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1.0

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Ransom Consulting, LLC (Ransom) has completed this Analysis of Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives
(ABCA) to evaluate various remedial alternatives for the adverse environmental conditions identified at
the Bates Mill No. 5 property located on Mill Street at the southeast corner of the Mill Street and Main
Street intersection in the City of Lewiston, Maine (the “Site”). This report was prepared for the City of
Lewiston, Maine using the United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) Brownfield
funding under the City of Lewiston’s Brownfields Cleanup Program (Grant No BF00A00443).
1.1

Purpose and Scope

AF
T

The purpose of this report is to evaluate potential remedial action alternatives to mitigate previously
identified hazardous building materials at the Site. Based on the information obtained during previous
environmental investigations, several remediation options were considered for the Site and evaluated
based on feasibility, effectiveness, cost, time to implement and meet the cleanup objectives, ability to
meet the overall cleanup goal (protection of human health and the environment), and resilience to extreme
weather events. Key consideration was given to eliminating or reducing, to the extent possible, the risk of
exposure for existing and potential future Site occupants and workers to the identified contamination at
the Site.
The overall objectives of this ABCA include the following:

Evaluating the remedial alternatives against specific evaluation criteria, including overall
protection of human health and the environment; technical practicality; ability to
implement; reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume; time required until remedial
action objectives are attained; costs; and resilience to extreme weather events.

2.

Selecting the remedial alternative that best meets the objectives and considerations of the
project.

R

1.

1.2

D

Evaluation of Remediation Alternatives (Section 5.0) discusses the requirements for each remedial
alternative. The alternatives are evaluated based on the previously mentioned criteria, and two
alternatives are selected as preferred approaches for implementation at the Site.
Site Description

The Site, known as the Bates Mill No. 5 property, is identified by the City of Lewiston Assessor’s Office
as Lot 145 on Tax Map 207, which corresponds to a street address of 15 Canal Street in the City of
Lewiston, Maine. The Site consists of an irregular-shaped parcel encompassing approximately 4.8 acres
of land, located at 15 Canal Street in the City of Lewiston, Androscoggin County, Maine. Please refer to
the attached Site Location Map (Figure 1) to view the general location of the Site in the context of a 7.5minute topographic quadrangle. A Site Plan showing existing conditions is presented on Figure 2.
The property was first developed in 1856 as a sawmill and lumber yard. By the 1890’s the property was
only occupied by storehouses for the surrounding mills and properties. In 1914, construction of the
current Site structure was completed by Bates Manufacturing as a weave shed. The property was acquired
by the City of Lewiston in the mid-1990s and utilized for storage of products and mill equipment. The
southern portion of the building was operated separately for power generation from 1914 until it was
acquired by the City in 2016. The Site building is currently vacant.
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During a fire at an adjacent mill in 2009, embers landed on the saw tooth roof of Bates Weave Shed (Mill
#5) and a portion of the roof caught on fire. This has left the roof with several holes, which have allowed
portions of the roof and building interior to fall into a state of significant disrepair.
1.3

Surrounding Land Use

The Site is situated in a
dense urban area of Lewiston that primarily consists of commercial properties. A parking garage is
located beyond Mill Street to the west; a multi-unit commercial building that includes a Tai-chi studio,
law firm, and restaurant is located beyond Main Street to the north; various commercial properties
situated along Canal Street are located beyond a canal (associated with former mill operations) to the east;
and former Bates Mill buildings that have been renovated for commercial retail and restaurant operations
are located to the south of the Site.
1.4

Site Geology and Hydrogeology
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According to the 2002 Surficial Geology of the Lewiston, Maine Quadrangle, surficial soils at the Site are
identified as Pleistocene Marine Regressive Sand Deposits (Pmrs). These soils consist of sand, silt, and
minor gravel from reworked marine delta, outwash, and bottom materials redistributed by marine currents
and wave action during the late-glacial period.
According to 1983 Bedrock Geology of the Lewiston, Maine 15-Minute Quadrangle, bedrock at the Site is
identified as the Patch Mountain Member of the Sangerville Formation (Ssp), which consists of thinbedded, calc-silicate granofels, quartz-plagioclase-biotite granofels, and marble.
Based on the Site and vicinity topography, the localized shallow groundwater is presumed to flow
generally to the west towards the main channel of the Androscoggin River.
Surface Water Bodies/Floodplains

