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6.0

HISTORY AND USE

6.1 RECORDS
The City of Rochester Records Access Officer

Contact: Sylvia Rosello (585-428-6060)

Because of the rapid closure of this real estate deal, we have not received the
City’s F.O.L.L. response. However, Day’s work in 2004 indicates that the City
records do not adequately address tank issues relative to the historic presence of a
gas station on Bittner Street (former Andrews Street) for at least 30 years.

6.2 HISTORIC AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS
Monroe County Department of Health
Aerial photographs from 1930-1999 were reviewed.

The subject Kirstein Building was present throughout the period of these historic
photos. The filling station present on the subject site to the north of the building,
discussed in Sections 6.3 and 6.4 below, is indistinguishable at the scale of these

photos.

6.3 HISTORICAL MAPS
Historical Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps are available from 1892, 1911, 1950 and

1971.

e 1892 — The subject parcels were improved with residential houses.

e 1911 - The Kirstein Building was present at this time; the present day
Bittner Street was referred to as Franklin Street at that time.

e 1950 - The subject Bittner Street parcel was utilized as a parking lot with a
“filling station™; two gas tanks were indicated on the north and south sides
of the filling station building (Appendix 12.6).

e 1971 —By 1971 the filling station was gone; the Bittner Street parcel was
utilized for parking.

6.4 POLK DIRECTORIES
Polk City Directories were reviewed in the City of Rochester Rundel Library

relative to historic site usage:

e 242 Andrews Street — from the early 1900s until the 1960s, the subject
address was listed as “Shuron Optical Co., Inc. plant”. In the 1970s, the
first floor was “vacant”, and floors 3-5 were listed as “Erdman Anthony
Associates” (engineering firm). In the 1990s, the Girl Scouts of Genesee
Valley, Monroe County Housing Council, and a social services
organization utilized the subject building.

- 12 -

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL




e 37 Bittner Street (formerly 191, 201 Franklin Street) — There has been no
listing of the 37 Bittner Street address. Based on the Polk indication of
«Andrews Street intersects” and reference to the Sanborn Fire Insurance
Map, prior to 1980 the parcel was listed as 191 and 201 Franklin Street. In
1960, 201 Franklin Street was listed as “parking lot and service station’;
in 1940, it was listed as “John J. DeCamilla gas station”; in 1930, it was
listed as “Monroe Union Oil Co., Inc. gas station”.

7.0 REGULATORY INFORMATION

Passero Associates acquired the Environmental Data Resources (EDR) Summary Report
relative to the subject site and ASTM-specified search distances (Appendix 12.6).

National Priorities List (NPL)
There are no NPL sites identified within one-mile of the subject parcel.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information

System (CERCLIS)
There are no CERCLIS sites identified within a 0.5-mile of the subject parcel.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
There are no RCRA-listed facilities on the subject site, or on any of the adjacent parcels.

There are no RCRA-listed Treatment, Storage, Disposal Facilities (TSDF) with Corrective
Actions (CORRACTS) identified within the ASTM-specified 1.0 mile search distance

relative the Site.

Emergency Response Notification System
The EDR database does not indicate any ERNS reports relative to the subject site.

State Priority List (SPL)
There are 2 NYSDEC-listed Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites located within 1.0 mile of the

subject site. The former “Rochester Metal Etching” and Raeco Products” sites are both
located approximately 0.9 mile northwest of the subject site, on the opposite side of the
Genesee River. The river acts as a hydraulic barrier preventing groundwater migration to
the other side; the regional groundwater flow direction is northwards towards Lake Ontario.
These NYSDEC-listed Inactive Hazardous Waste sites are hydraulically down gradient,
and not of environmental concern relative to the subject site.

Underground Storage Tank Listing (USTs)
There are no registered tanks on the subject site or on any of the adjacent parcels. The
former filling station known to be present on the subject site pre-dated the NYSDEC

Petroleum Bulk Storage Regulations.
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8.0

Leaking Storage Tanks (LST)

EDR notes 26 reported LST incidents within 0.5 mile of the subject site.

The respective tank owners are liable for cleanup costs, and the area is serviced by public
water. These reported LST incidents do not appear to be of environmental concern
relative to the subject site.

Solid Waste/Landfills (SWLF)

There is one SWLF site identified within 0.5 mile of the subject site; Rochester Gas &
Electric at 89 East Ave., approximately 0.3 mile southeast of the subject site was reported
to have dumped construction/demolition debris (¢/d). This site is listed “closed” and no
petroleum or hazardous wastes are recorded to have been dumped at this landfill. It is not
of environmental concern relative to the subject site.

IMPACT OF IDENTIFIED SITES ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
As discussed above, the sites identified within the ASTM-specified search distances do
not appear to be environmental concern relative to the subject site.

RADON

Radon, a naturally occurring, odorless, colorless, radioactive gas, is found throughout the
country. Prolonged exposure to elevated indoor radon levels has been associated with
increased risks of lung cancer.

In 1994, NYSDOH conducted a basement radon survey across New York State. A mean
level of 1.7 picocuries per liter of radon (pCi/l) was measured in the City of Rochester
(Appendix 12.5). USEPA has determined an annual average exposure of 4.0 pCi/l as a
guidance level for corrective action. Based on the above, radon does not appear to be of
concern in the site area.

The actual indoor radon level can only be determined through sampling and analysis,
not included in the scope of this Phase I Site Assessment.
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9.0 CONCLUSIONS

We have performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in conformance with the
scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-00 for the subject parcel referred to as the
Kirstein Building, located at 242 Andrews Street / 37 Bittner Street, in the City of
Rochester, New York. This assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized
environmental conditions in connection with the subject site except for the following:

9.1

1. Asdiscussed, residual gasoline contamination has been identified relative to the historic
presence of a gas station on the 37 Bittner Street parcel.

2. It is unknown whether underground gasoline tanks and hydraulic lifts remain on site.

3. Day detected PCE and benzene, as well as a number of solvent TICs in one sub-slab
soil gas sample and five ambient air samples collected from the basement of the subject
building.

4. Asbestos-containing pipe and pipe elbow insulation; roof compounds; window
caulking; electrical housing; stucco; joint compounds; and 9-inch and 12-inch floor tiles
and mastics are documented to be present in the subject building.

5. Based on the age of the subject building lead-based paints are assumed to be present.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. We recommend that an electromagnetic EM-61 survey be conducted to investigate for
UST on the 37 Bittner Street parcel. If any UST are located, they should be properly
purged of vapors, cleaned, and removed in compliance with Part 6 NYCRR Part 613.9
of the NYSDEC Petroleum Bulk Storage regulations.

2. Werecommend conducting a subsurface investigation by Geoprobe to more precisely
delineate the contamination on the Bittner Street parcel, and determine the approximate
volume of contamination to be addressed.

3. We recommend conducting a sub-slab soil and groundwater sampling program in the
basement of the subject building to confirm that the PCE is originating at the off-site
dry cleaner to the south.

4. We recommend that a sub-slab venting system be installed to ensure that no Volatlle
organic compounds (VOC) can enter the building in the future.

5. Prior to renovation, we recommend soliciting competitive bids to perform asbestos
abatement in the building.

6. Renovation should be carried out with “lead safe” methodologies in conformance with
OSHA regulations.
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10.0 DISCLAIMER

11.0

Passero Associates represents only that it provides services in accordance with generally
accepted practices in the environmental audit field. No other representation, expressed or
implied, is included or intended as part of its services, proposals, contracts or reports.

Passero Associates cannot provide guarantees, certifications or warranties that the property
is or is not free of environmental impairment without a Phase II Site Assessment involving
collection and laboratory analysis of environmental samples. Even with such a program,
the data and samples from any given soil boring or monitoring will indicate conditions that
apply only at that particular location, and such conditions may not necessarily apply to the
general site as a whole.

LIMITATION OF LIABILITY

H.V.C., LLC, Chamberlain D’ Amanda Oppenheimer and Greefield, Knauf Shaw LLP and
Passero Associates have discussed the risks, rewards and benefits of the project and
Passero Associates' total fee for services. The risks have been allocated such that H.V.C.,
LLC, Chamberlain D’ Amanda Oppenheimer and Greefield, and Knauf Shaw LLP agree
that to the fullest extent permitted by law, Passero Associates' total liability or claims
expenses arising out of this agreement from any cause or causes shall not exceed $100,000.

In addition, H.V.C., LLC, Chamberlain D’ Amanda Oppenheimer and Greefield, and Knauf
Shaw LLP agree that the due diligence as described in ASTM Practice E1527-00 is
acceptable to them, and that to the fullest extent permitted by law, Passero Associates shall
not be liable for limiting its site assessment to the due diligence effort described.

Respectfully Submitted,

By

Peter S. Morton, C.P.G.
Certified Professional Geologist

- Jf l.‘_:""w)
‘\_/\r.--‘;i 7
PN v
- ,( /: Le A GO
Gary 2 Passero R.EM.

