEC concludes that the potential of site soils for
contaminant or leachate migration is low to moderate. Prior environmental investigations
have shown that the depth to the unconfined aquifer at the Site exists at a depth of
approximately 15 to 20 feet below ground surface (bgs). Groundwater flow direction has
been shown to be to the west-southwest, towards the convergence of the Potomac and
Anacostia Rivers and the Washington Channel.

6.5 Historical Use Information

AEC reviewed the following historical sources to develop a history of the previous uses of
the Site and surrounding area, in order to help identify the likelihood of past uses having led
to recognized environmental conditions in connection with the Site.

5.5.1 Aerial Photographs

AEC reviewed an aerial photographs dated 1957, 1963, 1970, 1980 and 1988 that were
obtained from EDR and an aerial photograph dated January 2004 that was obtained from
GlobeXplorer.com. The results of the aerial photograph reviews are summarized as
follows:
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1957 SITE: The northern Site lot appeared to be used as an unpaved vehicle or
electrical equipment storage area. The southern lot appeared to be used
as a storage lot for stockpiled coal. A conveyor system and a small
building appeared to be located at the east-central portion of the southern
Site lot. A railroad siding also appeared to be located along the northern
and eastern portion of the Site lot

SURROUNDING AREA: Surrounding areas appeared to consist of former
Ft. McNair buildings to the west and northwest, a few small structures and
trees to the north, a partially cleared lot followed by the former Steuart fuel
storage terminal to the northeast, a small cleared lot, the Generating
Station and additional coal storage to the east, and two marinas and an
undeveloped lof to the south.

1963 SITE: Site conditions were similar to those in the 1957 photograph, with the
exception that additional vehicles or equipment were stored on the northern
Site lot, and at the northeastern corner of the southern Site lot.
SURROUNDING AREA: Surrounding areas were similar to those on the
1957 photograph, with the exceptions that two small structures appeared to
have been constructed at the previously undeveloped lot south of the Site,
and areas of the marina southwest of the Site had been cleared.

1970 SITE: The prefabricated building had been instalied at the northern Site lot,
and it appeared that this area was being used for vehicle fueling and
storage. The bulk fuel storage AST had been constructed at the southern
portion of the southern Site lot, while the remaining portions of the lot were
still being used for coal storage.

SURROUNDING AREA: Areas north, west and south of the Site appeared
similar to those on the 1963 photograph. The combustion turbines
appeared to have been installed in the former coal storage area at the
castern adjacent Generating Station property. In addition, two bulk storage
ASTs had been installed northeast of the Site.

1980 SITE: The Site appeared similar to the 1970 photograph, with the
exception that it did not appear that the southern Site fot was being used
for coal storage any longer.

SURROUNDING AREA: Surrounding areas appeared similar to those on
the 1970 photograph, with the exception that the US Coast Guard
headquarters building had been constructed south of the Site and the
northernmost Ft. McNair building, which had been located northwest of the
Site, had been demolished.

1988 SITE: The Site appeared similar to the 1980 photograph; however, it
appeared that the Site lots were becoming overgrown.

SURROUNDING AREA: Surrounding areas appeared similar to the 1980
photograph, with the exception that the remaining two Fort McNair
buildings that were located west of the Site had been demolished.
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2004 SITE: The Site appeared similar as it did on the date of the Site
reconnaissance. Both Site lots were developed as asphait-paved parking
lots. The prefabricated building and bulk fuel storage AST were present at
the north and south portions of the Site.

SURROUNDING AREA: Areas surrounding the Site appeared similar as
they did on the date of the Site reconnaissance. Surrounding areas
consisted of the scrap yard to the north, the PEPCO bulk fuel storage
facility to the northeast, the Generating Station to the east, the Buzzard
Point Marina to the southeast, the Coast Guard headquarters building to
the south, the Fort McNair Yacht Club marina to the southwest, and Ft.
McNair to the west.

Copies of the reviewed aerial photographs are included in Appendix E.

5.5.2 Fire Insurance Maps

Sanborn Maps dated 1984, 1988, 1990, 1991, 1992 and 1994 were reviewed for this
assessment. The following are descriptions and interpretations from the historical map
review: Copies of the fire insurance maps are provided in Appendix D.

1984 ITE: The Site appeared as a PEPCO vehicle storage lot and garage
through uilding on the northern Site lot and a PEPCO property storage yard and
1994 ulk fuel storage facility on the southern Site lot on all of the reviewed fire
insurance maps.
URROUNDING AREA: Areas surrounding the Site appeared similar on
I of the reviewed Sanborn maps, with the exception that buildings
ssociated with Fort McNair to the west of the Site were demolished
etween 1984 and 1988, and one new building was constructed in
pproximately 1990. Surrounding areas on all of the reviewed maps
enerally consisted of a parking lot and scrap metal yard to the north, the
PEPCO bulk fuel storage facility followed by the Steuart Petroleum bulk
uel terminal and a Hess Oil & Chemical Corporation fuel plant to the
northeast, the PEPCO transfer yard and Generating Station to the east,
nd the Buzzards Point Marina, US Government Office Building (Coast
uard headquarters), and the Fort McNair Yacht Club to the south.

5.5.3 City Directories

AEC reviewed historic city directories dated 1948, 1956, 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980, 1990 and
2000 at the Martin Luther King, Jr. Library, Washingtonian Room. The following is a
summary of information from the city directory review.
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ITE: Addresses related to the Site were not listed.
URROUNDING AREA: Listings for surrounding areas included
residences, Morauer & Hartzell excavating contractors, Webb Aircraft
ales, Conserco Concrete, Howat Concrete Company, Stephens Clifford
dairy, Highland Farms Milk Company, WashTrailor Company and Keyston
Alloys Company.
1956 ITE: Addresses related to the Site were not listed
URROUNDING AREA: Listings for surrounding areas included
residences, High's Dairy, John 8. Reece auto wrecker, D&M Wrecking
ompany, John S. Reece auto storage lot, US Army Department of
Engineers, Corinthian Yacht Club, Howat Concrete Company, and Am
Moving Service, Inc.
1965 SITE: cor Buzzard Point Yard
SURROUNDING AREA: Listings for the surrounding area included
Shulman’s Liquor Morauer & Hartzell, Merchant's Transfer & Storage,
Austin Nichols & Company, Inc., Super Salvage, Inc., Hall's Restaurant,
Blue Spade Wall Covering, Corinthian Yacht Club Steward House,
Corinthian Yacht Club club house, Howat Concrete, and Long Marine
Service (repairs).
1970 SITE: Cor PEPCO (Equip Yard), PEPCO {garage)
SURROUNDING AREA: Listings for the surrounding area included
residences, High's Dairy Products, Inc., Shulman’s SW Liquors, Austin
Nichols & Co., Merchant's Transfer & Storage, Super Salvage, Inc.,
Buzzard Point Boat Yard & Sail Boat Rentals, PEPCO (Buzzard Point
Generating Station), Hall's Restaurant, US Army HQ, Jacob's Transfer,
Corinthian Yacht Club, Littleford Michl Marine Service (repairs), Gov't
Services, Inc., Fort McNair Yacht Basin, and Howat Concrete Company.
1975 SITE: Addresses related to the Site were not listed.
SURROUNDING AREA: Listings for the surrounding area included
Buzzard Point Marina, Shuiman's SW Liquor, Fairchild Adjustment,
Merchant Transfer & Storing, United Van Lines Agency, Super Salvage,
Inc., residences, American Battle Monument, Finance & Act of USA,
Morauer & Hartzell, Valet Shop, McLachlen Nat'| Bank, Office Cleaning,
Inc., US Railway Association, USCG Documentation and Westwood
Management.
1980 SITE: Addresses related to the Site were not listed.
SURROUNDING AREA: Listings for the surrounding area included
Shulman’s Liguor, Super Salvage, Inc., PEPCO, Buzzard Point Boat,
Buzzard Point Marina, residences, Custom Food Mng Sys, McLachin Bk
Wirfrnt, Office Cleaning, Inc., United St. Railway, US Gov't Nat'l Admin, US
Railway Association, Westwood Management and Ft. McNair Yacht.
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: resses related to the Site were not listed.
SURROUNDING AREA: Listings for the surrounding area included
Chang's Carry Out, Shulman's Liquor, Super Salvage, Inc., Buzzard Point
Boat, residences, Carlson Food Systems, Gelco Travel, Liberty Building,
Tamsco, US Trans CG Aux HQ, Boat Repairs, Chief Warrant Officers, Fort
McNair Yacht and Goose Bay Aggregate.

2000 SITE: Addresses related to the Site were not listed.

SURROUNDING AREA: Listings for the surrounding area included Super
Salvage, Inc., Buzzard Point Boat, Building Service Management, Nat'l
War College Alumni Assn, US DOT, US Trans CG HQ Support Command,
US Trans CG Info, Personnel, apartments and the James Creek Marina.

5.5.4 Property Tax Files

AEC reviewed available tax file information for the Site from the District of Columbia Chief
Financial Officer's website (http://www.taxpayerservicecenter.com). The tax file indicates
that the Site is owned by PEPCO. No additional pertinent information was available from
this source. Property detail reports of the Site parcels are included in Appendix D.

5.5.5 Interview Information

AEC interviewed Mr. Shahid Anis of PEPCO for information regarding the Site. Information
obtained from Mr. Anis is included in pertinent sections of this report. A copy of the
questionnaire that answered by Mr. Anis is included in Appendix F.

5.5.6 Previous Environmental Reports

PEPCO provided the foliowing previous environmental reports in association with the Site
to the Client:

* Phase | Environmental Assessment report, prepared by URS Corporation, Inc.
(URA), dated April 4, 2005

* Limited Phase Il Environmental Investigation report, prepared by URS, dated
March 22, 2005

AEC reviewed the previous reports as a part of this assessment. The findings and
conclusions of the reviewed reports are summarized below.

URS prepared a Phase | ESA of the Buzzard Point Property in April 2005. AEC notes that
this assessment did not include the northern Site lot (Square 6807). The URS assessment
included interviews with Mr. Shahid Anis and Mr. Fariba Mahui of PEPCO, and referenced
previous environmental reports in association with the Site and adjacent Generating
Station. In addition, an environmental assessment questionnaire that was answered by Mr.
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S.H. Taylor and Mr. L.B. Spencer of W.A. Chester, Inc. was included in the report. The
questionnaire indicated that the southern Site lot was leased to W.A. Chester, Inc.
beginning in 1972 for use as a vehicle and equipment storage and maintenance area.

Based on their assessment, URS identified the historic use of the southern Site lot for coal
storage and fuel storage as concerns. In particular, potential leaks from the underground
pipeline and the pits near the bulk fuel storage AST were thought to have the potential to
create a recognized environmental condition at the southern Site lot. The former fueling
station that was located at the northern Site lot was also identified as a recognized
environmental condition. Off-site recognized environmental conditions included the inactive
Generating Station, the former PEPCO storage yard, and the Super Salvage scrap yard.

URS conducted a Limited Phase Il Environmental Investigation in January 2005 that
included 12 soil borings completed to depths ranging from 10 feet to 32 feet bgs. This
report did not include boring logs. In addition to the boring exploration, water from the two
concrete pits located adjacent to the AST was also sampled and analyzed. The URS
investigation did not include any sampling of surficial soils at the site; ali sampling was at a
depth of at least 10 feet below ground surface. This study did not include an investigation
of the northern Site lot (Square 607).

Groundwater, pit water, and soils were sampled and analyzed for various chemical
parameters including TPH GRO and DRO, VOCs, Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds
(SVOCs), priority poliutant metals, and PCBs.

The result of the analyses indicated that some soils at the site are impacted with petroleum
hydrocarbons and groundwater is impacted with petroleum hydrocarbons and lead. The
lead impact to groundwater was identified at both locations where analyses were
performed. The lead concentrations in groundwater were elevated and were not likely to
be the result of naturally occurring conditions. These lead concentrations ranged from
1,900 to 8,800 micrograms per liter (ug/l). URS concluded that there is evidence that soil
and groundwater has been affected by releases of petroleum hydrocarbons, and the
presence of combustion products and metals.

Geomatrix conducted an assessment of the Buzzard Point Properties, including the
northern Site lot. The date of this assessment is unknown (a review of the document failed
to provide a date at which the field work was performed or report was prepared). Due to
the sampling methodology (composite) and the fact that laboratory analytical reports were
not attached to the document received from PEPCO, this material was deemed unreliable.

Previous environmental reports concerning the adjacent Generating Station were obtained
by AEC at the DC DOH. Information from these reports was discussed in Section 3.6 of
this report.