R

1.5

The Site is bounded to the east and south by a canal associated with former mill operations.
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According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory online database, no
wetlands are present at the Site. Based on the Androscoggin County, Maine National Flood Insurance
Program Map (Community Panel Number FM23001C0326E), the southwestern corner of the Site is
located within an area designated as without Base Flood Elevation (BFE). Because the Site is bounded to
the east and south by a canal, there are limited areas along the canal bank that are likely subject to
flooding.
1.6

Potential Future Site Use

Proposed Site redevelopment will consist of either building renovation with roof replacement, or a
complete demolition/rebuild. The City has not finalized a redevelopment plan prior to the issuance of this
report. Future Site uses will likely consist of mixed commercial retail/food service operations.
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2.0

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS/REPORTS

Ransom reviewed the following previous environmental investigations/reports pertaining to the Site
and/or vicinity:
Hazardous Building Materials Assessment Cover Letter, Bates Mill No. 5, Northeast Test
Consultants; June 29, 1994

•

Maine Superlien Site Assessment, Bates Mill No. 5, J.B. Plunkett Associates, Inc., July
15, 1994

•

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Bates Mill Complex, Summit Environmental
Consultants, Inc., December 13, 1996

•

Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, Bates Mill Complex, Summit Environmental
Consultants, Inc., October 23, 2001

•

Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis, Bates Mill Complex, Summit Environmental
Consultants, Inc., October 25, 2002

•

Environmental Remediation Summary Report, Bates Mill Complex, Summit
Environmental Consultants, Inc., July 24, 2003

•

Commissioner’s Certification of Completion of Remedial Actions Under a Voluntary
Response Action Plan for the Bate’s Mill, Lewiston, Maine Department of
Environmental Protection, December 1, 2003

•

Hazardous Materials Assessment, Bates Mill No. 5, Summit Environmental Consultants,
Inc., July 22, 2009

•

Lead-Based Paint Testing Summary, Bates Mill No. 5, Atlantic Environmental Services,
June 24, 2010

•

Targeted Brownfields Assessment, Bates Mill No. 5, Nobis Engineering, Inc., July 30,
2010
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•

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Bates Lower Station, Summit Environmental
Consultants, Inc., May 11, 2012

•

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Upper Bates Hydro Station, Summit
Environmental Consultants, Inc., May 11, 2012

•

Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, Upper Bates Hydro Station, Summit
Environmental Consultants, Inc., July 17, 2013

•

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Bates Mill No. 5, Beacon Environmental
Consultants, LLC, December 21, 2016

•

Analysis of Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives, Bates Mill No. 5, Beacon Environmental
Consultants, LLC, December 2018
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Reports that reiterate Site conditions that have already been documented, or only pertain to areas outside
of the Site are not directly referenced in the following summary. Details regarding locations and
quantities of identified hazardous building materials are summarized further in Section 3.0.
Environmental conditions at the Site building identified between 1994 and 2003 included the following:
•

A total of at least 9 floor drains are located throughout both levels of the Site building;

•

Approximately 12,270 linear feet of suspect asbestos-containing pipe insulation is
present, located on both levels of the Site building (30% of which was considered to be in
“poor condition”);

•

Lead-containing paint was detected throughout the Site building at concentrations
ranging between 0.1 and 1.1 milligrams per square centimeter (mg/cm2). These locations
included:
walls, support columns, and ceiling beams of the first floor, and

•

painted floors walls, support columns, and ceiling beams of the second floor;
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•

•

Soils/sediment impacted by diesel-range organics (DROs) and semi-volatile organics
(SVOs) were identified in trench drains of the Site building; and

•

Arsenic-impacted soils are reportedly located beneath the basement of the Site building
(location not specified)

R

In July 2003, under the supervision of Summit, Environmental Projects, Inc. (EPI) conducted the
following remedial actions within the Site building on behalf of the Lewiston Mill Redevelopment
Corporation:
Mezzanine level (second floor) and first floor trench drains were cleaned and impacted
materials were disposed off-Site;

•

The trench drain exit at the west wall of the Site building was encapsulated with concrete;

•

D

•

Stained areas with residual products/chemicals near the east wall, second containment
area, and generator room of the first floor of the Site building were remediated.