President
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"1ar Mar.14. 2005:: 8:26AM  HCB RICHARDELLIS h8h 240 808%

SITE SUMMARY

Address:  The [<;L3‘é€}h B [o[m
34 pndeews SE 2 3F Bitfner 5t
Roo/@lcr MY (4694

No.1520 P 7

Arxe there any Bravironmental Liens or Deed Restrictions on ﬁv: Subject Property? [ ]Yes KlNo

Has the Value of the Property been reduced due to Environmental Conditions? [ ] Yes No
Building (if apphcablc)'

Year Buit: 1906 .

Use?: ~ Office — Vacated in 1997

Last Renovated?; | 1984

éoﬁstrﬁction Materals (\N ood Frame, Block, .. ..): . Wood Beam Frame Brick Exterior

How is the Building Heatcd (Natural Gas/Blectric/Fucl Oil): _ Gas - out of service since 1997

' Why is this Phase I being performed? (purchase/sale/refinance) . purchase

Any Asbestos-Containing Materjals?: _ Yes

Lead-Based Paint? . qpochoum
Tanks? . No \ -
'PuB]ic Water?: Yes — out of service since 1997

Sagitary Scwer? Yes - out of service since 1997

Fiocir Drains? Yes .

'Any Histoxic Drywdl/l eachfield Discharge? o

Sitc Usege? _ Former of Frice bulldlng with ad_] oining 36 car parking lot.

I

'\Tame: . Joseph F. Rowley, Jr.
Title: . Ligting Agent for OQwner
'3516: _March 14, 2005

!'\D:pz\EN VIR ONormest ASTMForms\Site Summary, dot
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B veoin gon, sioean 8 RICHARDELLIS_ 565 240 8083 No.1520

ASTM E 1528-96 TRANSACTION SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

The kifs{&h Bxi[a{m
Address: 1" A.’.Lo‘(fe-l/f St & 3+ Biftrer S{‘ )

City, State, Zip: Rochesfe- N 11694 .
. Vd . ,
County: floaree. : Tax Account No.: _[0¢. ¥9 ~6/-2%

(06, F)~0f - 22~

Question - : Owner7Occupant
la I5 the property canrently used for en industrial usc? Yes @ Unknown
Ib Is any adjoining property currently used for an industrial use? Yes @ Unknown

ZOR

2a Did you cbserve cvidence or do fou have amy prior knowledge that the \iej No Unknown
property has been used for an indostrial usc in the past?

25 Did you observe evidence or do you have any prior kmowledge that any | Yes | No @
adjoining property has bren used for an industrial use in the past?

3a Is the property currently used as a gasoline station, motor repair facility, | Yes @9 Unknown
commercial printing facility, dry cleaners, photo devcloping laboratory,

juokyard or landfill, or a3 a waste treatment, storage, disposal,

processing, of recycling facility (if applicable, identify which)?

3h Is any adjoining property currently used as a gasoline station, motor @ No Unknown

repair facility, commerrial printing facility, dry cleaners, photo
developing iaboratory, junkyard or landfiil, or as a waste Tealment,
storage, disposal, processing, or recycling facility (it applicablc, identify
which)?

4a Did you observe evidence or do you have any prior knowledge that the '/Yes )t No Unknown
properity has been uscd as a gasoline station, motor repair facility,
comumercial printing facility, dry cleaners, photo-developing laboratory,
junkyard or landfill, or as & waste treatment, storage, disposal,
processing, -or recycling facility (if applicable, identify which)?

4% | Did you observe evidence or do you have any prior knowledge that any @ Ne  Unknown
adjoining properiy has been used as a gasoline stzfion, mator repair
Tacilily, commercial printing facility, dry cleaners, photo developing
Jaborarory, jurkyard or landfill, or 25 a waste freatment, storage,
disposal, procescing, or recycling facility (if applicable, identify whish)?

- I U W N S NN Ee
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Har. 14, 2008, 8: 264

ASTM E 1528-96 TRANSACTION SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

525 240 8088

No. 1520

P.

4

Oi:rnurIOcmpan,l

IOa

Question

Are there curnrertly any registered or unregistered storage taoks (above
or undergronnd) located on the properny?

Yes

No

.

106

Did you observe eviderice or do you have any prior knowledgr that
there have been previously, any registered or unregistered storage
tanks (abovs or underground) focated on the properiy?

Unknown

-
1

Ila

Are there currently any vent pipes, fill pipcs, OT aceess ways
indicating a fill pipe protruding from the ground on the property or
adjacent to any structure Iocated on the properry?

Upknown

R e
=
o

- ) : . .
Did you observs evidence or da you have any prios knowledge that
there havé been previously, any vert pipes, fill pipes, or access wavs
indicating a fill pipe protruding from the ground on the property or
adjacent to any structuxe located on the propersy?

‘fknown

1Z2a

Are there currently any flooring, drains, or walls located within the
facility that are stained by substances other than water or are emitting
foul odors?

Unkriown

i2b

Did you abserve cvidence or do you havée any prior knowledge that
there have been previgusly, eny flooritig, drains, or wails located
within the facility that are stained by substances other than water or
are emitting foul odors?

13a

f the property is served by a private well or non-publjc water system,
is there evidence or do you have prior knowledge that contaminants

_have been identified in the well or system that excecd guidelines
1 applicableto the water system?

Yes

Unknown

va

13b

Ifthe property is scrved by & private well or non-public water system,
is there cvidence or do you have prior knowledge that the weli been
designated 28 contaminated by any government environmeutal/health
agency? -

Yes

No

Unknown

v

Dogs the sivner of occupant of the property have knowledge of
exvirormmental liens or governmental notification relating to past or
recwrrent violations of envirenmental laws with respect to the

property or any facility located on the propersy?

Yesq

-

Unlmovwn

b N

)

Dept ENVIRON\Forms\AS TMFarms\AS TiShortQ s doe
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ASTM E 1528-96 TRANSACTION SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

| Question .. . L Owner/Occupant

Sa Are there currently any damaged or discarded automotive or industrisl | Yes k.@ Unknown
batterics, pesticides, paints, or other chemicals in individual

containers of >5 pal (19 L) tn volume or'SO gal (190 L) in the
aggregale, stored op or used at the property or al tbe facility?

Sh Did you abscrve evidence or do you have any prior hlowlcdge thart Yoz | No @
there have been previously any damaged or discarded automotive or g

industrial batteries, pesticides, paints, or other chemiculs in individual
coniainers of >5 gal (19 1) in volume or S0 gal (190 L) int the
aggregatc, stored on or uscd at the property or at the faciilty?

6a Arc there currently any industrial drums (typically 55 gal (208 L) or Yes [{No/ | Unknown
sacks of chemicals located on the property or at the focility?

6b Did yau obscrve evidence or do you have any prior knowledge that Yes Unknawn
theje have beea previously 2oy industrial drwns (typically 55 gal (208
L) or sacks of chemicals located on the property or at the facility?

Uodknown

7a Did you obscrve evidence or do you have any prior knowledge that Il | Yes
dirt has been brought onto the property that originated from a :
contaminated sitc?

b Did you obscrve evidence or do you bave any prier know]édg; that A7 | Yes @ Unknown
dirs has been brought onto the property that is of s unknown origin?

- . ’ . ’ ) ’\\ .
Aze there currently any pirs, ponds. or lagoons loczted on the Yes @QJ Unknown
property in cannection with waste treatment or waste disposal?

there have been previously, any piss, ponds, or lagocns Iocared on the
property in connection with weaste reatment or waswe disposai?

a
b Did you gbserve evidcnc;*e or do you have any Brix.)r koowledge that Yes ['No Unknown
a

Is there currently any stained soil or cvidence of spifls on the Yes ({No Unkoown

7
S
g
S
property?
9b Did you observe evidence or do you have any prior knowledge that Yes @ Unknown
| there has been previously, any stzined soil or spills on the propersy? ] <

'\&pﬁEN\'RCN\FumsV\STNLFoms\ASTMShonQus.doc
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ASTM E 1528-96 TRANSACTION SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

Question Owner/Occupant

152 Hxs the owner or occapant of the prope: [y bccn informed of the past
existence of hazardous subsiances or peirolewn products with respect
to the property or any facility located on the properry?

o,
@

Unknowrn

15 Has the owner or occupant of the property been informed of the Yes @ Unknown
current existence of Aazardous substances ot petrolewm products with

resptct to the property or any faeility located on the property?

15¢ Has the owrer or secupant of the prépen)z been informed of the past Yes @ Unknown
existence of environmental violations with respect Lo the preperty ar

any facility located on the properny?

154 Has the owner or occupant of the property becn informed of the Yes Unknown
current existence of environmental violations with respeat to the
|_oranexty or eov facility Incated on the nrancen?