Copies of the reviewed prior reports have been provided in Appendix H. Due to the volume
of these reports, information that has been deemed superfluous has been omitted from the
copies attached herein.
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5.5.7 Historical Use Summary

The past use of the Site, as determined by a review of reasonably ascertainable historical
information, is summarized in the following table:

Ite was used as a coal storage yard and a vehicle or
equipment storage lot.

1968 to 1981 The northern Site lot was used as a vehicle fueling and
storage lot. The southern Site lot was used for coal storage
and bulk fuel storage, until the remaining coal was removed
or used in approximately 1872, After 1972, the southern
Site lot was used for bulk fuel storage by PEPCO, and as a
vehicle and equipment storage and maintenance area by
W.A. Chester, Inc.

1981 to 1890s The Generating Station was decommissioned in 1981, and
the Site appeared to be unused from 1981 until it was
developed into two asphalt-paved parking lots, sometime
after 1988.

1990s to present Two asphalt-paved parking lots that are owned by PEPCO]|.
and leased to the US Government.

The review of the above-referenced historical sources indicated that the southern Site lot
was used as a coal storage yard from the late 1920s until the Generating Station began
using fuel oil to power the plant in 1968. From this point until the Generating Station was
decommissioned in 1981, the southern Site lot was used for bulk fuel storage. An
underground pipeline was used to connect the 1.9-million gallon AST to the Generating
Station. The northern Site lot appeared to have been used for vehicle fueling and storage
from the late 1960s until the USTs (one 6,000-gallon gasoline, one 6,000-gallon diesel fuel
and one 20,000-gallon gasoline) were removed in 1988 and 1993. In conclusion, the
historical use of the Site as a coal storage yard, a bulk fuel storage facility and a vehicle
fueling station are recognized environmental conditions.
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6.0 Site Reconnaissance

The objective of the site reconnaissance was to obtain information indicating the likelihood
of any recognized environmental conditions in connection with the Site. This
reconnaissance was conducted on Tuesday, June 7, 2005 by Ms. Leslie Kopchinski,
Project Manager of AEC. Ms. Kopchinski was not provided with access to the Site during
the site reconnaissance; however, the majority of on-site improvements could be observed
through the security fences. Mr. Jeff Stein and Mr. John Merletti of AEC were provided with
Site access during the concurrent Phase I Subsurface Investigation. The weather
conditions at the time of both Site inspections were sunny, with temperatures in the 75-
degree Fahrenheit range.

6.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions

The site reconnaissance consisted of walking the public sidewalks around the perimeter of
the Site and the public access roads in the surrounding area of the Site. As previously
noted, AEC had very limited access to the Site for the purpose of the Phase | Site
Assessment; however, Mr. Jeff Stein and Mr. John Merletti of AEC were provided with
access to the Site during the concurrent Phase 1l Subsurface Investigation. Photographs of
the Site were taken during the Phase Il investigation to document existing site conditions
and are included and described in Appendix C.

6.2 Interviews

AEC interviewed Mr. Shahid Anis and Mr. Vernon Gibson, both of PEPCO, regarding the
Site. Information obtained from this interview is included in pertinent sections of this report.

6.3 Hazardous Substances in Connection with ldentified Uses

AEC did not observe any hazardous substances in connection with identified uses at the
Site. Reportedly, parking lot maintenance supplies such as a broom, salt and landscaping
equipment are stored in the shed located on the southern Site lot. AEC was not provided
with access to this shed during either Site visit; however, Mr. Anis stated that the same
parking lot maintenance supplies are currently stored in this area, and AEC does not
consider these supplies to be a concern to the Site. Additionally, AEC was not provided
with access to the prefabricated building at the northern Site lot due to security concerns.
Mr. Vernon Gibson of PEPCO indicated that the building is used by the US Government,
and he had no additional knowledge regarding the use of this building by the government.

6.4 Waste Generation, Storage and Disposal

No indications of waste generation, storage, or disposal were noted on the Site as it is used
as two parking lots.
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6.5 Storage Tanks

One 1.8-million gallon bulk fuel storage AST is located at the southern portion of the
southern Site lot. The AST is surrounded by an approximate six foot concrete containment
dike. The exact installation date of this AST is unknown; however, historical research has
revealed that it was installed when the adjacent PEPCO Generating Station was converted
from being fueled by coal to using #6 fuel oil in the late 1960s. Mr. Shahid Anis of PEPCO
stated that he did not know whether releases from the bulk fuel storage AST had occurred.
Reportedly, an underground pipeline connected the AST to the Generating Station. Mr.
Anis did not provide any information regarding the pipeline or any related releases.
Previous environmental reports have indicated that both the AST and the underground
pipeline were taken out of service in 1981 when the Generating Station was
decommissioned. The previous URS Phase | ESA report indicated that the AST has
remained empty since 1981 and the pipeline was filled in place.

Additionally, the northern Site lot was previously used by PEPCO as a vehicle fueling
station and storage lot from 1970 until 1993. One 20,000-gallon gasoline UST, one 6,000-
gallon gasoline UST, and one 6,000-gallon diesel fuel UST were previously located at the
southeastern portion of the northern Site lot, identified as 180 S Street, SW and as the
Buzzard Point gas station. Both of the 6,000-gallon USTs were removed from the Site in
November 1988. Regulatory review revealed two separate UST listings that reference four
6,000-gallon gasoline and diesel USTs at the Site; however, all other referenced previous
reports and correspondence state that two 6,000-gallon USTs were present. LUST Cases
were not identified in association with the removal of the two 6,000-gallon USTs.
Correspondence from PEPCO dated March 30, 1988 that was included in the previous
URS Phase | ESA suggested that the USTs were to be removed by Chevron USA, Inc. so
that they would not have to be upgraded when federal UST upgrade legislation took effect.

The Site was identified in LUST Case 93-094 in relation to the 20,000-gallon UST, which
was removed in September 1993. According to the file at the DC DOH, confirmation soil
samples that were collected during the removal of the UST were not significantly
contaminated; however, groundwater samples were above regulatory limits for some
constituents. As a CSA was already being prepared for the adjacent Generating Station at
this time, the DC DOH required PEPCO to prepare a CSA Addendum report to include the
former 20,000-gallon UST site. A copy of the CSA Addendum report was not available for
review; however, the LUST Case 93-094 file indicated that one monitoring well (MW-13)
was installed in this area. Petroleum concentrations in soil during the installation of the well
were below DC DOH action limits, while BTEX and TPH constituents were above action
limits in groundwater. The BTEX concentration was 1.77 mg/L and the TPH concentration
was 3.0 mg/L. Additional information was not provided in the LUST Case file; however, the
case was granted regulatory closure on May 9, 1994.

The Site was used for the storage of significant quantities of #6 fuel oil, gasoline, and diesel
fuel in ASTs and USTs from the late 1960s until 1993. In addition, an underground pipeline
was trenched between the 1.9-million gallon bulk fuel storage AST and the adjacent
Generating Station, and no information regarding releases from the AST or pipeline is
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known. AEC considers the historic use of the AST, pipeline, and USTs at the Site to be
recoghized environmental conditions.

6.6 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

The Site was investigated for the presence of equipment that could contain polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs). PCBs are toxic coolants or lubricating oils that can be found in oil-filled
equipment such as electrical transformers, capacitors, hydraulic elevators, hydraulic
service bay lifts, and fluorescent light ballasts. No equipment that could potentially contain
PCBs was identified at the Site.

Fluorescent light ballasts

AEC observed fluorescent light fixtures on poles installed throughout both Site lots. In
1979, the USEPA banned the manufacture and sale of PCBs. Based on the reported date
of construction of the parking fot (after 1988), ballasts associated with the fluorescent light
fixtures are unlikely to contain PCBs. However, any ballasts that are not labeled “non-PCB"
should be disposed of in accordance with applicable local, state, and federal regulations.

AEC did not identify additional equipment that would be suspected to contain PCBs at the
Site.

6.7 Indications of Solid Waste Disposal

AEC did not note indications of solid waste disposal at the time of the site visit. No waste
receptacles were observed at Site, and Mr. Shahid Anis stated that waste is not generated
at the Site.

6.8 Other Conditions of Potential Concern

AEC also examined the Site for evidence of the following potential environmental
conditions:

Chemical/Petroleum Odors X No
Pools of Liquid X No
Floor Drains/Sumps/Welis X No
Stains or Corrosion X No
Unidentified Containers X No
Stained Soil or Pavement X No
Stressed Vegetation X No

AEC did not observe any of the above-mentioned conditions of potential concerns at the
Site.
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7.0 Findings and Conclusions

Advantage Environmental Consultants, LLC has performed a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment, in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-00,
of the property known as Buzzard Point in Washington, DC. This assessment has revealed
the following recognized environmental conditions in connection with the Site.

* The historical use of the Site as a coal storage yard, a bulk fuel storage facility and a
vehicle fueling station are recognized environmental conditions.

In addition, this assessment has revealed the following recognized environmental
conditions in connection with off-site properties:

» The adjacent Generating Station and former PEPCO bulk fuel storage facility, in
association with LUST Case #93-051, which has documented the presence of
significant soil and groundwater contamination at these properties and groundwater
flow towards the Site

* The adjacent Super Salvage, Inc., facility, which has operated a metal scrap yard at
this iocation since the 1960s
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APPENDIX B
SITE PLAN
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APPENDIX C
SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
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Photograph 2: Additional view of the northern Site jot, facing north.
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Photograph 3: View of the bulk fuel storage AST at the southem Site lot.

Photograph 4: View of the parking areas at the southern Site lot, facing north.
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Photograph 6: View towards the eastern adjacent combustion turbine yard and the decommissioned
Buzzard Point Generating Station.
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Photograph 7: View towards the southern adjacent US Coast Guard headquarters building.

Photograph 8: View towards the north adjacent Super Salvage, Inc. facility.
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Photograph 9: View towards the west adjacent Fort McNair building.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Phase || Site Assessment Report has been developed for The John Akridge Companies,
Inc. for the Buzzard Point property (the “Site”) by Advantage Environmental Consultants, LLC
(AEC). Based on information provided by The John Akridge Companies, Inc., the development
plan includes construction of mixed use buildings with basement parking garage(s). As part of
this development, it is planned to excavate the majority, if not all, of the subsurface materials to
depths between 30-50 feet below ground surface (bgs). This work was done in support of the
calculation of contaminated soil volume estimates and fo identify other environmental issues
related to the construction of subsurface structures during the proposed development of the
Site.

The Site is bound by V Street, SW, 2™ Street, SW, S Street, SW and 1 Street, SW. The real
estate designation is Square 607 Lot 13, Square 609 Lot 804, and Square 611 Lots 19 and
810. The total site area is 384,052 square feet.

Thirty soil borings were advanced on the Site in a general grid pattern. Some select areas were
focused on during this investigation. These areas are known potential contaminant sources,
and included: the former fleet fueling station (Underground Storage Tank (UST) system) in the
northern area of the Site (at the corner of 1* Street, SW and T Street, SW),; and, the retired 1.9-
million gallon above-ground storage tank (AST) and associated underground petroleum transfer
lines and oil-water separation or valve pits in the southern area of the Site. The borings were
advanced using two Geoprobe rigs. The drilling activities occurred on May 21 and 22, 2005.

Field Methodology Summary

in general, soil samples were collected at the Site from three depth intervals: surface soil (0.5 to
2 foot bgs (below the pavement and sub-base)); shallow soil (2 to 3 feet bgs); and, deep soil
(from zones exhibiting elevated photoionization detector (PID) readings or directly above the
water table). Grab soil samples were collected from all of the borings from varying intervals,
including shallow and deeper zones. Groundwater samples were also collected from multiple
locations at the Site using temporary PVC wells.

The soil samples were analyzed for the following: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) Gasoline
Range Organics (GRO) and Diesel Range Organics (DRQ) via Environmental Protection
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Agency (EPA) Method 8015M, Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) via EPA Method 8260,
priority pollutant metals via EPA Methods 200.7 and 245.4, lead via EPA SM3113B,
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) via EPA Method 8082, Toxicity Characteristic Leachate
Procedure (TCLP) metals via EPA Methods 1311/200.7 and 1311/245.1, and ignitability via
EPA Method 40 CFR 261.21. The groundwater samples were analyzed for the following: TPH
DRO via EPA Method 8015M, VOCs via EPA Method 8260, and dissolved lead via EPA
SM3113B. The dissolved iead sampies were field filtered prior to containerization using new,
pre-cleaned 0.45 micron disposal filters

Soil Analytical Results Summary

The results of the TPH GRO and DRO in soils analyses identified TPH DRO concentrations in
six of the 24 soil samples collected by AEC from the Site. None of the soil samples indicated
TPH GRO concentrations. All six soil samples which were above the laboratory detection limit
were collected from within the fill material. None of the deeper samples collected from the
native material indicated TPH DRO concentrations above detection limits. The TPH DRO
concentrations above the laboratory detection fimit in the soil samples ranged from 11
mifligrams per kilograms (mg/kg) in sample B-7 (6) to 77 mg/kg in sample B-10 (11-12').
These samples were also screened with a PID during drilling operations, but none of the
samples responded significantly above background levels. Results of the soil sampling indicate
that the TPH DRO contamination is widely distributed across the Site, and is therefore thought
to be associated with either limited size petroleum surface spills, or coal dust and fragments
mixed into the fili material. None of the TPH GRO or DRO sample analysis results exceed the
DC Department of Health (DCDOH) Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) standards.