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) subsequently issued a Voluntary
Response Action Program (VRAP) Certificate of Completion (COC) for the Site and surrounding Bates
Mill properties in December 2003. Conditions set forth in this COC included the following:
1.

Installation of drinking water wells at the Mill properties is prohibited without express
written permission from MEDEP;

2.

MEDEP must be notified prior to any excavation activities at the Mill properties;

3.

Disturbance of encapsulation systems within the basement floors of the Mill buildings is
prohibited without express written permission from MEDEP; and

4.

If contaminated soils are encountered at the Mill properties, MEDEP must be notified.
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In addition, this COC confirmed that between 1998 and 2002, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) managed the removal drums and containers of hazardous substances or petroleum
(HSP), fluorescent light ballasts containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), equipment switches
containing mercury, and piping containing residual caustic fabric treatments from the Site.
In 2010, Nobis identified the following environmental conditions within the Site building:
PCBs were detected in 5 of 11 concrete samples collected throughout the first floor of the
Site building, in the vicinity of the electrical panel along the west wall, as well as within
the transformer room;

•

PCBs were detected in 3 of 6 transformer oil samples;

•

Mold was identified within the bathroom of the first floor;

•

Pipe insulation was observed which is presumed ACM; and

•

LBP was identified on wood and metal substrates throughout the interior of the Site
building.
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•

In addition, Nobis collected three samples of tan gasket material from boxes on the first floor and three
samples of red caulking from windows along the interior west wall of the Site building for laboratory
analysis. No ACM was detected in these samples.
In 2010, Atlantic Environmental Services (AES) performed further evaluation of LBP within the Site
building, and identified LBP in poor condition within the following locations of the first level and
stairwells of the Site building:
Concrete ceiling;

•

Concrete walls;

•

Concrete support columns;

•

D

•
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•

Metal window frames;

Metal stair treads and mopboards;

•

Concrete upper and lower walls of the stairwell;

•

Metal panels; and

•

Metal doors

Between 2012 and 2016, Summit completed multiple environmental due diligence investigations at the
Site and nearby mill properties on behalf of the city of Lewiston and MEDEP. Environmental conditions
pertaining to the Site that were documented in these reports have been summarized above and are
presented in further detail in Section 3.0.
In 2018, Beacon Environmental Consultants, LLC (Beacon) completed an ABCA for the Site, and
recommended abatement of ACM and universal wastes within the Site building at an estimated cost of
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$215,000, encapsulation of PCB-impacted surfaces within the Site building at an estimated cost of
$42,000, and a combination of pressure washing and encapsulation of LBP within the Site building at an
estimated cost of $775,000. These cost estimates included contingency ranges and fees associated with
professional oversight and grant assistance.
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3.0

SITE CHARACTERIZATION AND REMEDIATION GOALS

Hazardous building materials, including confirmed and assumed asbestos-containing materials, leadbased paint, and PCB-impacted concrete flooring were identified at the Site. The approximate locations,
quantities, and nature of hazardous building materials and the Site-specific remediation goals are
addressed below.
3.1

Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM)

Based on a review of prior assessments and information provided by pertinent Site contacts, Ransom
identified the following presumed ACM that remains within the Site building:
•

Approximately 12,270 linear feet of presumed ACM within pipe insulation on both levels
of the Site building (30% in “poor condition”); and

•

Approximately 170,000 square feet of ACM and PACM roofing material

Location

Second floor

Linear Feet

Pipe Diameter

Percent Damaged

Catwalk (above slasher machines) 260

4”

60

Second floor

Slasher area

410

0.5” – 6”

30

Second floor

Loom area

850

0.5” – 6”

30

Second floor

Cone area

350

3” – 6”

40

Second floor

Show room

150

0.5” – 6”

5

Basement

Upper area

6,550

0” – 0.5”

30

Basement

Lower area

4,300

0.5” – 6”

25

D
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Level
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The locations of PACM pipe insulation identified during Summit’s 1996 ACM survey are summarized in
the table below. In addition to the quantities of PACM identified below, Summit indicated that an
unknown amount of PACM exists within an insulating layer between flooring and subflooring of the first
floor, since this section was not accessible during the assessment.