Daes the owrner or occupait of the p)-operly have knowledge of any Yes )] Ne | Unknown
envirommental site assessinent of the property or facility that indicated
the preseisce of hazardous substances or petroleum products on, or !
contarninatijon of, the properiy or recommended further asscssment of '

the properey?

Does the owrer or oceupant of the property have knowledge of any Unkaown
previous testing, monitoring wells. soil and/or groundwater sempling

performed on the property?

Daocs the owner or occupant of the properiy have knowledge of v Yecs @ Unknowa

past, threalened, or pending lawsuits or administrative proceedings
concerning a release or threstered release of any hazardous substancé
or petroleunt produces {nvolving the properry by any owner or
oceupant of the property?

Unknown

ninovwn

Does the property discharge waste watzr on or adjacent to the Yes @
property, other than storm water, inf a storm water sewer systern?

Does the properyy discharge whste water on or adjacent to the Yes | No
properry, other than storm water, into a sanitary scwer system?

To the best of your knowledsge, heve any hasardows substances or
S | petrolewm proa’ucrs unidentificd waste materjals, tires, automotive or | Yes | No
industrial batteries or amy other waste materials been dumped above
grade, bmcd and/er burned on the properzy?

585 240 8088 No.1520  P.

- e
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ASTM E 1528-96 TRANSACTION SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

Question . Owner/Qecupant
: R
24 Is there a transfornter, capacitor, or any hydraulic cquipment for Yes \I‘io) Unlaown

which there ere any records indicating the presence of PCBs?

21 Docs the oiwner of occupant know of any Jead-based paing in the Yes | No </I3n1mown
building(s)? N :

To the best of your knowledge, was ail paint stripped and removed Yes | No @
prior to applying lztex paint in the building(s)?

23a | Does'the owner or occypant know of any asbestos-containing @ No | Unknown
malerials (ACM) arc present ip the building(s)?

23b If ACM is present, is an O&M program in place? Yes Unknown

24 Does the cwner or occupant know of any radon testing performed in Yes @ Unknowa
the building?

!

—

This Questionmaire was completed by:

T S B O A T R B O aa &
1S I
N - '

Name: Joseph F. Bowley
lTiﬂe:_-_Agent for Ouner

Phone Number: 585-240-8080 x 230
lDate: March 14, 2005

‘\’OTE- Although this questionnaire is taken from ASTM E1528-96 Transaction Screen Process, Passero

Associates also uses this information 1o supplement our Phase I Environmental Sitc Assessment.

IJ\DCDK\EN VIRON\Forms\ASTMForms\AS TM ShontQues. doc
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ETC January 2000 Phase I Update
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ESC S

ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGIES CORPORATION
9 Albany Street = Cazenovia, NY 13035 = {315] 655-3900 = Fax (315} 655-3907

January 19, 2000

Mr. Robert Cheney
RBC Consulting, LLC
P.O. Box 1072
Layton, UT 84041

Re: Phase I Update — 242 Andrews Street. Rochester. New York

Dear Mr. Cheney:

In accordance with our proposal, dated January 14, 2000, Environmental Strategies
Corporation (ESC) has updated the Phase 1 Environmental Assessment, dated December
2, 1996, for the property at 242 Andrews Street in Rochester, New York. The Phase I
update is based on a site visit on January 18, 2000, an environmental database search of
the site and surrounding properties, and a review of the following documents:

Sampling and Analysis of Suspected Asbestos-Containing Material Survey,
Kirstein Building, Rochester, New York, prepared by Atlantic Testing
Laboratories, Limited (November 27, 1996).

Lead-Based Paint Bulk Sampling, Kirstein Building, Rochester, New York,
prepared by Atlantic Testing Laboratories, Limited (November 27, 1996).

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment of the Kirstein Building at 242 Andrews
Street in Rochester, New York, prepared by Environmental Strategies

Corporation (December 2, 1996).

Asbestos Clean-up and Encapsulation — Kirstein Building, Rochester, New York,
prepared by Environmental Strategies Corporation (January 14, 1997).

The results of the Phase I environmental assessment update is presented below. NN

Reston, VA = San Jose, CA = Boxborough, MA = Pitisburgh. PA = Minneapoiis, MN = Houston, TX = Burbank, CA » Durham, NC = Tulsa, CK




Background Information

The existing building, known as the Kirstein Building, is a 6-story office building at the
northwest cormner of Andrews Street and Bittner Street in Rochester, New York, It is
situated on approximately 0.2 acre and is completely covered by the building and an
asphalt parking area. There are no landscaped areas, grass, or wooded areas on the
property. The building includes a basement and a sub-basement beneath the Bittner
Street sidewalk that houses the boiler room and two large water storage tanks for the
heating system. The building is constructed of brick with wooden framing, rafters, and
trusses, and a tar and asphalt roof. The subject property and surrounding area was
reportedly developed in the late 1800s.

Environmental Assessment

On January 18, 2000, ESC performed a site reconnaissance of the building interior and
outdoor areas of the property. Due to recent snowfall, portions of the property could not
be thoroughly inspected. In addition, the building is no longer supplied with electricity
and, thus, the basement and sub-basement areas were inspected with a flashlight. ESC
was assisted’ on the site visit by Steve Savoca of the SB Ashley Corporation.

The Kirstein Building is currently vacant. According to information provided by Mr.
Savoca, no additional tenants rented building space after ESC’s December 1996 site visit
and the building has been vacant since November 1997. Based on the results of the site
visit, ESC did not observe any significant changes in the condition of the building or
property and no additional areas of potential environmental concern were identified. In
December 1997, asbestos-containing stucco was encapsulated in several areas on the
sixth floor. These areas were observed to be in good condition during the follow-up site
visit. According to Mr. Savoca, no additional removal or encapsulation of these materials
has been performed. Minor differences in the condition of the basement were noted. A
portion of the basement has been subdivided with walls constructed of metal framing and
gypsum board and free-standing walls constructed of architectural glass blocks.
According to Mr. Savoca, the basement had been partially renovated for use as a
restaurant. Numerous bathroom fixtures such as toilets, sinks, and showers were also
observed in the basement.

No solid waste or sanitary waste water is generated onsite and there are no air emissions.

" No materials are used or stored onsite, with the exception of various building materials

(e.g., conduit, plumbing fixtures, lumber) and small quantities of cleaning supplies in the
maintenance area of the basement. No polychlorinated biphenyl-containing transformers
or hydraulic equipment were observed onsite and no evidence of former or existing
underground or aboveground storage tanks (excluding water storage tanks) were
observed. In addition, Mr. Savoca reported that no spills have occurred onsite.

ESC reviewed federal and state regulatory databases to determine if any environmental
issues have been reported for the subject property or surrounding properties. A copy of




the environmental database report is included in Enclosure A. The subject property was
not included on any of the databases reviewed. There were no National Priority List sites
or State equivalent prionty list sites within one mile of the subject property, and no
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permitted treatment, storage, or
disposal facilities or solid waste landfills within 0.5 mile of the subject property. In
addition, there are no sites within 0.25 mile of the subject property with RCRA violations
or enforcement actions and no sites are on the toxic release inventory database. No sites
within 0.125 mile of the subject property are on the Emergency Release Notification
System database for spills.

Thirty-one sites within 0.5 mile of the subject property are on the leaking underground
storage tank database. According to the database information, 27 of the sites have been
closed. Three of the remaining sites are located side-gradient from the subject property
(the groundwater flow direction is presumed to be west toward the Genessee River) and,
therefore, do not pose a potential environmental concern. The National Ambulance
Oxygen Service facility, located approximately 0.5 mile east of the subject property, had

~ a release of diesel fuel to groundwater in 1992. However, due to its distance from the

subject property, it is unlikely that this release poses a potential environmental concern.
A release from a heating oil aboveground storage tank occurred in the basement of a
building at 130 North Clinton Ave, which is less than 0.125 mile east of the subject
property. However, because the tank was located in the basement of the building, it is
unlikely that this release would adversely affect the subject property.

Eight sites within 0.125 mile of the subject property are on the state spills database;
however, each of the spill cases has been closed. Based on the location of these sites, and
the fact that the spill cases have been closed, it is unlikely that the subject property would
be adversely affected by these releases. Three sites within 0.5 mile of the subject
property are on the state-equivalent Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act Information System (CERCLIS) database. These sites
appear to be located hydraulically downgradient from the subject property and, thus, are
unlikely to pose a potential environmental concermn. No other sites identified by the
database search appear to pose a potential environmental concern to the subject property.

Recommendations

Based on the results of the follow-up site visit, no additional recommendations are
required. In accordance with the recommendations provided in the December 2, 1996,
report, asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint should be identified and
removed before any additional renovations are conducted. Asbestos-containing materials
present in the building should be managed in accordance with the asbestos management
plan for the site. In addition, fluorescent light tubes should be recycled.