The results of the VOC in soils analyses identified VOC concentrations in one of the nine soil
samples collected by AEC from the Site. This sample, B-11 (2-3'), was collected from within
the fill material at a relatively shallow depth. It should be noted that all of the soil samples
which were non-detect for VOCs were also collected from within or directly below the fill
material. The majority of the VOCs detected in B-11 are associated with petroleum
hydrocarbons. URS Corporation (URS) conducted a Limited Phase 1l Environmental
Investigation in January 2005 and advanced one of their 12 borings in the immediate vicinity of
B-11. The soil sample collected from this boring (URS B-2 19 feet bgs) was non-detect for TPH
GRO and DRO; however, a groundwater sample from this boring indicated a TPH GRO

concentration of 110 micrograms per liter (ug/l). These samples were also screened with a PID
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during driliing operations, but none of the samples responded significantly above background
levels. Results for sampling of the VOCs indicate that the VOC contamination is not widely
distributed across the Site and is therefore thought to be associated with a limited size
petroleum surface spill. None of the VOC sample analysis results exceed the DCDOH
Residential Soil -~ Generic Soil Quality Standards.

The results of the lead in soils analyses identified lead concentrations in 26 of the 28 soil
samples collected by AEC from the Site. All of the 26 soil samples with lead concentrations
above the laboratory detection limit were collected from within or directly above the fill material.
The lead concentrations in soil samples B-13 (2-3"), and B-16 (2.5’) were below the laboratory
detection limit. The remainder of the lead concentrations in soil samples ranged from 1.8
mg/kg in sample B-21 (7’) to 1,000 mg/kg in sample B-24 (7-8"). Resuits for sampling of the
metals indicate that the lead contamination is widely distributed across the site. None of the
lead sample analysis results exceed the DCDOH Residential Soil - Generic Soil Quality
Standards, with the exception of B-10 {(11-12") and B-24 (7-8").

The other priority pollutant metal of potential concern related to past Site use is arsenic. The
results of the arsenic in soils analyses identified arsenic concentrations in eight of the ten soil
samples collected by AEC from the Site. Al of the eight soil samples with arsenic
concentrations above the laboratory detection limit were collected from within the fill material,
The arsenic concentrations range from below the laboratory detection limit in samples B-21 (7')
and B-9 (4') to 8.2 mg/kg in sample B-24 (7-8"). All of the arsenic sample analysis results
exceed the DCDOH Residential Soil - Generic Soil Quality Standards. The range of arsenic
concentrations in the eastern United States presented in Elements in North American Soils
(Dragun and Chiasson, 1991) is <1.0 mg/kg to 73 mg/kg with a mean of 7.4 mg/kg. Therefore,
arsenic in Site soils appears o be naturally occurring. Furthermore, AEC understands that the
proposed arsenic cleanup level at the Spring Valley World War | era chemical weapons testing
range cleanup site in DC is 20 mg/kg. This means that any concentration lower than 20 mg/kg
can be left in ptace in this residential neighborhood. This cleanup level was recommended by
the Spring Valley Scientific Advisory Panel as proposed by the EPA. The Spring Valley cleanup
level is significantly higher than any concentration detected at the Site.

The PCB concentrations in all eleven of the soil samples collected by AEC from the Site were
below the laboratory detection limit. The PCB concentrations in all nine of the soil and all four

iii
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of the groundwater samples collected by URS from the Site were also below the laboratory
detection limit.

Soil samples were collected from multiple locations and varying depths across the Site. The
purpose of these samples was to characterize the soil material that will be disturbed and may
require special disposal in connection with the proposed construction of the subsurface
structures at the Site. The soil samples were analyzed for common waste characterization
analytes including: TCLP metals; ignitability, TPH GRO and DRO; VOCs; and PCBs. In
conclusion, the results of ali of the analysis discussed above did not identify any compounds or
characteristics which would preclude the disposai of any of the designated soil at a commercial

petroleum contaminated soil-disposal facility.

As a general note, during construction excavation operations, hydrocarbon odor in soil is as
important a driver as the laboratory derived hydrocarbon concentration for determining if the soil
is clean or hydrocarbon contaminated. The assumption is that “contamination” is defined as
soils with TPH or other VOC concentrations greater than the laboratory detection limit, or for
PID-screened soils, the background concentration (usually less then 5 parts per miilion {ppm).
Because all of the soil (both contaminated and uncontaminated) is to be removed during
construction activities, and any level of contamination makes soil unsuitable for ciean fill or
construction debris, the commonly used 100 mg/kg TPH DCDOH LUST standard is not
appropriate for this project. The 100 mgfkg TPH DCDOH LUST standard is typically used as a
guideline for determining which contaminated soil can be left in place.

Groundwater Analytical Results Summary

The TPH DRO concentrations in all five of the groundwater samples collected by AEC from the
Site were below the laboratory detection limit. The TPH DRO concentrations in six of the seven
groundwater samples collected by URS from the Site were also below the iaboratory detection
limit. The groundwater sample from URS boring B-11 indicated a TPH DRO concentration of
550 ug/l. This boring is located at the southern end of the Site, down gradient of the AST.

The results of the VOC in groundwater analyses identified VOC concentrations in one of the ten
groundwater samples collected by AEC from the Site. This groundwater sample, B-9, was
collected from the vicinity of the former vehicle fueling station in the southeastern portion of the
northern Site lot. The majority of the VOCs detected in B-9 are associated with chlorinated

iv
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hydrocarbons. Results for sampling of the VOCs indicate that the VOC contamination is not
widely distributed across the Site. None of the VOC sample analysis results exceed the
DCDOH Residential Groundwater - Risk Based Screening Levels, with the exception of viny!
chloride and trichioroethene. It should be noted that groundwater is not used as a potable

water source in the Site vicinity.

The results of the analysis did not identify the presence of dissolved lead above the laboratory

detection limits in all 12 of the groundwater samples collected by AEC from the Site.

Site Condition Summary

Low levels of TPH and VOCs in soil and groundwater have been detected throughout the Site.
In general, the TPH and VOCs in soil are found primarily in the upper 12 feet in the artificial fill
material. Generally low levels of lead in soil (with two exceptions) and low levels of arsenic in
soil have also been detected in the artificial fill material. These contaminanis are thought to be
associated with either limited size petroleum surface spills, or coal dust and fragments mixed
into the fill material. In the case of the chlorinated hydrocarbon groundwater contamination
near the former vehicle fueling station (southeastern portion of the northern Site lot), the low
levels and limited extent of impact makes this issue less significant. |In addition, the possible
lead in groundwater and PCB in soil contamination issues have been ruled out as issues of

concern.

Based on the historic presence of significant quantities of Liquid Phase Hydrocarbon (LPH) in
soil and groundwater at the adjacent Buzzard Point Generating Station, the ongoing
groundwater remediation project, and the groundwater flow direction, this property could be
considered to be a long term concern to the Site. This concern increases based on the
selection of the foundation for the proposed development. If the proposed subsurface
structures are constructed to require continuous dewatering then the risk of hydrocarbon
contaminated groundwater from offsite entering the dewatering system is elevated. |If the

foundation is constructed so that dewatering is not necessary, this risk is minimized.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 Project Introduction and Purpose

This Phase Il Site Assessment Report has been developed for The John Akridge Companies,
Inc. for the Buzzard Point property (the “Site”) by Advantage Environmental Consuitants, LLI.C
(AEC). Based on information provided by The John Akridge Companies, Inc., the development
plan includes construction of mixed use buildings with basement parking garage(s). As part of
this development, it is planned to excavate the majority, if not all, of the subsurface materials to
depths between 30-50 feet below ground surface (bgs). This work was done in support of the
calculation of contaminated soil volume estimates and to identify other environmental issues
related fo the construction of subsurface structures during the proposed development of the
Site.

1.2  Site Location and Description

The Site is situated in a medium-density, mixed commercial, industrial, and government-use
area of southwest Washington DC that is referred to as Buzzard Point. The area consists of
several properties owned by the Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO), including the
Site, the decommissioned Buzzard Point Generating Station and active combustion turbine yard
(CT Yard), and a former bulk fuel storage facility. Additional adjacent properties include a scrap
metal yard, a US military fort, a US military (Coast Guard) headquarters building, and two
marinas. Additional industrial and commercial business are located further north and east of
the Site and the Anacostia River is present approximately 330 feet southeast and south of the
Site. A Site Vicinity Map showing the approximate site location is included as Figure 1 in
Appendix A.

The Site consists of four individual lots in three adjacent squares (Square 607, Lot 13; Square
609, Lot 804; and Square 611, Lots 18 and 810) which comprise approximately 384,051 square
feet. The Site is bound by S Street, SW to the north, 1st Street, SW io the east, V Street, SW
to the south, and 2nd Street, SW to the west. T Street, SW transects the Site, and divides it
into a small northern lot and a larger southern lot.

Currently, the Site is used as two fenced parking lots; however, the Site has been owned by
PEPCO since 1929, and was formerly used as a coal storage yard, a vehicle fueling area with
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Underground Storage Tanks (USTs), a bulk #6 fuel oil above-ground storage tank (AST), and a
faydown area (equipment storage) for the eastern adjacent decommissioned PEPCO
generating station.

Improvements at the Site include a prefabricated metal building and storage trailers at the
northern Site boundary, an unused bulk #6 fuel oil AST and an associated fire fighting foam
house at the southern portion of the Site, and guard stands at the entrances {o the parking lots.
Other improvements include parking medians, light poles and landscaping. The parking lots
are leased from PEPCO by the US government. This Phase Il Site Assessment was performed
for financing purposes, to document any known contaminants, and discover the existence of
any unknown contaminants at the Site. A site plan is included as Figure 2 in Appendix A.

1.3 Site Topography and Hydrology

AEC reviewed a copy of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 Minute Series,
Alexandria, Virginia Topographic Quadrangle map dated 1994. According to the map, the
elevation of the Site is approximately 14 feet above mean sea level (ms!). The area on and
around the Site is relatively level, with the natural topographic gradient across the Site being
south-southwest. The Site area was illustrated with the prefabricated building at the northern
Site boundary, an apparent access road from T Street, SW onto the northern Site lot, and the
bulk fuel storage AST at the southern portion of the southern Site lot. No surface bodies of
water were illustrated on the Site.

1.4 Site History

The review of the historical resources (as discussed in the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) commissioned for the property) indicated that the southern Site lot was used
for a coal storage yard with an associated railroad siding from the late 1920s until the PEPCO
Generating Station began using fue! oil to power the plant in the mid 1970s. From this point
until the Generating Station was decommissioned in 1981, the southern Site lot was used for
bulk fuel storage. The northern Site iot appeared to have been used for vehicle fueling and
storage from the late 1960s until the USTs were removed in 1988 and 1993.

1.5  Summary of Potential Sources of Contamination
1.5.1 Onsite Concerns

The northern Site lot was previously used by PEPCO as a vehicle fueling station and storage
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fot. One 20,000-gallon gasoline UST, one 6,000-gallon gasoline UST, and one 6,000-gallon
diesel fuel UST were previously located at the southeastern portion of the northern Site lot,
identified as 180 S Street, SW and as the Buzzard Point gas station. Both of the 6,000-gallon
USTs were removed from the Site in November, 1988. Regulatory review revealed two
separate UST listings that reference two 6,000-gallon gasoline USTs and two 6,000-gallon
dieset fuel USTs at the Site; however, it appears that these listings are incorrect. Leaking
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Cases were not identified in association with the removal of
the two 6,000-galion USTs.

The Site was identified in LUST Case 93-024 in relation to the 20,000-galion UST, which was
removed in September 1993. According to the regulatory file at the DC Department of Health
(DCDOH), confirmation soil samples that were collected during the removal of the UST were
not significantly contaminated; however, groundwater samples were above regulatory limits for
some constituents. As a Comprehensive Site Assessment (CSA) was already being prepared
for the adjacent PEPCO Generating Station at this time, the DCDOH required PEPCO to
prepare a CSA Addendum report to include the former 20,000-gallon UST site. A copy of the
CSA Addendum report was not available for review; however, the LUST Case 93-094 file
indicated that one monitoring well (MW-13) was installed in this area. Pefroleum concentrations
in soil during the installation of the monitoring well were below DCDOH action limits, while
Benzene, Toluene, Ethyl benzene and Xylenes (BTEX) and Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon
(TPH) constituents were above action limits in the initial groundwater sample. The BTEX
concentration was 1.77 mg/t and the TPH concentration was 3.0 milligrams per liter (mg/l).
Additional information was not provided in the LUST Case file; however, the LUST Case was
granted regulatory closure on May 9, 1994.

A 1.9 million gallon capacity bulk fuel storage AST is located at the southern portion of the Site.
The AST is surrounded by an approximate six foot high concrete containment dike. The exact
installation date of this AST is unknown; however, historical research has revealed that it was
installed when the adjacent PEPCO Generating Station was converted from being fueled by
coal to using #6 fuel oil in the late 1960s. Mr. Shahid Anis of PEPCO stated in a previous
report that he did not know whether releases from the bulk fuel storage AST had occurred.
Reportedly, an underground pipeline connected the AST to the Generating Station. Mr. Anis
did not provide any information regarding the pipeline or any related releases. Both the AST
and the underground pipeline were taken out of service in 1981 when the Generating Station
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was decommissioned. Reportedly, the AST has remained empty since that time and the
pipeline was filled in place.

The review of the above-referenced historical sources indicated that the southern Site lot was
used as a coal storage yard from the late 1920s until the PEPCO Generating Station began
using fuel oil to power the plant in 1968. A railroad siding associated with this coal storage yard
was aligned along the northern and eastern side of the southern Site lot. Contaminants of
concern typically associated with a railroad siding are petroleum compounds (TPH DRO and
GRO), Volatite Organic Compounds (VOCs), Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and the metals
arsenic and lead.

1.6.2 Offsite Concerns

The Buzzard Point Generating Station, located approximately 35 feet east across 1st Street
from the Site, was identified in four separate LUST cases, one of which remains open (LUST
Case No. 93-051). A file review at the DC DOH revealed that In the early 1970s, a release was
reported from a four-inch diameter underground pipeline that connected the CT Yard of the
Generating Station to the two, 0.411-million gallon #2 fuel oil ASTs located north across S
Street from the CT Yard. The release was repaired, and one 15" diameter monitoring well was
subsequently instailed in the vicinity of the pipeline leak. Significant petroleum (gasoline and
diesel} contamination was discovered in soil and groundwater at the CT Yard portion of the
Generating Station property in 1993.

Initial assessments of the contamination revealed TPH concentrations ranging from 881
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) to 30,700 mg/kg. A total of 23 monitoring wells (MWs) were
installed at this property in the vicinity of the CT Yard and the north adjacent bulk fuel storage
ASTs, as well as at the southeast corner of the northern Site lot (due to its former use as a
vehicle fueling area identified as 180 S Street, SW), between May 1993 and January 1995.
The majority of the MWs installed at the CT Yard and north adjacent bulk fuel storage area .
have historically contained Liquid Phase Hydrocarbon (LPH). Groundwater fiow direction has
been documented at this property to be west and southwest, towards the Site.

PEPCO installed a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system in the CT Yard and at the southern
portion of the bulk fuel storage area in January 1996, and operated the system through
November 1999. The SVE system reportedly removed approximately 6,925 gallons of
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petroleum. From May 2001 to April 2002, a portable high vacuum pump and treat system was
used to recover LPH from two of the most contaminated wells (MW-5 and MW-11). The pump
and treat system removed an estimated 1,350 gallons of LPH from these wells.

The wells and groundwater vacuum monitoring points (GVPs) appear to have been monitored
monthly from January 2003 through July 2004, with semi-annual sampling events.
Groundwater sampling data for this property that was dated March 8, 2004 indicated that
groundwater contaminants in the three most down gradient wells were below Maximum
Contaminant Levels and/or DC Water Quality Standards for BTEX and TPH Gasoline-Range
Organics (GRO) and Diesel Range Organics (DRO), while levels of these constituents
remained over the applicable regulatory standards in remaining MWs and GVPs. Currently,
only passive remediation with absorbent booms and monitoring is ongoing at the Generating
Station property.

Based on the historic presence of significant quantities of LPH in soil and groundwater at the
adjacent Buzzard Point Generating Station, the ongoing groundwater remediation project, and
the groundwater flow direction, this property could be considered to be a long term concern to
the Site. This concern increases based on the selection of the foundation for the proposed
development. if the proposed subsurface structures are constructed to require continuous
dewatering then the risk of hydrocarbon contaminated groundwater from offsite entering the
dewatering system is elevated. If the foundation is constructed so that dewatering is not
necessary, this risk is minimized.

1.6 Previous Investigations

A number of items including tables and figures from the reports discussed below have been
excerpted and placed in Appendix B to aid in the discussion.

Geomatrix conducted an assessment of the Buzzard Point Properties. The date of this
assessment is unknown (a review of the document failed to provide a date at which the field
work was performed or report was prepared). Due to the sampling methodology (composite)
and the lack of an attached laboratory analytical report to the document received from PEPCO,
this material was deemed only partially reliable.
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URS Corporation (URS) conducted a Limited Phase Il Environmental Investigation in January
2005 that included 12 soil borings completed to depths ranging from 10 feet to 32 feet bgs. This
report did not include boring logs. In addition to the boring exploration, water from the two
concrete pits located adjacent to the AST was also sampled and analyzed. The URS
investigation did not include any sampling of surficial soils at the site; ali sampling was at a depth
of at least 10 feet below ground surface. This study did not include an investigation of Square
607.

Groundwater, pit water, and soils were sampled and analyzed for various chemical parameters
including TPH GRO and DRO, VOCs, Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs), priority
pollutant metals, and PCBs.

The result of the analyses indicated that some soils at the Site are impacted with petroleum
hydrocarbons and groundwater is impacted with petroleum hydrocarbons and lead. The lead
impact to groundwater was identified at both locations where analyses were performed. The
lead concentrations in groundwater were elevaied and were not likely to be the result of
naturally occurring conditions. These lead concentrations ranged from 1,900 to 8,800
micrograms per liter (ug/). URS concluded that there is evidence that soil and groundwater has
been affected by releases of petroleum hydrocarbons, and the presence of combustion
products and metals. The term “combustion product” is not defined but it may refer to the
potential atmospheric fallout of emissions particulate from the adjacent generating station or
perhaps the presence of coal in the fill material.
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2.0 SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES

2.1 Introduction

Thirty soil borings were advanced on the Site in a general grid pattern. Some select areas were
focused on during this investigation. These areas are known potential contaminant sources,
and included: the former fleet fueling station (UST system) in the northern area of the Site (at
the corner of 1% Street, SW and T Street, SW); and, the retired 1.9-million gallon above-ground
storage tank (AST) and associated underground petroleum transfer lines and oil-water
separation or valve pits in the southern area of the Site. The borings were advanced using two
Geoprobe rigs. The drilling activities occurred on May 21 and 22, 2005.

In general, soil samples were collected at the Site from three depth intervals: surface soil (0.5 to
2 foot bgs (below the pavement and sub-base}); shallow soil (2 to 3 feet bgs); and, deep soil
(from zones exhibiting elevated photoionization detector (PID) readings or directly above the
water table). Grab soil samples were collected from all of the borings from varying intervals,
including shallow and deeper zones. Groundwater samples were also collected from multiple
locations at the Site using temporary PVC weils. The TPH and VOC soil samples were
generally collected from zones exhibiting elevated PID responses or other signs of
contamination. The PCBs, priority poliutant metals, and lead soil samples were generally
coliected from the shallow soil intervals. The TCLP metals soil samples were generally
collected from the interior of the Site near the existing lead in soil exceedances. The lead and
VOCs in water samples were collected from locations distributed across the Site.

The soil samples were analyzed for the following: TPH GRO and DRO via EPA Method 8015M,
VOCs via EPA Method 8260, priority pollutant metals via EPA Methods 200.7 and 245.4, lLead
via EPA Standard Methods (SM) 31138, PCBs via EPA Method 8082, Toxicity Characteristic
Leachate Procedure (TCLP) metals via EPA Methods 1311/200.7 and 1311/245.1, and
ignitability via EPA Method 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 261.21. The groundwater
samples were analyzed for the following: TPH DRO via EPA Method 8015M, VOCs via EPA
Method 8260, and dissolved lead via EPA SM3113B. The dissolved lead samples were field

filtered prior to containerization using new, pre-cleaned 0.45 micron disposal filters.
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2.2 Geoprobe Boring Advancement

Sample cores were collected continuously using 1.5-inch, inside-diameter, stainless steel
macro-core samplers with new acetate liners. Cores were collected in four feet intervals by
using a truck-mounted hydraulic press to drive the sampler through the stratum. All sampling
equipment was decontaminated in the field using non-phosphate liquinox and distilled water
prior to use. AEC contracted Bassett Environmental Associates, Inc. of Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania and Hugo Drilling, Inc. of Knoxville, Maryland to perform the driiling activities.

Soil sample collection for laboratory analysis is discussed in Section 2.3. Groundwater sample
collection for laboratory analysis is discussed in Section 2.4. Following completion of soil and
groundwater sample collection, the temporary PVC wells were removed (if used at the location),
the bore holes filled with the geoprobe cuttings, then topped with bentonite and capped with an
asphalt patch (or top soil as appropriate). Boring locations are illustrated on Figure 2 in
Appendix A, and copies of the boring logs for this investigation are included in Appendix C.

2.3  Soil Sampling Methodology

Upon retrieval, each soil sample was screened in the field using a handheld PID to screen for
VOCs. For the most part no significant PID readings were detected in any of the borings.
Following the screening, grab soil samples were collected from all of the borings from varying
depth intervais. Some borings had multiple intervals sampled. All samples were placed in
appropriate pre-cleaned, laboratory-supplied, four-ounce glassware. Once collected, the
samples were placed on ice in a cooler to await shipment to the laboratory.

2.4  Groundwater Sampling Methodology

Groundwater samples from the temporary PVC wells were collected using a pre-cleaned
disposable weighted bailer or a peristaltic pump with new PVC tubing for each location.
Specifically, the sample from each well was placed in 40 milliliter glass jars with teflon-lined
septa and preserved with hydrochloric acid, amber glass liter bottles preserved with
hydrochioric acid, and 500 milliliter polyethylene bottles preserved with nitric acid. The samples
designated to be analyzed for dissolved lead were field filtered using new pre-cleaned
disposable pressure filters sized for metals analysis (0.45 microns). Once collected, the
samples were placed on ice in a cooler to await shipment to the laboratory.
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2.5 Sample Handling and Analysis

Samples were packaged for shipping using strict chain-of-custody procedures. The coolers
were packed with individually wrapped sample containers and ice and sealed with laboratory
provided custody seals and shipping tape. Samples were shipped to Anabell Environmental,
inc. in Gaithersburg, Maryland. The soil samples were analyzed for the following: TPH GRO
and DRO via EPA Method 8015M, VOCs via EPA Method 8260, priority pollutant metals via
EPA Methods 200.7 and 245.4, Lead via EPA SM3113B, PCBs via EPA Method 8082, TCLP
Metals via EPA Methods 1311/200.7 and 1311/245.1, and ignitability via EPA Method 40 CFR
261.21. The groundwater samples were analyzed for the following: TPH DRO via EPA Method
8015M, VOCs via EPA Method 8260, and dissolved lead via EPA SM3113B.
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3.0 INVESTIGATION ACTIVITY RESULTS

31 Soil Sample Analytical Results

Figure 3 in Appendix A and Table 1 in Appendix D summarize the results of the shallow soil
samples analyzed for TPH GRO and DRO. Figure 4 in Appendix A and Table 1 in Appendix D
summarize the results of the deep soil samples analyzed for TPH GRO and DRO. Figure 5 in
Appendix A and Table 2 in Appendix D summarize the results of the soil samples analyzed for
VOCs. Figure 6 in Appendix A and Tables 3 (lead only) and 4 (Priority Pollutant Metals} in
Appendix D summarize the results of the soil samples analyzed for lead. Figure 7 in Appendix
A summarize the results of the soil samples analyzed for PCBs. Figure 8 in Appendix A and
Table 5 in Appendix D summarize the results of the soil samples analyzed for TCLP metals.
Only lead concentrations (as opposed to all of the priority pollutant metals) are included in
Figure 6 in Appendix A. Only those compounds with concentrations above the laboratory
detection limits are included in the tables in Appendix D. Copies of the completed laboratory
analytical reports and chain-of-custody forms for the samples are provided in Appendix E.