ESC appreciates the opportunity to provide environmental services to RBC Consulting,
LLC. Please contact me at (315) 655-3900 or Willy Accame of ESC at (303) 850-9200

with any questions or comments regarding the update to the Phase I environmental
assessment.

Sincerely yours,

Brian E. Silfer
Project Director

Enclosure

cc: Willy Accame, Environmental Strategies Corporation
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1. INTRODUCTION

In accordance with our proposal (ATL File No. STS042-7-97, dated July 24, 1997), Atlantic Testing
Laborstories, Limited (ATL) has prepared the following Asbestos Management Plan for The Kirsteln
Building, located at 242 Andrews Street, Rochester, New York, ’

The Kirstein Building is a six-story structure located in downtown Rochester, New York, The building is
partially occupied, and renavation activities have occurred throughout the history of the buildings. This
Asbestos Management Plan, also knaw as an Operations and Management Plan (O&M Plan), is based on
ATL’s visual examination of exposed building materials within the referenced building on October 17,
1996, and August 1, 1997. During the course of the site visits, bulk semples of the materials suspected to
contain asbestos were collected for laboratory analysis. The visual examination and sample collection
activities were performed by the undersigned New York State Depariment of Labor certified Building
Inspector and Management Planner. '

1. SUSPECTED ASBRESTOS-CONTAINING MATERIALS SURVEY

The intent of the survey was to identify asbestos-containing building matertals that are present on
cxposed surfaces (ie, wall, floor, and ceiling covering; exposed heating system components;
fircproofing materials; window caulking materials; and wire insulation) within the structure, and may
have = significant impact on future use and/or renovation af the facility. Materials concealed within
walls and miscellanecus debris, such as scrap material from facility maintenance and renovation
activities (including sweepings, wood, steel, and cement products), are generally not assessed in the
course: of the visuel examination and sampling and analysis pragram.

Historical information indicated that the fourth floor, 2nd the narthern appraximately one-half of the
sccond and third floors, have been comgpletcly renavated by the previous owners within the past five to
six years. Visual examination of thesc areas at the time of sampling revealed that the existing finish
construction appears to be in sound condition, and of relatively recent vintage, The first floor was alse

renovated before the current owners acquired the building. The remaining areas of the building have not.

been renovated receatly,

2.1 REGULATORY DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS

The following definitions and concepts are presented to outline the regulatory concerns in performing an
Asbestos Survey and subsequent Asbestos Management Plan.

As defined in Part 56 of the Official Compilation of Codes, Rules, and Regulations of the State of New
York (cited as 12 NYCRR, Part 56), Sections 1.4N and 141}, asbestos-containing material (ACM) is
“any material containing more than oae percent by weight of asbestos™ and asbestos is “any natucally
occurring hydrated tuineral silicate separable into commercially usable fibers, including chrysotile
(serpentine), amosite (cumingtonite-grunerite), crocidolite (ricbeckite), tremolite, anthophyllite, and
actinolite.”” Under Environrental Protection Agency {cited as 40 CFR 763.86) guidelines, if one or more
semples from & homogencaus area contein more than one percent asbestiform minerals, then the
hamogencous area is considered an ACM. The charscteristics of a homogenous area, such as color,
friability, texture, application, and appearance, are used in defining the cxtent and focation of cach type
of material.

P T
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Materials considercd to be suspected ACM include materials observed during the survey that are
identified in Appendix A, entitled “Asbestos-Centaining Materials Found in Buildings”, of the United
States Environmental Protection Agency’s “Guidance for Controlling Ashestos-Containing Materials in
Buildings”, dated June [985.

By 12 NYCRR 56 definitiens, ACM is cdnsidercd JSriable when it displays the condition of being
_ crumbled, pulvenzed, powdered, crushed, or exposed asbestos, which is capable of being released mto
the air, upen application of hand pressure.

The relative parential for disturbhance is defincd as the likelihood that the material could be disturbed in
the futurc (or shows evidence of past disturbance), the frequency with which occupants are in the vicinity
of the material, and its location with respect 1o vibrations. These factors are evaluated differently
depending on whether occupants are likely to contact the material.

The number of samples collected from each homogeneous area was determined based on guidelines
presented in 40 CFR Part 763.86 (AHERA Regulations). as applicable. Materials identificd to be non-
organically bound (NOB) in nsture, and which were determined by polarized light microscopy {(PLM)
analysis to contain less than one percent asbestos (by weight), were also subjected to TEM analysis to
confirm the PLM results. The results of the analyses were interprcted ta determine whether the
homogeneous areas identified are regulated asbestos-contzining materials.

The individual hornogeneous sreas of suspected ACM identified during the visual examination included
a toral of 4 surfacing materials, 6 thermal system insulation (TSI) materials, and 14 misceflanecus
matcrials, from which 44 bulk samples were obtained and submitted to & New York State Department of
Health (NYSDOH) approved laboratory for analysis by PLM methodologies. The labaratory reports and
sample custody documentation are contained in Appendix .

The following wble summarizes the homogencous areas identified as ACM, the material friability and
relative condition, and the potential for disturbance.

Homogencaus Area Friable Relative Candition Potentlal for Disturbance
- Aircell Pipo Insulsrion Yes Generally good, isolated damzgcd arcas Low
Eibow Insulaton Yes Genenally good, isolated damaged arcas Law
Eibow [nsulation with Mineral Wool Yes Geacrally good, isolated damaged arcas Low
Patching Compound-Roaf Ycs Gencerally good l.ow
Exterior Kneo-wall-Roof Yes Generally Good Low
Prouusien Flashing-Roof Yes Generally Good Low

Window Csulking No Generally gaud, isolated damaged areas Modcrutc

Elecrical Housing } No Generally good Low :

Joint Compound . Na Geucrslly good Low

Stucco Na Generally good, isolated dxmaged areas Low

12" Tile White and Gray Na Generally good . Low

9" Tile Brawn No Generally Good Low

9" Tile Mastic No Generally Good Low

9" Tile Gray and White No Generally good {ow

9" Tile Green No Generzlly Good Low

127Tilc Muaatic No Gepetally Good Low

PPFPIE NG PN

l 2.2 SAMPLING METHODOLOGIES
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The following table summarsizes the general location of the homogenous arcas determined to be non-

ACM.

Homogenecrs Arex

- Genersf Location

ﬁ?ymﬁf‘mg

Bescment

Criling Insulation

Basement

Sheetrock

Baserncht, Second Flear. Fifth Floor,

Sixth Flear

Qld Wire Insulalion

Secand Floor

Built-up Rosfing

Roof

Plaster

First Floor

Sheet Vinyl

Third Floor

" Window Caulk

Third Floor

Drop Ceiling Tile

Secoud Flaor, Fifth Floor

Flinh Floor

Fiberglass Wrap

Site drawings of the ACM ere contained in Appendix I, and depict the general locations on a floor-by- -
floor basis. Appendix IH contains a graphical representation of the hazard assessment for the subject
facility. A hazard assessment facilitates the decision process, when formulating the appropriate response
action. The rankings of potential hazards range from “low potential for disturbance and in good
condition™ to “high poteatial for disturbance and significantly damaged”. All ACM at the subject facility
was determined to be in good condition, with 2 moderate to low potential for damage.

3.1. REGULATORY COI\’[ELI'AN CE

Both Federal and New York State laws address asbestas handling, disturbance, and health risks of
exposure o asbestos. Regulations that could be relevant o the subject facility are outlined below:

e 1

FEDERA

«  Occupations] Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 29 CFR Parts 1910.1001, and 1926.]1101
» The Clean Air Act (CAA) 40 CFR 61.140-157 ‘

= National Emissions Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 40 CFR Part 61

* Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) 40 CFR 763

= The Clean Water Act (CWA) 40 CFR 427

STATE

e New York State Labor Law 12 NYCRR S6

= Transportation and disposal of asbestas waste is governcd by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the New Yark State Department of Transportation
(NYSDOT).

s

In general, the required asbestos management provisions must conform to the most siringent of the
above, where overlapping coverage occurs. A major cancern for an asbestos project, or management
plan, is compliance with Federal and State regulations promulgated in order to protect health and safety
of employees and the general public. Federal and state regulations govern the following:

= Health and safety of workers exposed to airborne asbestos fi bers:

' 3, MANAGEMENT PLAN CONCEPTS

e M
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= Communication of the presence of presumed ACM (PACM) and ACM to employees;

* Notification of building occupants, users, and regulatory agencies, in advance of an asbestos project;
= Work practices to isolate the projcct area and protect the pyblic from exposure to asbestos fibers;

= Work practices ta prevent the spread of airborne asbestas to the breathing air of the public;

» Transportation and disposal of asbestas waste; ’

=  Certification of personne! performing all aspects of an asbestos project;

* Monitoring of aitbome asbestos fiber concentrations during alj phases of the asbestos project; and

« Recordkesping requirements. -

3.2. WORKER HEALTH AND SAFETY

Adherence to the above Federal and Statc regulations will cover regulated aspects of ashestos-related

health and safery.