All TPH GRO concentrations in both the shallow and deep soil samples were below the
laboratory detection limit. The TPH DRO concentrations in shallow soil samples B-1 (2'), B-3
4", B-5 (8), B-6 (%), B-8 (5'), B-9 (4), B-16 (3.5-4"), B-20 (4", B-22 (8"), B-23 (1)), B-24 (7-8),
B-26 (7-8), and B-27 {6') were below the laboratory detection limit. The remainder of the TPH
DRO concentrations in shallow soil samples ranged from 11 mg/kg in sample B-7 (&) to 50
mg/kg in sample B-21 (7'). The TPH DRO concentrations in deep soil samples B-11 (19), B-12
(10", B-19 (11-12), B-25 (11", and B-28 (9-10") were below the laboratory detection limit. The
remainder of the TPH DRO concentrations in deep soil samples ranged from 20 mg/kg in
sample B-14 (9') to 77 mg/kg in sample B-10 (11-12").

The results of the VOC analysis of the soil samples indicated all compounds below detection
limits with the exception of various compounds detected in the sample from B-11 (2-3'). These
compounds included Ethylbenzene (12 micrograms per kilograms (ug/kg)), total xylenes (100
ug/kg), Isopropylbenzene (37 ug/kg), 1,1,2,2-tetrachioroethane (14 ug/kg), N-propylbenzene
(190 ug/kg), 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene (230 uglkg), Tert-butylbenzene (120 ug/kg), 1,2,4-
Trimethylbenzene (120 ug/kg), Sec-butyibenzene (110 ug/kg), 4-Isopropyltoluene (81 ug/kg),
and naphthalene (880 ug/kg). Acetone was detected in a limited number of soil samples.

10
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Acetone is a common laboratory cross contaminant and is not thought to be a compound of
concern at the site. Acetone concentrations are not shown on either the tables or figures.

The lead concentrations in soil samples B-13 (2-3"), and B-16 (2.5") were below the laboratory
detection limit. The remainder of the lead concentrations in soil samples ranged from 1.8
maflkg in sample B-21 (7'} to 1,000 mg/kg in sample B-24 (7-8’). The other priority pollutant
metal of potential concern reiated to past site use is arsenic. The arsenic concentrations range
from below the laboratory detection limit in samples B-21 (7') and B-9 (4') to 8.2 mg/kg in
sample B-24 (7-8").

The PCB concentrations in all eleven of the soil samples collected from the site were below the
laboratory detection limit.

All of the metals concentrations in the soil samples were below the TCLP metals regulatory
limits (pass as opposed to fail). The sample analyzed for ignitability (B-14 (5')) was also below
the regulatory criteria (i.e., did not flash below designated temperature). This sample was
representative of the coal dust material.

3.2  Groundwater Sample Analytical Results

Figure 9 in Appendix A summarizes the results of the groundwater samples analyzed for TPH
DRO. Figure 10 in Appendix A and Table 6 in Appendix D summarize the results of the
groundwater samples analyzed for VOCs. Figure 11 in Appendix A summarizes the results of
the groundwater samples analyzed for dissolved lead. Only those compounds with
concentrations above the laboratory detection limits are included in the tables in Appendix D.

Copies of the completed laboratory analytical reports and chain-of-custody forms for the samples
are provided in Appendix E.

The results of the analysis did not identify the presence of any TPH DRO above the laboratory
detection limits in the groundwater samples collected from the site.

The results of the VOC analysis of the groundwater samples indicated all compounds below
detection limits with the exception of various compounds detected in the sample from B-9.
These compounds included vinyl chloride (160 ug/l), trans-1,2-dichloroethene (10 ugf), cis-1,2-
dichloroethene (1,300 ug/l), benzene (11 ugl/l), trichloroethene (4,100 wug/l), and

11
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tetrachloroethene (5.6 ug/l). Acetone was detected in a fimited number of groundwater
samples (B-9, B-17 and B-20). Acetone is a common laboratory cross contaminant and is not a

compound of concern at the site. Acetone levels are not shown on either the tables or figures.

The results of the analysis did not identify the presence of any dissolved lead above the

laboratory detection limits in the groundwater samples collected from the Site.

3.3 Local Geology and Hydrogeology

The Site is within the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province. The Coastal Plain consists
of a series of Cretaceous, Tertiary and recent-aged fluvial and marine deposits overlying
crystalline basement rocks. The depth to the basement rocks is estimated to be about 150 feet
in the vicinity of the site. The soils in the general vicinity of the Site are primarily interbedded

clays, silts, sands and gravels belonging to the Pamlico Formation.

The soils beneath the Site consist of fill materials and interbedded clay, silt, sand and gravel
deposits that are consistent with the Pamlico Formation. The fill materials range in depth from
two feet to over 12 feet and consist of a mixture of sand, clay, silt, coal dust and fragments and
construction debris. The average thickness of the fill is between seven and eight feet and
increases to as much as 12 feet in the southern end of the Site. One feature of the fill is the
existence of coal dust (silt o sand size particles) in a number of areas of the Site. This coal
dust is found in borings B-7 (1.5-3.5 feet bgs), B-8 (1.5-2 feet hgs), B-11 (2.5-3.5 feet bgs), B-
13 (1.5-3.5 feet bgs), B-14 (3.5-5.5 feet bgs), B-16 (1.5-3 feet bgs), B-19 (1.5-3 feet bgs), B-20
(1-2 feet bgs), and B-26 (6-7 feet bgs). In general, this material is fairly shallow and exists
mainly in the western portion of the site. The underlying deposits consist of interbedded clays,
sandy silts, and silty fine sands with occasional gravel.

The water table aquifer lies within the fill and underlying Pamlico deposits. The depth to
groundwater within the water table aquifer ranges from about 6 to 12 feet across the site. A 24
hour water level was taken from one of the temporary well points from the central portion of the
site and indicated a depth to water of approximately 9.7 feet bgs. According to information

reviewed as part of this analysis, groundwater flow in the water table aquifer is from northeast
to southwest.

12
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4.0 SUMMARY AND EVALUATION OF RESULTS

41 TPH in Soil Results Evaluation

The results of the TPH GRO and DRO in soils analyses identified TPH DRO concentrations in
six of the 24 soil samples collected by AEC from the Site. None of the soil samples indicated
TPH GRO concentrations. All six soil samples which were above the laboratory detection limit
were collected from within the fill material. None of the deeper samples collected from the
native material indicated TPH DRO concentrations above detection limits. The TPH DRO
concentrations above the laboratory detection limit in the soil samples ranged from 11 mg/kg in
sample B-7 (6') to 77 mg/kg in sample B-10 (11-12). These samples were also screened with
a PID during drilling operations, but none of the samples responded significantly above
background levels. Results of the soil sampling indicate that the TPH DRO contamination is
widely distributed across the Site, and is therefore thought to be associated with either limited
size petroleum surface spills, or coal dust and fragments mixed into the fill material. None of
the TPH GRO or DRO sampie analysis resuits exceed the DCDOH LUST standards.

4.2 VOCs in Soil Results Evaluation

The results of the VOC in soils analyses identified VOC concentrations in one of the nine soil
samples collected by AEC from the Site. This sample, B-11 {2-3"), was collected from within
the fill material at a relatively shailow depth. [t should be noted that all of the soil samples
which were non-detect for VOCs were also collected from within or directly below the fill
material. The majority of the VOCs detected in B-11 are associated with petroleum
hydrocarbons. URS advanced one of their 12 borings in the immediate vicinity of B-11. The
soil sample collected from this boring (URS B-2 19 feet bgs) was non-detect for TPH GRO and
DRO; however, a groundwater sample from this boring indicated a TPH GRO concentration of
110 ug/l. These samples were also screened with a PID during drilling operations, but none of
the samples responded significantly above background levels. Results for sampling of the
VOCs indicate that the VOC contamination is not widely distributed across the Site and is
therefore thought to be associated with a limited size petroleum surface spill. None of the VOC
sample analysis results exceed the DCDOH Residential Soil - Generic Soil Quality Standards.

4.3 Metals in Soil Results Evaluation

The results of the lead in soils analyses identified lead concentrations in 26 of the 28 soil
samples collected by AEC from the Site. All of the 26 soil samples with lead concentrations

13
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above the laboratory detection limit were collected from within or directly above the fill material.
The lead concentrations in soil samples B-13 (2-3'), and B-16 (2.5") were below the laboratory
detection limit. The remainder of the lead concentrations in soil samples ranged from 1.8
mg/kg in sample B-21 (7') to 1,000 mg/kg in sample B-24 (7-8'). The lead contamination is
widely distributed across the Site. None of the lead sample analysis results exceed the
DCDOH Residential Soil - Generic Soil Quality Standards, with the exception of B-10 (11-12")
and B-24 (7-8").

The other priority poliutant metal of potential concern related to past Site use is arsenic. The
resuits of the arsenic in soils analyses identified arsenic concentrations in eight of the ten soil
samples collected by AEC from the Site. Al of the eight soil samples with arsenic
concentrations above the laboratory detection limit were collected from within the fill material.
The arsenic concentrations range from below the laboratory detection limit in samples B-21 (7°)
and B-@ (4") to 8.2 mg/kg in sample B-24 (7-8). All of the arsenic sample analysis results
exceed the DCDOH Residential Soil - Generic Soil Quality Standards. The range of arsenic
concentrations in the eastern United States presented in Elements in North American Soils
(Dragun and Chiasson, 1991) is <1.0 mg/kg to 73 mg/kg with a mean of 7.4 mg/kg. Therefore,
arsenic in Site soils appears to be naturally occurring. Furthermore, AEC understands that the
proposed arsenic cleanup level at the Spring Vailey World War | era chemical weapons testing
range cleanup site in DC is 20 mg/kg. This means that any concentration lower than 20 mg/kg
can be left in place in this residential neighborhood. This cleanup level was recommended by
the Spring Valley Scientific Advisory Panel as proposed by the EPA. The Spring Valley cleanup
level is significantly higher than any concentration detected at the Site.

4.4 PCBs in Soil Results Evaluation
The PCB concentrations in all eleven of the soil samples collected by AEC from the Site were
below the laboratory detection limit. The PCB concentrations in all nine of the soil and all four

of the groundwater samples collected by URS from the site were also below the laboratory
detection limit.

4.5  Soil Disposal Characteristics Results Evaluation
Soil samples were collected from muitiple locations and varying depths across the Site. The
purpose of these samples was to characterize the soil material that will be disturbed and may

require special disposal in connection with the proposed construction of the subsurface
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structures at the Site. The soil samples were analyzed for common waste characterization
analytes including: TCLP metals; ignitability; TPH GRO and DRO; VOCs; and PCBs. In
conclusion, the resuits of all of the analysis discussed above did not identify any compounds or
characteristics which would preclude the disposal of any of the designated soil at a commercial
petroleum contaminated soil-disposal facility.

As a general note, during construction excavation operations, hydrocarbon odor in soil is as
important a driver as the laboratory derived hydrocarbon concentration for determining if the soil
is clean or hydrocarbon contaminated. The assumption is that “contamination” is defined as
soils with TPH or other VOC concentrations greater than the laboratory detection limit, or for
PID-screened soils, the background concentration (usually less then 5 parts per million (ppm).
Because all of the soil (both contaminated and uncontaminated) is to be removed during
construction activities, and any level of contamination makes soil unsuitable for clean fill or
construction debris, the commonly used 100 mg/kg TPH DCDOH LUST standard is not
appropriate for this project. The 100 mg/kg TPH DCDOH LUST standard is typically used as a
guideline for determining which contaminated soil can be left in place.

4.6 TPH DRO in Groundwater Results Evaluation

The TPH DRO concentrations in all five of the groundwater samples collected by AEC from the
Site were below the laboratory detection limit. The TPH DRO concentrations in six of the seven
groundwater samples collected by URS from the Site were also below the laboratory detection
fimit. The groundwater sample from URS boring B-11 indicated a TPH DRO concentration of
550 ug/l. This boring is located at the southern end of the Site, down gradient of the AST.