3.3. COMMUNICATION OF HAZARDS

I OSHA requires that employers (tenants) and building and facility owners shall notify persons of the
presence, [ocation, end quantity of ACM at the facility. Notification is required for the following:
prospective contractors applying or bidding work on the premises, and whose employees reasonably can

' be expected to work adjacent to areas contrining ACM; employees of thc owner who will work in or
adjacent to arcas containing ACM; and on multi-employer worksites (all cmployers or cruployees who
will be performing work within or adjacent to areas containing ACM). Notification can be cither in

' writing or a personal communication to the person to whom notification must be given, or histher

authorized representative.

A regulated area is 2n area established by the employer to demarcate areas where airborne concentrations

of asbestos exceed, or there is a reasonable possibility these may exceed, the permissible exposure limit

(PEL} The PEL is an exposure of airborne asbestos concentration of asbestos fibers greater than 0.1
fibers per cubic centimeter (f/cc) of air, 2s an 8-hour time weighted average (TWA). OSHA requires
that warning labels shall be provided and displayed at cach regulated area. No rcgulatcd areas werc
identified at the subject building.

OSHA =also requires that waming labels shall be affixed to all raw materials, mixtures, scrap waste,
debris, and other products containing asbestos fibers, or to the respective containers. The purpose of
fabcling ACM is also to reduce accidental damage from carelessness, and to visually communicate
hazard information te employecs, occupants, and sub-contrectors at the facility. OSHA states that the
provision for labeling does not apply if asbestos fibers have been modified by a bonding agent or

coating, and that during any foreseeable use, handling, storagc, disposal, processing, or transportsation, no

airborne concentrations of asbestos fibers in excess of the TWA PEL will be relcased.

Conscquently, only labeling of the abzndoned-in-place pipe insulation required. Pipe insulation is the
generic name applied to afl TST homogenous areas (i.c., aircell, clbow insulations) associated with the
former heat and hot water distribution system. Labels wcre placed in sufficient quantities to reasonably
provide a visual indication of the presence of friable ACM, Typically labéls were applied above the drop
ceiling, an area which workers may occupy to maintain the mechanicai and communication systems.

OSHA guidelines also require employcrs to communicare the hazard of occupational exposure to
airborne concentrations of asbestas fibers to alf employees who may perform housekeeping, custodisl,

bttt b
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and maintcnance activities (Class Four Employees). The communication is met by providing training,
posting of waming labels, and administrating recordkecping requirements  Training for Class Four
Employees known as “Asbestos Awarcncss Training”, should consist of the following general
components:

e The health effects associated with asbestos exposure;

The relationship between smoking and exposure to asbestas producing lung cancer;
= The estimated locations and quantity of asbestos-containing matcrial,
* Recognition of material damage and deterioration;
s Requirements in 29 CFR 1910 relating to general housckccpmg methodologies; and
= A copy of 29 CFR 1910, for employee rcference

TERIAL AB AND FIBER REALEASE CONTROL

Four general methods are available to manage ACMs as follow: removal, enclosure, cneapsulation, and
repair and msititenance. The latter three methods are utilized when ACM will not be removed. Before
deciding on a reccommendation to manage the asbestos tn place, it must be determined if it is possible to
leave the materiel in place without endangering the health and safety of employees and occupants.
Throughout the evaluation/selection process, there are two fundamental points to consider. First, Statc
and Federal government regulations require the control of asbestos. Second, msbestos fibers typically
pose a health and safety hazard when exposure to airborne concentrations above the PEL occur. i
Therefare, the prime reason for selecting one control methad over another ts that the method selected
will better prevent fiber release into the offices, storage areas, and surrounding air.

4. AGEMENT PLANK RECO ENDATIONS

The recommendations contained herein to manage the ACM at the subject building are prescnted

_subsequent ta review of the characteristics of each homogenous area. These characteristics include
material friability, condition, relative potential for disturbance, 2nd quantity. The homopenous areas and
appropriate recommendations are described belaw

It is noted that all disturbance, repairs, or removal activities should be performed By firms licensed and
individuals certified by the NYSDOL

4. a GS EMS

The roofing system (patching compound, protrusion flashing, and knec wall flashing) and floor
tiles/mastics are organically bound materials with a hazard classification of least hazardous.

The roofing system is comprised of a built-up roof surrounded by an exterior knee wall. The knee wall
also is found across the center of the roof, separating the roof into east and west sections. In addition to
the knee wall, many protrusions, such as roof vents, plumbing vents, etc., break-up the composition-of
the built-up roofing. Since there is no discernible difference from the layers of the built-up roofing and
the knee wall or protrusion flashing material, it is assumed that the ACM overlaps the built-up roof by at
least 2 feet. The general condition of the roof suggests that repair activities arc frequent, and the
possibility of a complete re-roof within the next S to 10 years is likely. Consequently, it is recommended
that, if a complete ro-roof project is scheduled, the complete roof be considered ACM, due to the
complexity of managing an ACM and non-ACM roof project concurrently. However, if isolated
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patching activities are scheduled, then non-ACM projects should be limited to the built-up roofing, and
at feast X feet away from any knee wall or protrusion.

4.2 FLOOR TILE AND MASTICS

The original floor finish, with the exception of 60% of the sixth floor, is 9 inch by 9 inch floor rile.
During the course of remodeling, the 9™ floor tile was either removed, covered by 12 inch by 12 inchi tile,
or carpeted. In general, the tile was removed at most locations; however, an investigation of the first
floor 127 tile revealed a 9” tile underlying the 12 tile and/or the black floor tile mastic has been
encapsulated by the tile and carpet.

Damaged floor tile is limited to tinoccupied areas, and therefore, the potential for exposure is low. Prior
to maintenance or remodeling in these areas, the loose or damaged floor tiles should be removed and
disposed of by properly certified individuals. ATL representatives noted that the quantity of loose or
damaged tiles is minimal, as the tiles are generally in good condition or are missing

It is recommended that the following care and maintenance criteria for floor tiles, and floor tile mastic,
be implemented:

1. Sanding of these materials is prehibited.

wet methods shall be employed.

3. Bumishing or dry buffing may bec performed anly on flooring that has sufficient finish, so that the
pad canuot contact the flooring material.

43 WINDOW CAULKING

Five floors of the 6-story structure have original windows. These windows are located along the parking
lot side of the building (west face). The windows have a glazing compound that secures the glass ta the
window frame, The glazing is generally in good condition, and currently non-friable. [t is assumed that
maintenance activities are minimal, and recommended that the window caulking be managed in place. If
the condition of the material deterioratcs or renovation activities are planned, then spot or complete
abatement isrequired. Isolated damage has occurred, but debris was not observed.

The window caulking has a moderate potential for disturbance

4.4 PIPE INSULATION

The ariginal heating systcm was presumed to be a forced steam-system. The piping is insulated with
“air-cell” typc ACM. Air-cell is a comrugated pipe insulation (white or gray) with a cardboerd
appearance. The system has been abandoned-in-place, 8s new, efficient, HVAC systems were installed.
Much of the piping system has becn removed, and the remaining insulation is in good condition above
the drop ceiling, gencrally inaccessible from the building occupants, In some areas, the pipes run
vertically in chaseways and behind built-out wails. On August ], 1997, labels were applied to the pipes
to warn maintenance and mechanical werkers of the presence of ACM pipe insulation. Since the pipes
are na longer operational, the potential for disturbance is generally limited to installing wires and cables,

Py

. 2. Stripping of finishes shall be conducted using low abrasion pads at speeds lower than 300 rpm, and

i LA P A e s e
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and unintentional disturbance, The following recommendations are presentcd for managing the pipe
insulation:

« The fusulation s not disturbed,

« Wires, cables, or new mechsnical system installations are not allawed ta touch, rub, or rest on the
insulation.

= Cleaning and dusting the insulation is prohibited.

The insulation is in good conditian, with a low patential for disturbance, If additional space is occupied
and renovation occurs, the poteatial for disturbance should be re-evaluated,

45 STUCCO

Stucco surfacing material can be found on the fourth, fifth, and sixth floors, The material is trowelled

_ocata the brick surface, present along the exterior wall of the building and the three brick support

columns. The stucco is currently non-friable, with no visible damage on the fourth and fifth floors. Two
sections of stucco on the sixth floor arc watec damaged; with loosc or fallen stucco, The source of the
water damage was presumed ta be a leaking roof. The amount of damage observed has not increased
between slte visits conducted in QOctober 1996 and August 1997. Since the sixth floor is not presently
occupied, and the sections that are damaged are not presently used for storage or any other daily activity,
the following management options are recommended:

1. The damsged areas can be physically blocked off and access prohibited untif the area is necded for
occupancy.

2. The debris ¢an be cleaned from the floor and the damaged areas encapsulated.

3. Abate the debris 2nd remaining stucca.

ftem 2 is recommended. Ap asbestos zbatement canteactar can be retained ta clean the debris from the
floor and the damaged arcas can be sealed with an encapsulant. The resultant area will be sujtable for
accupation or renovations. A “clean and sesl” budget would range from $1000 ta $3000.

Enclosing the stucco behind new walls is an acceptable management technique, Renovations on the fifth
and fourth floor demanstrate that new walls and windows can be installed with little apparent disturbance
and abstement of the stucco. It is noted that some abatement may be required, depending on the scops of
the rencvations, if any.

4.6. Joint Compound

The first floor has been extensively remodeled with new floor, wall, and ceiling coverings. The Joints
and edges of the sheetrock walls are finished with a trowelled ‘joint compound’ material. This non-
friable material is in good condition, with no ¢vidence of damage &t the time of the site visit.

5. MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE/MODIFICATION

[t is recommended that the Asbestos Management Plan be updated on an semi-annual schedule. The
update will include a facility wide walk-through, addressing the condition, use, and disturbance of all
ACM identified. The update will also include interviews with The Kirstein Building operations
manapement, as to the current and future facility activities that may potentially influence the financial
impact of managing the ACM.
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Please feel free to contact our office should you have any questions, or require further assistance.

Respectfully submitted,
ATLANTIC TESTING LABORATORIES Limited

DeaFT

Kevin W. Samolis
Asst. Project Manager
KWSMBR/kws
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First rloor

Window Caulking_]

First Floor Roof_]

Knee Wall

Andrew Street
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Window Caulking ACM Non-Friable
Knee Woll (Rool) ACM Nan—Ffrioble __
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Not depicted on the sxeich (new construction).
12" Floor Tile/Mastic ACM Non~Friable
Nol depicted on the sxetch (under carpet throughout).
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[lay ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
DAY ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. AN AFFILIATE OF DAY ENGINEERING, P.C.

December 17,2004

Kristina Rogers

Winn Development

120 Corporate Woods, Suite 230
Rochester, New York 14623

Re: Status Report: Supplemental Phase I Environmental Assessment
242 Andrews Street/37 Bittner Street
Rochester, New York

Dear Ms. Rogers:

This letter summarizes preliminary findings of the supplemental Phase II Environmental Assessment
(Phase II ESA) completed by Day Environmental, Inc. (DAY) at the above-referenced property
(Site). This work was done in accordance with an addendum proposal dated November 22, 2004
(revised December 2, 2004) submitted by DAY to Winn Development (Winn).

The purpose of the supplemental Phase II ESA was to complete additional studies to augment the
findings of previous studies completed by DAY as described in a report titled Phase II
Environmental Site Assessment, 242 Andrews Street, Rochester, New York dated November 2004
(DAY File 3567S-04). Specifically, the intent of the studies recently completed by DAY was to: 1.
evaluate the source and extent of gasoline impact identified on the 37 Bittner Street parcel, and 2.
further evaluate various volatile organic compounds (VOCs) identified in a sample of sub-slab soil
gas collected from beneath the basement of the Kirstein Building located at 242 Andrews Street.

Supplemental Phase 11 ESA Studies

The following work was done as part of the supplemental Phase IT ESA:

e submittal of a freedom of information law (FOIL) request to the City of Rochester for the 37
Bittner Street parcel and a review of the response;

e excavation of six test pits (designated TP-1 through TP-6) on the 37 Bittner Street parcel in
the area of the gasoline tanks identified on a 1951 Sanborn fire insurance map and in
proximity to magnetic anomalies identified during previous studies;

e advancement of five test borings (designated TB-14 through TB-18) and the conversion of
three of these test borings into groundwater monitoring wells (designated MW-1 through
MW-3) on the 37 Bitter Street parcel to further delineate the extent of soil impacted by
gasoline-related compounds and to evaluate groundwater quality;

40 COMMERCIAL STREET 60 EAST 42™ STREET, SUITE 1641
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 14614-1008 NEW YCORK, NEW YORK 10165-1617
(5835) 454-0210 www.dayenvironmental.com {212) 986-8645
FAX {585) 454-0825 FAX (212) 986-8657
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e collection of air samples (designated AIR-2 through AIR-5) from various locations within
the Kirstein Building located on 242 Andrews Street; and

e testing of three soil samples from the test pits/test borings for NYSDEC STARS-list volatile
organic compounds (i.e., gasoline-related compounds), three groundwater samples for
STARS-list volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and two groundwater samples for lead
(i.e., to evaluate the potential presence of leaded gasoline).

[Note: The groundwater sample collected from monitoring well MW-1 (e, located
approximately 55 feet north of the 242 Andrews Street property) was also tested for Target
Compound List (TCL) VOCs. As such, this sample was evaluated for an expanded list
including VOCs that are not part of the STARS-list. This analysis was beyond the scope-of-
work identified in the addendum proposal dated November 22, 2004.]

A Site Plan showing the location of test borings/monitoring wells, test pits and air sampling
locations completed to date is attached to this letter.

Findings

The FOIL response for the 37 Bittner Street parcel included a listing for a building permit issued
on 10/03/56. This permit was for the installation a one 2,000-gallon gasoline tank and one
“pum” (i.e., presumably a pump associated with the gasoline tank). The FOIL response was
incomplete as additional information from the City of Rochester fire department is pending. Itis
possible that this additional information could include documentation regarding the removal of

tanks.

The test pits advanced during this study did not encounter an underground storage tank (UST);
however piping that appeared to be associated with USTs was encountered in several of the test
pits (e.g., TP-1 and TP-4). The apparent remains of a hydraulic lift system were also
encountered in test pit TP-2. While some stained soil was observed adjacent to this equipment,
no unusual odors or elevated photoionization detector (PID) readings were detected emanating

from this soil.

Tables summarizing the analytical laboratory results for the various samples of soil,
groundwater and air collected to date are attached to this letter. The additional testing of the soil
samples from test boring TB-17 and test boring TB-18 assisted in defining the lateral extent of
soil contamination in the eastern and western portion of the 37 Bittner Street parcel,
respectively. The sample from TP-1 was collected adjacent to a pipe encountered in the test pit
that exhibited a petroleum-type odor. As shown on Table 2, the soil sample from test pit TP-1
did not contain concentrations above recommended soil cleanup objectives (RSCOs) established
by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).

The groundwater samples from monitoring wells MW-2 and MW-3 contain concentrations of
various VOCs that exceed groundwater standards or guidance values established by the
NYSDEC (refer to Table 3). The concentrations measured in monitoring well MW-1 were
generally reported as “not detected”, with the exception of a 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene
concentration that exceeded the NYSDEC guidance value. [Note: The TCL compounds tested
for in the sample from monitoring well MW -1 were also reported as “not detected™.]
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During the recent study, groundwater was measured in monitoring well MW-2 at a depth of
about 9.4 feet below the ground surface and at a depth of about 9.1 feet below the ground
surface in monitoring well MW-3. However, groundwater was encountered in monitoring well
MW-1 at a depth of about 12.1 feet below the ground surface. Although a survey has not yet
been completed to determine the elevation of the monitoring wells so that groundwater
elevations can be calculated, the depth to water measurements suggest a southerly groundwater
flow direction. This direction varies from the regional pattern, which is to the north-northwest.
The test results for the groundwater samples collected from monitoring wells MW-2 and MW-3
(i.e., positioned on the northern portion of the 37 Bittner Street property) appear to indicate that
these wells are located hydraulically downgradient of the contaminant source area (i.e., the
former filling station), which supports a north-northwest groundwater flow pattern. It is possible
that monitoring well MW-1 may be installed in a different water-bearing zone than monitoring
wells MW-2 and MW-3. [Note: During the drilling of monitoring well MW-1, the soil cuttings
were typically damp to moist until the test boring was advanced to a depth of about 30 feet
below the ground surface. In addition, standing water was not encountered in the augers until
that depth was reached. When the monitoring well was installed and developed, the water level
in MW-1 stabilized at a depth of about 12.1 feet below the ground surface.]