4.7 VOCs in Groundwater Results Evaluation

The results of the VOC in groundwater analyses identified VOC concentrations in one of the ten
groundwater samples collected by AEC from the Site. This groundwater sample, B-9, was
collected from the vicinity of the former vehicle fueling station in the southeastern portion of the
northern Site lot. The majority of the VOCs detected in B-9 are associated with chlorinated
hydrocarbons. Results for sampling of the VOCs indicate that the VOC contamination is not
widely distributed across the Site. None of the VOC sample analysis results exceed the
DCDOH Residential Groundwater - Risk Based Screening Levels, with the exception of vinyl
chloride and trichloroethene. It should be noted that groundwater is not used as a potable
water source in the Site vicinity.
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4.8 Lead in Groundwater Results Evaluation

The results of the analysis did not identify the presence of dissolved lead above the laboratory
detection limits in the groundwater samples collected by AEC from the Site. Based on the
results of AEC's field effort, it is suspected that URS had their priority poliutant metals (of which
lead is a component) in water samples analyzed for total metals as opposed to dissolved
metals. There is no mention in the URS report concerning field filtration of these samples so
this assumption is probably correct. Based on the condition of the water during AEC’s field
effort, {i.e., very high turbidity in the geoprobe collected water samples), the metals in water
results are probably not indicative of subsurface conditions and may have resulted in a “false
positive” outcome for at least the significantly elevated lead in groundwater issue. This
assumption is supported by AEC’s dissolved lead in groundwater data which was non-detect in
all of the 12 samples which were anaiyzed.

49 Conclusions

Low levels of TPH and VOCs in soil and groundwater have been detected throughout the Site.
in general, the TPH and VOCs in soil are found primarily in the upper 12 feet in the artificial fill
material. Generally low levels of lead in soil (with two exceptions) and low levels of arsenic in
soil have also been detected in the artificial fill material. These contaminants are thought to be
associated with either limited size petroleum surface spills, or coal dust and fragments mixed
into the fill material. In the case of the chiorinated hydrocarbon groundwater contamination
near the former vehicle fueling station {southeastern portion of the northern Site iot), the low
levels and limited extent of impact makes this issue less significant. In addition, the possible
lead in groundwater and PCB in soil contamination issues have been ruled out as issues of

concern.

Based on the historic presence of significant quantities of LPH in soil and groundwater at the
adjacent Buzzard Point Generating Station, the ongoing groundwater remediation project, and
the groundwater flow direction, this property could be considered to be a long term concern to
the Site. This concern increases based on the selection of the foundation for the proposed
development. If the proposed subsurface structures are constructed to require continuous
dewatering then the risk of hydrocarbon contaminated groundwater from offsite entering the
dewatering system is elevated. If the foundation is constructed so that dewatering is not
necessary, this risk is minimized.
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Executive Summary

PEPCo Holdings Inc. (PHI) retained URS Corporation (URS) to conduct a Phasel
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the Buzzard Point site located between T and V Streets
SW and 1% and 2™ Streets SW (Squares 609 and 611) in Southwest Washington DC (the
Property or the subject property). PHI is planning to sell the Property. The purpose of URS’
Phase T ESA was to evaluate whether current or historical activities on or near the subject
property may have resulted in significant contamination by hazardous substances or wastes, also
known as a Recognized Environmental Condition (REC). This ESA was performed in
accordance with ASTM Practice E 1527-00 standards, URS’ proposal dated August 6, 2004 and
PEPCa’s Purchase Order 4500003335 dated August 31, 2004.

The subject property is situated on a 1.593-acre (69,375 square foot) parcel of land in a
predominantly industrial area of Washington DC known as Buzzard Point, and is currently used
as an asphalt-paved parking lot leased to the National Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGIA).
The Property is one of five PEPCo properties located at Buzzard Point.

According to the information provided by site personnel, historical documents, and previous
reports, the subject property once functioned as a coal storage yard. The PEPCo generating
station, located on the adjacent property to the cast, was activated in 1928 and was initially
fueled by coal. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that coal piles were located on the subject
property as early as 1928. However, at some point in the late 1960’s or early 1970’s, the
generating station switched from being coal-fired to fuel-fired. During this time period, the
current 1.9-million gallon steel aboveground storage tank (AST) was constructed on the southern
portion of the subject property. The AST contained fuel oil that fired the generating station’s oil-
fired steam generators through an underground pipeline that ran beneath 1% Street SW. The
remaining coal piles were removed from the subject property by 1980. The AST was retired and
the underground pipeline was filled in shortly after the generating station was decommissioned
in 1981.

URS conducted a site reconnaissance of the Property on September 16, 2004 to identify current
site uses and potential sources of hazardous substances both on the Property, and in the Property
vicinity. The site reconnaissance consisted of visual inspection, interviews, and a pedestrian
survey. No intrusive activities, such as soil and water sampling, were conducted as part of this
ESA.

The Property is completely enclosed by a fence with two access points (one along 1% Street SW
and one along 2™ Street SW). Each access point is guarded by a security located inside the
parking lot. On the outside of the fence, the property is surrounded by a small grassy area
followed by a public sidewalk. One small shed is located on the northeast corner of the property.
The shed contains maintenance equipment such as brooms, salt, landscaping equipment, etc. that
is used by the NGIA to maintain the parking lot. A second structure is located on the southern
portion of the subject property next to the retired AST. The shed, which contains a fire pump, is
within the dike and fenced area that encloses the AST. URS was unable enter the dike/fenced
area containing the AST and the small fire pump shed. Pole-mounted lights, as well as small
vegetated areas were observed throughout the parking lot.

No underground storage tanks were observed or reported on the subject property. There are two
identical pits/subgrade structures located near the AST on the southeastern portion of the subject
property. Site representatives did not know the function or purpose of the pits. No
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Executive Summary

environmental concerns related to hazardous materials, solid wastes, wastewater, or PCB-
containing equipment were observed.

Soil sampling was conducted in 1990 on three of five PEPCo-owned Buzzard Point properties.
The subject property, identified as Site 3 in the report, was included in the scope of the
assessment; however, soil samples were not collected on the subject property because it was
actively being used as a storage yard, parking lot, and maintenance area for vehicles. Sampling
results from two of the three sites revealed soil contamination. Soil samples collected revealed
the presence of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and ethylbenzene at Site 1, north of the
Property, and the presence of TPH at the adjacent former PEPCo/Chevron gasoline station.

The District of Columbia, Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Underground
Storage Tank Management Branch (DCRA) issued a directive requiring a Corrective Action Plan
to be submitted regarding suspected groundwater contamination at the adjacent generating plant,
and identified the case as LUST Case # 93-051. The DCRA Directive also identified the former
PEPCo/Chevron gasoline station located at 180 S Street SW and the active PEPCo aboveground
tank farm that provided fuel for the combustion turbine yard (CT Yard) as requiring additional
assessment. Since 1993, PEPCo has conducted monthly monitoring and provided the results in
quarterly reports to DCRA.

The most recent (August 2004) progress report of the groundwater remediation project at the
adjacent generating plant states that since May 2003, samples have been taken quarterly at the
three downgradient wells and results have been consistently below regulatory standards.

Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) was contracted to review state and federal records.
Pertinent results of the EDR search arc discussed in Section Five, Federal and State records
researched by EDR indicate that no environmental records (such as those involving operating
procedures, permits, spill and release incidents, air emissions, non-compliance events, tank
removals, tank closures, waste storage and disposal, and polychlorinated biphenyls) exist for the
Property.

Based on a review of available information, it i1s apparent that the subject property has a long
history of industrial use. As a result, past activities conducted on the property (i.e. coal storage
and fuel supply for the adjacent generating station) are of concern. In particular, potential leaks
from the underground pipeline while it was still in use, as well as the pits that may have been oil
water separators or were associated with the former underground pipeline in some way, have the
potential to create 2 Recognized Environmental Condition on the subject property.

Based on the review of available information, the following offsite properties were identified that
are likely to create a Recognized Environmental Conditions on the subject property:

» the inactive PEPCo generating station (adjacent to the east and crossgradient) which is
currently undergoing groundwater remediation,

o the former gas station (adjacent to the north and upgradient) which was identified as
having TPH contamination in soil,

e and the former PEPCo storage yard (located at Q and 2™ Streets SW, three blocks north
and upgradient) which was also identified has having TPH contaminants in soil, and
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e the Super Salvage scrap yard (located at R and 1™ Streets SW, two blocks north and
upgradient of the subject property) where large scale waste debris and scrap metal
operations were observed being conducted over site soils.

Releases from these nearby sites have the potential to create a Recognized Environmental
Condition on the subject property.

Further investigation is recommended.

This Executive Summary is not intended to be a "stand-alone” document, but a summary of our
findings as described in the following report. It is intended to be used in conjunction with the
scope of services and limitations described therein.
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SEGTIUIIONE Introduction

PEPCo Holdings Inc. (Client), retained URS Corporation (URS) to conduct a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the Buzzard Point site located between T and V Streets
SW and 1% and 2™ Streets S.W. (Squares 609 and 611) in Washington, D.C. (subject property or
Property). This Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted in conformance with the
methods and procedures described in the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
“Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Process” (Standard Designation E 1527-00). The Phase I ESA was also conducted in accordance
with URS’ proposal dated August 6, 2004 with reference to PEPCo’s Purchase Order
4500003335 dated August 31, 2004. The Phase I ESA objectives, scope, and limitations are
presented in the following sections.

11  OBJECTIVE

The objective of URS’ Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was to evaluate whether current
or historical activities on or adjacent to the subject property may have resulted in a “Recognized
Environmental Condition.” A Recognized Environmental Condition is defined by ASTM as:

“The presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum
products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past
release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum
products into structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater or surface
water of the property. The term includes hazardous substances or petroleum
products even under conditions in compliance with laws. The term is not intended
to include de minimis conditions that generally do not present a material risk of
harm to public health or the environment and that generally would not be the
subject of an enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate
governmental agencies. Conditions determined to be de minimis are not
recognized environmental conditions.”

A Historical Recognized Environmental Condition is defined separately as:

“IAn} environmental condition which in the past would have been considered a
recognized environmental condition, but which may or may not be considered a
recognized environmental condition currently. The final decision will be
influenced by the current impact of the historical recognized environmental
condition on the property.”

1.2 SCOPE OF WORK

URS’ Scope of Work for the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment consisted of an inspection
of the subject property and nearby area, a review of historical information on activities on the
subject property, review of readily available regulatory information concerning the subject
property and nearby properties of environmental concern, review of previous reports concerning
nearby properties and preparation of a report detailing URS’ results, conclusions, and
recommmendations.

URS 1-1



SEGTIONONE Introduction

1.3  LIMITING CONDITIONS

URS’ site inspection included a walking inspection of areas of the subject property that were
accessible by foot, and a drive-by inspection of surrounding and adjacent properties, including
those properties identified in the environmental database search. The following conditions
limited URS’ ability to inspect all areas of the subject property:

* An inactive aboveground storage tank (AST) located on the southern portion of the
subject property is enclosed by a 6-foot concrete dike and fence. As a result, URS was
unable to closely inspect the immediate surroundings of the tank.

» A small shed located beside the AST that reportedly contains a fire pump could not be
accessed during the site inspection.

No other conditions that would limit URS’ ability to complete the scope of work were
encountered during the performance of the Environmental Site Assessment.

14  LIMITATIONS OF THE ASSESSMENT

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared in accordance with URS’ proposal
dated August 6, 2004. The work conducted by URS is limited to these services with and no other
services beyond those explicitly stated should be inferred or are implied.

The conclusions presented in this report are professional opinions based solely upon URS’ visual
observations of the Property and adjacent properties, and upon URS’ interpretations of the
readily available historical information, conversations with personnel knowledgeable about the
Property, and other readily available information, as referenced in the report. These conclusions
are intended exclusively for the purpose stated herein, at the Property indicated, and for the
project indicated.

URS has performed the scope of work set forth in the proposal related to this project, in specific
reliance on the understandings and agreements reached between URS and PEPCo Holdings Inc.
(Client). Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, and to insure that there are no
misunderstandings regarding the scope of URS’ activities, be advised that the Scope of Work did
not include structural, electrical or mechanical issues, or other activities not expressly described
in the proposals or in URS’ report. Upon written request, URS will issue a proposal to expand
the Scope of Work to include these or additional matters within our expertise.

The report(s) and any other information which URS prepared and submitted to Client in
connection with this project (collectively, the “Reports™) are for the sole use and benefit of Client
for the property described in the report and may not be used or relied upon by any other person
or entity without the prior written consent of Client and URS. Any such consent given by URS
shall be deemed to be and shall be subject to the terms and conditions of the Proposals and the
Agreement, including without limitation, the warranty, liability and indemnity terms thereof, and
any person given such consent (Grantee) shall be deemed to have agreed to such terms and
conditions by its use and reliance on the Reports. Such Grantee must also agree not to reveal the
contents of the Reports to any other person or entity without the prior written consent of both
Client and URS.

URS 2



SECTIONONE Introduction

Client recognizes and agrees that:

(0

2

3

“

)

The information in the Reports relates only to the properties specifically described
in the Proposals and Reports and was presented in accordance with and subject to
the scope of work described in the Proposals which were specifically agreed to by
Client;

The information and conclusions provided in the Reports apply only to the subject
properties as they existed at the time of URS’ site examination. Should site use or
conditions change or should there be changes in applicable laws, standards or
technology, the information and conclusions in the Reports may no longer apply;

URS makes no representations regarding the value or marketability of these
properties or their suitability for any particular use, and none should be inferred
based on the Reports;

The Reports are intended to be used in their entirety and no excerpts may be taken
to be representative of the findings of this investigation;

URS” services in the development of this report were conducted in a manner
consistent with that level of care and skill ordinarily exercised by members of the
same professions currently practicing in the same locality under similar conditions
and no other guaranty, warranty, or representation, either express or implied, is
included or intended herein.

The scope of services proposed are limited to visual observations of site conditions on the day
inspected; review of readily available and relevant data; and, statements made and information
provided by the Client, his agents, outside parties, and regulatory agencies. URS will exercise
due and customary care in the conduct of its assessment but will not independently verify
information provided by others. Therefore, URS will assume no liability for any loss resulting
from errors or omissions arising from the use of inaccurate/incomplete information or
misrepresentations made by others.




SEGTIONTWO Site Description

Information concerning the subject property was obtained from a site inspection conducted by
Ms. Lynne McMullen of URS on September 16, 2004, interviews with representatives of the
subject property owner, and review of the documents referenced in Section 7.0 of this report.
Adjacent properties were inspected by Mr. Roger Naylor and Ms. Lynne McMullen both of URS
on September 2, 2004. URS was escorted during both site visits by Mr. Shahid Anis,
Environmental Consultant with PEPCo.

21  PHYSICAL LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

The subject property is one city block that is bordered by T and V Streets S.W. and 1* and 2™
Streets S.W. (identified as Square 609, Lot 804 and Square 611, Lots 810 and 19 on a city tax
map). The Property is rectangular-shaped, situated on a 1.593-acre (69,375 square foot) parcel
of land in a predominantly industrial arca known as Buzzard Point in Washington D.C. The
Property 1s currently used as an asphalt-paved parking lot that is leased to the National
Geospatial Intelligence Agency.

Utilities available to the Property include electricity, natural gas, public water and sewer. A Site
Location Map 1s presented as Figure 1, and a Site Plan is presented as Figure 2.

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Environmental characteristics including topography, geology, and hydrogeology were evaluated
based on site observations, published literature, and maps.

221 Topography and Surface Water Characteristics

According to the United States Geological Survey topographic map of the Alexandria, Virginia
Quadrangle, 1965 (photorevised, 1983), the elevation of the subject property is approximately 14
feet above mean sea level (msl). The subject property is generally level, with the natural
topographic gradient across the subject property being south-southeast.

Stormwater runoff on the subject property flows into the stormwater drains located on the edges
of the parking lot, which discharge to the municipal storm sewer. The nearest surface bodies of
water are the Anacostia River, the Potomac River, and Washington Channel. The Anacostia
River is located approximately 330 feet southeast of the subject property; the Potomac River is
approximately 3,630 feet southwest; and the Washington Channel is approximately 1,485 feet to
the west. All three waterways converge at a point approximately % mile southwest of the
Property and flow to the south. No surface impoundments were observed on the subject property.

2.2.2 Local Geology, Soils and Groundwater
A review of selected information from public sources concerning the geology and hydrology of
the Property and surrounding area indicate the following classification and characteristics.

Geology

The subject property is geologically located in the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province,
which consists of marine and fluvial sediments. The overburden at the Property generally
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SECTIONTWO Site Description

consists of deep deposits of alluvial soils. It is underlain by the Mesozoic Era, Cretaceous
System, and Lower Cretaceous Series stratigraphic unit.

Soils

According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Survey of District of
Columbia (1976), the soils mapped at the subject property consist of the “Urban Land”. The
Urban Land soil unit consists of areas where more than 80% of the surface is covered by asphalt,
concrete, buildings, or other impervious surfaces. These areas include large areas where
miscellaneous artificial fill was placed over swamps or streams.

Depth to bedrock was estimated at more than 5 feet below ground surface (bgs). The dominant
soil composition in the vicinity is silt loam, which is moderately well drained. Subsurface soils
consist mostly of quaternary aged sands, gravels and silts of the Wicomico Formation. Aquifer
materials have very low permeability.

Soils collected during a previous investigation conducted by TPH Technology indicated that the
subject property is located on the Pamlico Formation and Recent AHuvium which consists of
gravel, sand and silt, and clayey fill.

Groundwater

Groundwater in the area of the subject property is typically encountered approximately 15 to 20
feet bgs and flows west-southwest towards the convergence of the three waterways. General
groundwater flow throughout D.C. is generally to the south towards the Potomac River. Areas
located to the north are topographically, and assumed to be hydrogeologically, upgradient of the
subject property. The groundwater in Washington DC is known to be impacted by various
sources and is not used for a source of public drinking water supply.

Wetland and Flood Zone

According to the USGS Alexandria, Virginia Quadrangle topographic map, the subject property
was not identified as being located within a wetland arca. There are no wetland areas within 1
mile of the subject property. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood
Insurance Rate Map (community panel: 110001 00258, effective November 15, 1985), the
subject property is not located within a 100-year or 500-year flood zone.
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The history of land use on and near the subject property was determined from interviews, review
of historic aerial photographs, city directories, and the other documents referenced in Section 7.

3.1 CURRENT AND PRIOR OWNERSHIP

PEPCo currently owns the subject property. A chain of title search was not included in the scope
of work for this Phase I ESA.

3.2 SITEHISTORY

According to the information provided by site personpel, historical documents, and previous
reports, the subject property once functioned as a coal storage yard. The PEPCo generating
station, located on the adjacent property to the east, was activated in 1928 and was initially
fueled by coal. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that coal piles were located on the subject
property as early as 1928. However, at some point in the late 1960°s or early 1970’s, the
generating station switched from being coal-fired to fuel-fired. It is during this time period that
the current 1.9-million gallon steel aboveground storage tank (AST) was constructed on the
southern portion of the subject property. The AST contained fuel oil that fired the generating
station’s oil-fired steam generators through an underground pipeline that ran beneath 1% Street
SW. The remaining coal piles were removed from the subject property by 1980. The AST was
retired and the underground pipeline was filled in shortly after the generating station was
decommissioned in 1981. ‘

During the 1980°s and early 1990’s, the subject property was leased out to W.A. Chester, Inc.
and used as a storage yard, parking lot, and vehicle maintenance area. Currently, the subject
property is being leased out to the National Geospatial Intelligence Agency who uses the
Property as a secured employee automobile parking lot.

3.3 INTERVIEWS

URS interviewed Shahid Anis, an engineer for PEPCo for the past 28 years. He was not aware of
any incidents, unusual odors, stains or other conditions on the actual subject property that would
indicate a potential environmental concern. However, Mr. Anis did report that there have been
incidents that have occurred on adjacent PEPCo propetties (specifically, the PEPCo generating
station site adjacent to the east and the former gas station site adjacent to the north) that may
present environmental concerns on the subject propeity. The two adjacent properties are
discussed in further detail in section 3.4.

URS also interviewed Fariba Mahui, the PEPCo tank coordinator, regarding the
decommissioning of the AST on the subject property in the early 1980°s. Ms. Mahui reported
that a hole was cut out of the tank to enable its cleaning and that the underground pipeline that
fed the fuel in the tank to the generating station’s steamers was filled in. Further documentation
detailing the decommissioning of the tank and underground pipeline was not available.




SECTIONTHREE Historie Site and Surrounding Property Conditions

3.4  PREVIOUS REPORTS

URS reviewed previous environmental reports provided by PEPCo concerning the subject
property and the adjacent PEPCo properties. Copies of the previous reports are presented in
Appendix A and are summarized below:

Geomatrix, Inc., Assessment of the Buzzard Point Properties, 1990

In 1990, Geomatrix Inc. conducted soil sampling on five PEPCo-owned Buzzard Point properties
located in Southwest Washington D.C. The subject property, identified as Site 3 in the report,
was included in the scope of the assessment. However, Geomatrix was unable to take soil
samples on the subject property because it was actively being used as a storage yard, parking lot,
and maintenance area for vehicles. The report states that the objective of the investigation was
to determine if the sites were “environmentally clean”. Geomatrix collected soil samples that
were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), benzene, tohiene, ethylbenzene, xylene
(BTEX), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and EP toxicity metals. PEPCo’s generating station
(identified as Site 5) was not evaluated because it was actively being used as a substation.

Soil samples collected from the three other PEPCo sites revealed the following:

s Site I (Square 603, located at Q and 1st Streets SW, three blocks north and upgradient of
the subject property) was being used as an office area and parking lot at the time of the
investigation. The site contained active USTs and has a history of UST removal. Two of
the soil samples were taken from a depth of 3 to 5 feet; two were taken from a depth of 8
to 10 feet. Of the four samples collected, one sample had a TPH concentration of 32
parts per million (ppm), TPH of 1440 ppm, and ethylbenzene of 1 ppm. None of the
parameters analyzed were detected in the other two soil samples.

e Site 2 (Square 607, located between 2™ and T Streets SW, adjacent to the north and
upgradient to the subject property) was being used as a filling station for PEPCO
vehicles at the time of the mvestigation. All samples were collected from a depth of 0 to
2 feet. Of the thirteen samples collected, ten of the samples showed TPH concentrations
ranging from 100 ppm to 360 ppm.

e Site 4 (Square 661, located at R and 1% Streets SW, approximately 330 feet northeast and
upgradient to the subject property) was a vacant lot at the time of the investigation and
was being used for storage of excavated soils. Soil samples were collected from a depth
of 0 to 2 feet. None of the four samples collected revealed the presence of TPH, BTEX,

or PCBs.

Geomatrix reported that the extent of TPH contamination at Site 1 was unknown.
Concentrations of TPH at Site 2 were fairly well distributed throughout the site. It was
concluded that the presence of TPH at Site 1 and 2 most likely resulted from prior and current
activities at those two sites. Releases from these upgradient sites have the potential to create a
REC on the subject property.
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TPH Technology, Incorporated, Corrective Action Plan, Remedial Specifications and
Implementation Details, Buzzard Point Generating Station, Half & S Streets SW, Washington,
DC, DC LUST Case # 93-051, March 10, 1995

According to the report, in 1968, an underground oil pipeline was installed at the combustion
turbine yard (CT Yard), located on the northern portion of the generating station site
(approximately 50 feet northeast and upgradient of the subject property), to transfer fuel oil from
the AST farm located on the adjacent property to the north to the generating station. In the early
1970s, a leak was detected in the fuel oil pipeline and was repaired. However, in 1993, PEPCo
personnel discovered the presence of petroleum in an onsite monitoring well. As a result, the
District of Columbia, Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Underground Storage
Tank Management Branch (DCRA) issued a directive requiring a Corrective Action Plan to be
submitted for the suspected on-site groundwater contamination at the generating plant. The
release was assigned LUST Case # 93-051. Under this plan, PEPCo was also required to
continue monitoring all wells, remove free phase product, and submit monthly recovery reports
unti! the case was deemed closed by DCRA. The DCRA Directive also identified the former
PEPCo/Chevron gasoline station located at 180 S Street SW (the block adjacent to the north of
the subject property and identified as Site 2 in the Geomatrix report) and the active PEPCo
aboveground tank farm that provided fuel for the CT Yard (Jocated approximately 500 feet
northeast of the subject property) as requiring additional assessment. A Comprehensive Site
Assessment (CSA) Report was written in August 1993 for the two properties, but was not
available at the time this report was prepared.

Beginning in May 1993 and ending in Januvary 1995, PEPCo installed a total of 23 monitoring
wells throughout the generating station and CT Yard, as well as on the AST tank farm and
former gas station site (as required by DCRA’s directive). Both the soil and the groundwater
samples revealed the presence of TPH and BTEX. The closest monitoring well to the subject
property, MW-13, is located approximately 105 feet to the north on the adjacent former gas
station. The soil cutting from MW-13 was found to have a TPH concentration of less than 29.8
mg/kg and a BTEX concentration of .02392 mg/kg. PEPCo’s proposed remedial method was “to
remove free-phase and adsorbed-phase product from the soil and groundwater beneath the CT
Yard, and then allow natural processes to reduce soluble hydrocarbon concentrations once the
free-phase and adsorbed-phase products were removed.” Since 1993, PEPCo has conducted
monthly monitoring and provided the results in quarterly reports to DCRA.