As shown on Table 1, similar VOCs were detected at comparable concentrations in the air
samples recently tested (i.e., AIR-2 through AIR-5). For example, tetrachloroethene (PCE) was
measured in each sample tested at approximately the same concentration (i.e., including a
sample collected from below the basement slab and air samples collected from the basement, the
first floor and the sixth floor, near an open window). The concentration of PCE measured in
each sample, and the concentration of benzene in air samples from the basement and first floor,
exceeded target values for indoor air established by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA). ‘

Conclusions and Recommendations

The following are preliminary conclusions and recommendations based upon the work completed
to date.

e The test pits advanced during this study did not encounter USTs, but the remnants of an
apparent hydraulic lift system and piping that may have been associated with the former
filling station (i.e. potentially associated with USTs) were encountered. It is recommended
that the hydraulic lift system be removed, cleaned and disposed of in accordance with
applicable regulations. At the time of removal, the surrounding soil should be tested to
evaluate possible leakage from this system. If necessary, impacted soil should also be
removed and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. During this study,
evidence that the piping encountered in the test pits has impacted the subsurface was not
identified. As such, it does not appear that the piping has to be removed, but an
environmental management plan (EMP) should be developed to address possible
environmental concerns that may be encountered during future construction activities. These
concerns could include piping that may act as a contaminant source area, USTs that were not
encountered in the test pits advanced to date, fill materials or other currently unanticipated
potenticl envirenmental impacts.

e [t does not appear that a residual petroleum source is present within the soil at the Site. This
is based upon the test borings and test pits advanced to date, and the absence of petroleum
impact (i.e., staining, petroleum odors, PID readings, etc.) until depths of about 8.5 feet to 9.5
feet below the ground surface (i.e., comparable to the top of the groundwater table).
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e The groundwater on the 37 Bittner Street parcel is impacted with gasoline-related compounds
and the concentrations measured suggest that additional study and/or remediation may be
required. It is recommended that the owner of the Site consult a qualified attorney to
determine if there is an obligation to report the groundwater impact to the NYSDEC.
Assuming that the spill is reported to the NYSDEC, it is recommended that a data package be
prepared summarizing the work completed to date. In addition, a meeting should be
scheduled with the NYSDEC to review the data, present plans for additional studies deemed
necessary to characterize conditions at the Site, and to discuss possible remedial options.
Based upon the available data, it appears that groundwater remediation may be warranted to
reduce dissolved VOC concentrations. However, based upon the apparent absence of an on-
going source of contamination (including the absence of free product), and pending
NYSDEC approval, it may be possible to pursue closure via a risk-based approach.

e The results of the air testing suggest a ubiquitous distribution of PCE within the Kirstein
Building located at 242 Andrews Street, and some apparent impact from benzene. Although
the specific source of these compounds is not known, the PCE could be attributable to
discharges from the drycleaners located adjacent to the Site.  Also, the benzene
concentrations detected could be related to vehicle exhaust. Based on historic operations at
the Site, it is also possible that the PCE and benzene (and the other VOCs detected in the sub-
slab and indoor air samples) could be attributable to past sources of contaminants that were
generated at the Site. To address the sub-slab and indoor air quality, additional testing could
be warranted. In addition, the air discharge reports for the adjacent drycleaners should also
be reviewed. It is possible that a sub-slab ventilation system may be needed for the building,
and that any air handling equipment at the Site will need to be of sufficient capacity to ensure
that indoor air contaminants are below regulatory criteria.

Please contact DAY if there are any questions regarding this letter.

ayménd L. Kampff
Associate

Attachments

-Site Plan

-Table 1: Air Sample Results

-Table 2: Soil Sample Results

-Table 3: Groundwater Sample Results

RLK3915




TABLE 1

242 ANDREWS STREET
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

AIR SAMPLE RESULTS
SUMMARY OF DETECTED VOCS

IN MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER (pg/m’)

USEPA TARGET USEPA TARGET
Detected Volatile Organic AIR-1 AIR-2 AIR-3 ATR-4 AIR-S INDOOR AIR SHALLOW GAS
Compounds (ng/m®) (pg/m®) (ng/m?) (pg/m’) (ng/m) CONCENTRATION CONCENTRATION
: (uglm’)“’ (gglmalm

[Acetone 16 8.9 17 24 9.9 350 3,500
Trichlorofluoromethane 17 ND 1.3 1.3 1.4 700 7,000
2-Butanone (MEK) 13 ND 14 1.4 17 1,000 10,000
Benzene ND ND 14 1.6 ND 0.31 3.1
Trichloroethene 1.7 ND ND ND ND 0.022 0.22
Toluene 9.3 3.6 4.2 4.5 2.8 400 4,000
Tetrachloroethene 4.2 1.6 1.8 1.3 1.8 0.81 8.1
m,p-Xylenes 2.3 1.7 2.3 2.7 1.6 7,000* 70,0007

Samples analyzed by United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Method TO-15

= Target Indoor Air Concentration from Table 2C (Risk =1 X 10™) as referenced in the USEPA Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from Groundwater

Q]
and Soil (Subsurface Vapor Intrusion Guidance) dated November20, 2002.

2) = Target Shallow Gas Concentration from Table 2C (Risk = 1X 10®) as referenced in the USEPA Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to indoor Air Pathway from
Groundwater and Soil (Subsurface Vapor Intrusion Guidence) dated November20, 2002.

" = The USEPA Target Concentrations for m-Xylene and p-Xylene are listed separately and each are 7,000 ;.Lg/m3 (Indoor Air) and 70,000 pg/m3 (Shallow Gas).

17 = Bold denates a concentration that exceeds the Target Shallow Soil Gas Concentration

= Shading denotes a concentration that exceeds the Target Indoor Air Concentration

AIR-1: Sub-slab air sample collected November 10, 2004

AIR-2: Sub-slab air sample coflected Decemnber 7, 2004

AIR-3: air sample collected from basement on December 7, 2004
AIR-4: air sample collected from first floor on December 7, 2004
AIR-5: air sample collected from sixth floor on December 7, 2004

Day Envircnmentai, Inc.

JJS1178 /3567504




TABLE 2

242 ANDREWS STREET
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

SOIL SAMPLE RESULTS
STARS-List VOCs and Naphtalene
IN MICROGRAMS PER KILOGRAM (ug/Kg), PARTS PER BILLION (ppb)

Sample and Location NYSDEC TAGM 4046 |
. . 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 RECOMMENDED
Volatile Organic Compounds TB-1 TB4 | TB1 | TBA2 | TP TB-18 | TB-17 SOIL CLEANUP
(8'-12) (10'-12) (10'-11°) (8'-12) (31 {10-12) {8'-10) OBJECTIVE (PPB)"

STARS VOCs
Benzene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 60
n-Butylbenzene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 10,000
sec-Butylbenzene 179 87.4 75.2 ND ND ND 22 10,000
tert-Butylbenzene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 10,000
Ethylbenzene 327 ND ND 3,480 ND ND ND 5,500
n-Propylbenzene 898 374 149 6,180 ND ND ND 3,700
Isopropylbenzene 368 80.3 20.8 2,700 ND ND ND 2,300
p-isopropyltoluene 312 132 38.7 1,460 ND ND 42 10,000
Toluene ND ND ND 194 ND ND ND 1,500
1,2,4-Trimethyibenzene 3,330 324.0 ND 23,500 E ND ND ND 10,000
1,3,5-Trimethyibenzene 2,650 147 ND 12,800 ND ND ND 3,300
Xylenes (totai) 322 ND ND 16,500 ND ND ND 1,200

Total STARS VOCs 8,386 1,144.7 285 66,814 ND ND 64 NA

[T()Tal VOC TICs 23,957 8,393 11,980 146,310 200.1 ND 5,435 N/A

ITOTAL TCL/STARS VOCs & TICs 32,343 9537.7 12,265 213,124 200.1 ND 5,499 10,000
Naphthalene 437 ND ND 7,980 ND ND ND 13,000

vOC = Volatile Organic Compound

TiCs = Tentatively Identified Compounds

STARS = Spill Technology and Remedation Series

ND = Not detected at concentration above the reported analytical laboratory detection limit

N/A = Not applicable

(1) = Recommended soii cleanup objectives (RSCOs) as referenced in January 24, 1994, NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum: Determination of Scil
Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels (TAGM 4046) and addendum tables dated August 2001.

2,700 = Concentration detected exceeds RSCO

E = Estimated Concentration

Day Environmental, inc. JJS1178 / 3567S-04




TABLE 3

242 ANDREWS STREET
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

GROUNDWATER SAMPLES (Collected December 10, 2004)
SUMMARY OF STARS-List VOCS, NAPHTHALENE AND LEAD
IN MICROGRAMS PER LITER (ug/L), PARTS PER BILLION (ppb)

Sample Location NYSDEC TOGS 1.1.1
: GROUNDWATER
Detected Constitutent . _ STANDARD OR
Mw-1 MW-2 MW-3 I GUIDANCE VALUE
(pPB)"

Volatile Organic Compounds
Benzene ND ND 51.3 1
Ethylbenzene ND 934 1,400 5
n-Propylbenzene ND 214 210 5
Isopropylbenzene ND 115 115 5
Toluene ND ND 34 5
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 5.03 1,900 970 5
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND 657 592 5
Xylenes ND 1,080 421 5
Naphthalene ND 599 684 10

Metals
Lead I NT ] 49 ] 24 | 25

voC = Volatile Organic Compound

STARS = Spill Technology and Remediation Series

ND = Not detected at concentration above the reported analytical laboratory detection limit

N/A = Not applicable

NT = Not Tested

* = MW-1 was analyzed for USEPA Target Compound List (TCL) and STARS-List VOCs. MW-2 and MW-3

were analyzed for STARS-List VOCs. ’
(1) = New York State Department of Envirocnmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Technical and Operational

Guidance Series 1.1.1 Ambient Water QualityStandards and Guidance Values and Groundwater Effluent
Limitations (TOGS 1.1.1) dated June 1998

1,800 = Concentration detected exceeds groundwater standard or guidance value

Day Environmental, inc.

JJS1178 7 35675-04
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

DAY Environmental, Inc. (DAY) was retained by Winn Development (Winn) to conduct a Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment (Phase II ESA) at 242 Andrews Street, Rochester, New York
(Site). A Project Locus is included as Figure 1 and a Site Plan is included as Figure 2.

1.1 Background

The approximate 0.65-acre Site is currently improved with an approximate 56,000 square foot, six-
story building with a basement and sub-basement. The balance of the Site is paved and used for
parking. The building has been vacant since at least 1997; however, the parking lots are being
used. As shown on Figure 2, the Site consists of two parcels comprised of the footprint of the
building addressed 234 Andrews Street (SBL# 106.790-01-024, referred to as “Parcel 1") and 37
Bittner Street (SBL# 106.790-01-022, referred to as “Parcel 2°). The Site is currently bound to the
north by Kovalsky-Carr Electric Supply; to the south by Andrews Street, with Silver Cleaners and
Epstein Dry Cleaning and Shirt Service beyond; to the east by Bittner Street with the YWCA
beyond and to the west by a parking lot for Kovalsky-Carr with the Andrews Building (office
building) beyond.

DAY completed an Environmental Transaction Screen Assessment (DAY File #3394E-04) for the
Site. The Environmental Transaction Screen Assessment report dated February 12, 2004 identified
a filling station formerly located on a portion of the Site as a recognized environmental condition
(REC). Specifically, review of a 1951 Sanborn fire insurance map indicated that a filling station
with two gasoline tanks in proximity was formerly located in the northemn portion of Parcel 2 (i.e.,
an area that is currently covered with an asphalt paved parking lot). The status of the tanks and
subsurface conditions in this portion of the Site could not be determined based upon work
completed in conjunction with the Environmental Transaction Screen Assessment.

In addition to the REC, a dry cleaning facility identified as a RCRA Generator is located south of
the Site. The impact of this dry cleaning facility on the Site (if any) was not evaluated as part of the
Environmental Transaction Screen Assessment.

1.2 Purpose and Scope of Work

The purpose of DAY’s work was to conduct limited studies to evaluate the REC associated with the
former filling station reportedly located on the Site and to evaluate the potential impact of the
adjacent dry cleaning facility on the building at the Site.

To achieve the stated purpose, the following scope of work was implemented:

. A review of various public records pertaining to 234 — 250 Andrews Street obtained
through the Freedom of Information Law (FOIL).

The collection and chemical analysis of a sub-slab air sample from the basement of the
building at the Site.

DAY ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. Page 1 of 10 RLK3909 /3367S-04



. The completion of a site visit and magnetic locator survey.

. The retention of a subcontractor to advance test borings to evaluate subsurface conditions in
the reported area of the filling station formerly located on the Site.

. The submittal of selected soil samples from the test borings for analytical laboratory testing.

. The review and evaluation of the data collected during the above activities to prepare this
report of findings.

DAY ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. Page2of 10 RLK3909/ 3567S-04




2.0 PHASE II ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

This section describes the regulatory record research, fieldwork and analytical laboratory testing
completed as part of this study.

2.1 FOIL Request

On October 15, 2004, a FOIL request was sent to the City of Rochester building and fire
departments, Monroe County Department of Health (MCDOH) and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) requesting information pertaining to the
Site. Copies of the FOIL responses obtained to date and other relevant documentation are
included in Appendix A.

2.2 Sub-Slab Air Sample

On November 9, 2004, DAY drilled a ¥-inch hole through the concrete slab (approximately 9
inches thick) and into granular material beneath the slab in the basement of the building at the
Site. This hole was positioned approximately 30 feet from the southeast corner of the building
and directly across the street from the dry cleaning facility located south of the Site (refer to
Figure 2). Following drilling, flexible tubing was inserted through the hole extending into the
sub-grade. The remaining annulus was grouted using anchoring cement. The tubing was then
connected to a regulator attached to a Summa canister. The cement was allowed to cure

overnight.

On November 10, 2004, DAY opened the valve on the Summa canister to collect a sample.
[Note: Prior to delivery to the Site, the analytical laboratory lab calibrated the regulator on the
canister such that it would continually draw air at a consistent rate into the canister over a 6-hour
period.] Approximately six hours after the canister was opened, DAY closed the valve, removed
the tubing from the slab and filled the hole in the floor with anchoring cement. The Summa
canister was then delivered to the analytical laboratory for testing (refer to Section 2.5).

2.3 Field Observations

On November 9, 2004, DAY used a Shoenstadt Model GA-52A magnetic locating device in an
attempt to identify magnetic anomalies in the northemn portion of the Site (i.e., within a current
parking lot that was reported to be the location of a former filling station and generally within the
northern limits of Parcel 2). Several areas of magnetic anomaly were identified using the
magnetic locating device, however the specific source of these anomalies (e.g., buried
underground storage tanks (USTs), metal fragments within the fill, etc.) could not be determined.
During the magnetic locator survey, two depressions measuring approximately 3 feet by 5 feet
were observed in the asphalt pavement of the parking lot (i.e., in proximity of test boring location
TB-2 and TB-8; refer to Figure 2). The cause of these approximate 4-inch deep depressions is
not known (e.g., associated with current or former USTs or some other source).

DAY ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. Page 3 of 10 - RLK3909/3567S-04
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2.4 Test Borings

DAY retained SLC Environmental Services, Inc. (SLC) to advance test borings at the Site using
direct-push drilling techniques. On November 9, 2004, SLC advanced thirteen (13) test borings
using a truck-mounted Simco Earthprobe 2000 direct-push drill rig. The approximate locations
of these test borings are presented on Figure 2 and these locations are further described below:

. Test Borings TB-1, TB-3, TB-10, TB-11 were advanced in the reported location of the
former filling station and in areas where magnetic anomalies were identified.

Test Borings TB-2 and TB-8 were advanced where depressions in the asphalt were
observed.

. Test borings TB-4, TB-5, TB-6, TB-7, TB-9, TB-10, TB-11, TB-12 and TB-13 were
advanced to evaluate subsurface conditions throughout the Site and to assist in
delineating the extent of apparent petroleum-impact identified in test borings advanced in
the reported location of the former filling station.

In each of the test borings advanced during this study, soil samples were collected in consecutive
intervals extending from the ground surface to depths ranging from 6.0 feet below land surface
(BLS) to 14.0 feet BLS where equipment refusal was encountered. These direct-push samples
were collected using a 4-foot long sampling device equipped with disposable inner plastic
sleeves.

A DAY representative observed the soil and fill samples collected in order to develop a
stratigraphic description of the subsurface conditions and to evaluate the recovered samples for
evidence of contamination (i.e., odors, staining, etc.). The ambient air space above portions of
the soil/fill samples was screened using a MiniRae 2000 photoionization detector (PID). Prior to
use, the PID was calibrated using an isobutylene gas standard. The DAY representative recorded
pertinent information for each test boring including PID measurements and subsequently
prepared test boring logs describing subsurface conditions and observations. Copies of the test
boring logs prepared are included in Appendix B.

Upon completion, the test borings were filled with drill cuttings and capped with an asphalt
patch. However, test borings TB-4, TB-5, TB-6 and TB-13 were left open until the end of the
day prior to backfilling. A bailer was lowered down the borehole in an attempt to measure the
static groundwater level. Three of the four borings collapsed and a groundwater measurement
could not be obtained, but groundwater was observed at a depth of about 10.5 feet BLS in test

boring TB-5.
2.5 Analytical Laboratory Testing

The sub-slab air and soil/fill samples collected during this study were submitted to Paradigm
Environmental Services, Inc. (Paradigm) under chain-of-custody control for analytical laboratory
testing. The following analytical laboratory testing program was implemented as part of this

study:
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One sub-slab air sample (designated AIR-1) was submitted for volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) using United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Method TO-15 [Note: The TO-15 analysis was completed by Colombia Analytical
Services, Simi Valley, California (i.e., a subcontractor to Paradigm)];

. Four soil/fill samples were submitted for NYSDEC Spill Technology and Remediation
Series (STARS)-list VOCs including the top twenty tentatively identified compounds
(TICs) using USEPA Method 8260;

One soil/fill sample was submitted for STARS-list semi-vola