PEPCo, Buzzard Point Station — LUST Case # 93-051, Progress Report, August 19, 2004

In August of 2004, PEPCo submitted a progress report of the groundwater remediation project at
the adjacent generating plant to the DCRA Underground Storage Tank Division. The report
provided a summary of the site activities and analytical results of groundwater samples for three
downgradient wells (located approximately 200 feet upgradient to the east and northeast of the
subject property) for the period of April through July 2004. At the three wells (which are
considered immediately downgradient of the CT Yard and Tank Farm), the results from the
August 2004 sampling were fairly similar to the results of the March 2004 sampling. BTEX
levels remained below Maximum Contaminants Levels (MCLs) for drinking water. Furthermore,
TPH levels remained below the District of Columbia Water Quality Standards. The report states
that since May 2003, samples have been taken quarterly at the three downgradient wells and
results have been consistently below regulatory standards. According to the report, the “results
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indicate that the contamination is confined to the site and due to a flat gradient, groundwater has
no flow movement to leach the contamination outside the site boundary.”

URS obtained documents from the PEPCo office providing information on USTs that were
historically and currently located on adjacent PEPCo properties. Copies of these documents are
provided in Appendix C.

» At one time, the adjacent property to the north (the former PEPCo/Chevron filling
station) had two 6,000-gallon USTs which were owned by Chevron. One UST contained
leaded gasoline and the other contained diesel fuel. These two tanks were removed in
November 1988. There was also a 20,000-gallon gasoline UST, owned by PEPCo, which
was removed in August 1993, According to PEPCo personnel, there are no longer any
USTs located at the former filling station site.

e There have been several USTs removed from the adjacent property to the east (the
PEPCo generating station and CT yard). According to documentation, four 2,000-gallon
USTs (installed in 1968) containing waste oil were removed from the ground from 1991
until 1993. In addition, two 10,000-gallon USTs containing # 2 fuel oil, one 2,000-gallon
UST containing fuel additive, and one 500-gallon UST containing varsol (installation
dates unknown) were filled in with inert material in June 1984.

e According to site personnel and documentation, only two USTs remain. Two 4,000~
gallon USTs are located at the adjacent generating plant and CT yard and contain waste
oil. These tanks were installed in September 1993,

3.5 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS AND TOPOGRAPHIC MAPS

URS reviewed historical aerial photographs and topographical maps that covered the area of the
subject property. The USGS Alexandria Quadrangle topographic maps, 1956, 1965 (photo-
revised 1971, 1972, 1979), and 1994 were reviewed. Aerial photographs were available from
1948, 1957, 1963, 1970, 1980, 1988 and 2002. The following table summarizes this information.
Photocopies of the historical aerial photographs and topographical maps are provided in
Appendix B.

Table 1
Summary of Historical Information
Buzzard Point
1% Street SW/V Street SW
Washington DC

; L
1948 | Subject Coal piles and what appears to be a conveyor are present Aerial Photo
Property
Adjacent North: Many small square structures, most likely residences

East: PEPCo generating station
South: Mostly wooded land with a few small structures
West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing
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1956 | Subject A rail spur and a small building are shown Topographic
Property Map
Adjacent North: Vacant

East: PEPCo generating station
South: A few small square structures
West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing

1957 | Subject Coal piles are present. A small building and conveyor belts are Aerial Photo
Property shown.

Adjacent North: Several clumps of trees with only a few small structures.
East: PEPCo generating station
South: Mostly wooded land with a few small structures
West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing

1963 | Subject Coal piles are present. A small building and conveyor belts are Aerial Photo

Property shown.
Adjacent North: 8mall structures, most likely residential
East: PEPCo generating station
South: Cleared land with a large building on the Anacostia River
waterfront
West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing

1965 | Subject A rail spur is present Topographic
Property Map
Adjacent North: Vacant

East: PEPCo generating station
South: Three small square structures
West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing

1970 | Subject Coal piles are present. A small building and conveyor belts are Aerial Photo
Property shown. A large AST is on the southern portion of the property.

Adjacent North: One rectangular building is shown on the northern portion

East: PEPCo generating station and PEPCo combustion turbine yard
South: Cleared land with a large building on the Anacostia River
waterfront

West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing

1971 | Subject A rail spur and a small building are shown. Also, the AST is shown Topographic

and Property on the southern portion of the property. Maps

1972 | Adjacent North: Vacant

East: PEPCo generating station
South: Three smail square structures
West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing

1979 | Subject Coal piles are present. A small building and conveyor belts are Topographic
Property shown. A large AST is on the southern portion of the property. Map
Adjacent North: One rectangular building is shown on the northern portion

(may be the former filling station)

East: PEPCo generating station and PEPCo combustion turbine vard
South: Large structure, most likely the current US Coast Guard
Headquarters office building

West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing
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1980 | Subject The AST is present as well as several smaller structures (.i..e. trai ers)
Property {The coal piles and conveyor belts are no fonger shown).
Adjacent North: One rectangular building is shown on the northem portion

(may be the former filling station)

East: PEPCo generating station and PEPCo combustion turbine yard
South: Large rectangular structure, most likely the current US Coast
Guard Headquarters office building

West: Several large buildings, most likely Ft. McNair housing

1988 | Subject The AST is present Aerial Photo
Property
Adjacent North: One rectangular building is shown on the northem portion

{may be the former filling station)

East: PEPCo generating station and PEPCo combustion turbine yard
South: Large rectangular structure, most likely the current US Coast
Guard Headquarters office building

West: Cleared, vacant land

1994 | Subject The AST is present. Topographic
Property Map
Adjacent North: One rectangular building is shown on the northern portion

{may be the former filling station)

East: PEPCo generating station and PEPCo combustion turbine yard
South: Large structure, most likely the current US Coast Guard
Headquarters office building

West: Large rectangular structure, most likely current Fort McNair

building
2002 | Subject AST is present as well as an asphalt paved parking lot. Aerial Photo
Property
Adjacent North: One rectangular building is shown on the northern portion

surrounded by an empty parking lot

East: PEPCo generating station and PEPCo combustion furbine yard
South: Large structure, most likely the current US Coast Guard
Headquarters office building

West: Large rectangular structure, most likely current Fort McNair
building

3.6 OTHER DOCUMENTS

URS also reviewed Sanborn Maps for the years 1984, 1988, 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994 that
covered the area of the subject property. From 1984 until 1994, the subject property is identified
as a PEPCo storage yard. A fuel oil AST enclosed by a 6 dike is shown on the southern portion
of the property. A small shed is shown next to the dike. There is a PEPCo parking lot with a
private garage to the north, the PEPCo generating station and combustion turbine yard to the
east, and a U.S. Government office building (most likely the existing US Coast Guard
Headquarters) to the south. Adjacent properties to the north, east, and south primarily appear the
same on each of the Sanborn Maps. However, use of the adjacent property to the west changes
throughout time. The 1984 Sanborn map depicts US Government office buildings on the adjacent
property to the west, the 1988 map depicts the property as a Government parking lot, and the
1990 through 1994 Sanborns portray the Ft. McNair National Defense University Academic
Operations Center and associated parking lots. Photocopies of the Sanborn Maps are provided in
Appendix B.
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City directories were also reviewed for the subject property and surrounding properties for the
years 1922 through 2000 (at approximately 5 year intervals). Between 1922 and 2000, the
subject property is consistently identified as “address not listed in research source”. Between
1922 and 1936, surrounding properties along 1% and 2™ Streets SW are described as either
individual residences or vacant. From 1940 until 1969, all surrounding properties are listed as
vacant. Between 1973 and 1993, the surrounding properties along V and 2™ Sireets SW are
identified as various types of office buildings such as the Electrical Security Corporation, Office
Cleaning Inc., Westwood Management Corp, U.S. Railway Association, etc. Lastly, in the 2000
directory, the surrounding properties are identified as apartments, residences, and James Creek
Marina along V Street SW and the U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Coast Guard
Headquarters, and the National War College Alumni Association along 2™ Street SW.
Photocopies of the city directories are provided in Appendix B.

3.7 HISTORICAL SUMMARY

Based on URS’ review of historical documents, the subject property was used for coal pile
storage from as early as 1948 until 1979. The coal was used to fuel the adjacent PEPCo
generating station. A 1.9-million gallon aboveground storage tank (AST) containing fuel oil
with an underground pipeline was constructed on the property as early as 1970 to replace coal as
the fuel source for the generating station. The coal piles and associated conveyor belts were
removed from the subject property sometime between 1979 and 1980. According to PEPCo
personnel and prior reports, the AST was decommissioned in 1981 at the same time that the
adjacent generating station was decommissioned. From 1980 until 2002, the subject property
was used as a storage yard, parking lot, and for vehicle maintenance. Based on the long history
of industrial use at the subject property, past activities have a potential to create a REC on the
subject property. In particular, potential releases from the onsite underground pipeline have the
potential to create a REC.

Furthermore, several adjacent properties were identified that have the potential to create a REC
on the subject property. According to the 1990 Geomatrix soil assessment of the five PEPCo
properties located at Buzzard Point, soil samples taken from the PEPCo storage yard (located
three blocks north and upgradient of the subject property) and PEPCo/Chevron former gas
station (located adjacent to the north and upgradient of the subject property) revealed the
presence of TPH. In addition, releases from the adjacent PEPCo generating station and the
active CT Yard (LUST Case # 93-051) have the potential to create a Recognized Environmental
Condition on the subject property.
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URS inspected the subject property on September 16, 2004. URS’ site inspection included a
walking inspection of the entire parcel. The weather was warm and sunny. Resumes for URS
personnel ivolved in the site inspection, interviews, and the preparation of this report are
presented in Appendix D. Photographs taken during URS’ site inspection are provided in
Appendix E.

4.1  CURRENT USES OF THE PROPERTY

The Property is used as an asphalt-paved parking lot currently leased out to the National
Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGIA).

4.2 SITE OBSERVATIONS

Key features of the Property are described below and the layout and relevant features of the
subject property are shown on Figure 2. The Property is comjaletely enclosed by a fence with two
access points (one along 1% Street SW and one along 2™ Street SW). Each access point is
guarded by a security located inside the parking lot. On the outside of the fence, the property is
surrounded by a small grassy area followed by a public sidewalk. One small shed is located on
the northeast corner of the property. The shed contains maintenance equipment such as brooms,
salt, landscaping equipment, etc. that is used by the NGIA to maintain the parking lot. A second
structure is located on the southern portion of the subject property next to the retired AST. The
shed, which contains a fire pump, is within the dike and fenced area that encloses the AST. As
mentioned eatlier in the report, URS was unable enter the dike/fenced area containing the AST
and the small fire pump shed. Both structures were approximately 10-feet-by-10-feet and size
and constructed of sheet metal. Pole-mounted lights, as well as small vegetated arcas were
observed throughout the parking lot.

4.2.1 Easements and Utilities

Electricity is supplied to the subject property arca by Potomac Electric Power Company and natural
gas is supplied by Washington Gas. Washington Water and Sewer Authority supplies water and
sewer service to the subject property area.

Two pole-mounted transformers, one on the north side and one on the east side, are located
outside the fence along the edge of the property. Storm drains were also observed along the
streets.

4,2.2 Stormwater

Stormwater flows into intake drains that are located along the edges of the parking lot within the
fence.

423 Hazardous Substances and Wastes

During the site visit, URS did not observe hazardous wastes or activities that would be
considered likely to generate hazardous wastes on the subject property.

URS o a
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4.2.4 Underground/Aboveground Storage Tanks

URS observed no evidence of current USTs on the subject property at the time of the site
inspection. There is a 1.9-million gallon AST located on the southern portion of the subject
property. The AST stored fuel oil that fed oil-fired steam generators at the adjacent PEPCo
generating station. The fuel was fed to the generating station via an underground pipeline
underneath 1™ Street SW. The AST was decommissioned when the generating station became
Inactive in 1981 and the underground pipe was filled in. The AST is enclosed by a 6 foot
concrete dike and a fence. From outside of the dike/fence barrier, URS could not observe
evidence of stains or leaks in the vicinity of the AST. Past releases of fuel oil, if any, from the
underground pipeline have the potential to create a REC on the subject property.

425 PCB-Containing Equipment

No potential PCB-containing equipment was observed on the subject property.

4.2.6 Solid Waste

URS did observe small amounts of solid waste on the subject property. A th