The remediation goal for ACM at the Site is to eliminate the risk of human contact to ACM during
renovation and/or demolition activities and future Site operations. Abatement and/or removal activities
should be completed to meet applicable U.S. EPA and MEDEP regulatory requirements and to eliminate
human exposure through inhalation.
3.2

Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

Concentrations of LBP detected within the Site building during prior surveys are summarized in the table
below.
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Components

Color

Substrate*

Results (mg/cm2) Condition** Consultant Year

Main Office
Hallway

Wall

Blue

NS

0.9

Good

Summit

1996

Main Office
Hallway

Wall

White

NS

0.5

Good

Summit

1996

Main Office

Wall

Cream

NS

0.6

Good

Summit

1996

Main Office

Window

Cream

NS

0.8

Good

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Exterior
Brick Wall

Black

NS

0.9

Poor

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Exterior
Brick Wall

Gray

NS

1.1

Poor

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Exterior
Concrete
Wall

Cream

NS

0.8

Poor

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Exterior
Concrete
Wall

White

NS

0.4

Poor

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Interior Wall
Partition

Blue

Wood

1.5

Poor

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Interior Wall
Partition

Blue

Brick

0.9

Poor

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Interior Wall
Partition

White

Concrete

0.8

Poor

Summit

1996

2nd Floor

Interior Wall
Partition

Green

Concrete

1.1

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Staircase

Wall

Blue

NS

1.4

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Staircase

Trim

Basement
Staircase

Risers

Basement
Central
Office

R

AF
T

Location*

NS

0.9

Good

Summit

1996

Blue

NS

1.5

Good

Summit

1996

Wall

White

NS

0.1

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Central
Office

Trim

White

NS

0.4

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Rear Canal
Office

Wall

Green

NS

0.1

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Rear Canal
Office

Door

Green

NS

0.5

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Shipping
Wall
Office (Main
St)

Brown

NS

0.9

Good

Summit

1996

D

White
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Substrate*

Results (mg/cm2) Condition** Consultant Year

Basement
Shipping
Window
Office (Main
St)

Brown

NS

0.9

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Shipping
Door
Office (Main
St)

Brown

NS

1.1

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Shipping
Office
(Rear)

Wall

White

NS

0.4

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Shipping
Office
(Rear)

Window

White

NS

0.1

Good

Summit

1996

Basement

Wall

Red

Concrete

0.1

Good

Summit

1996

Basement

Wall

Gray

Brick

1.1

Good

Summit

1996

Basement

Interior
Partition

White

Concrete

0.0

Good

Summit

1996

Basement

Interior
Partition

Green

Wood

0.4

Poor

Summit

1996

Basement

Interior
Partition

Blue

Brick

1.4

Poor

Summit

1996

Basement
Turbine
Room

Wall

Yellow

NS

1.4

Good

Summit

1996

Basement
Turbine
Room

Column

Yellow

Concrete

0.9

Poor

Summit

1996

Basement

Column

Blue

Concrete

0.4

Poor

Summit

1996

Basement

Column

Green

Concrete

0.1

Poor

Summit

1996

Basement

Column

Cream

Concrete

0.9

Poor

Summit

1996

NS

Ceiling

Tan/White Concrete

2.6

AES

2010

NS

Upper Wall

Tan

Concrete

< 0.5

AES

2010

NS

Lower Wall

Black

Concrete

1.2

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Double Doors Black

Metal

>9.9

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Window
Frame

Blue

Metal

3.1

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Panels

Tan

Metal

7.4

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Stair Handrail Black

Metal/Rust

< 0.3

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Stair Treads

Metal

> 9.9

Poor

AES

2010

AF
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Color
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Components

D

Location*
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Components

Color

Substrate*

Results (mg/cm2) Condition** Consultant Year

NS

Stair
Mopboard

Black

Metal

6.0

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Stair/Room
Upper Walls

Tan

Concrete

3.1

Poor

AES

2010

Upper
Section

Upper Walls

Tan

Concrete

0.4

Fair

AES

2010

Upper
Section

Lower Walls

Black

Concrete

0.5

Fair

AES

2010

Upper
Section

Upper/Lower
Support
Column

Tan/Black Concrete

1.2 / 2.5

Poor

AES

2010

Upper
Section

Small Door
Casing/Jamb

Black

Wood

0.4 / 0.3

Fair

AES

2010

Upper
Section

Garage Door
Casing/Jamb

Black

Metal/Wood <0.3

Fair

AES

2010

Mid-Level

Upper/Lower
Support
Column

Tan/Black Concrete

1.2 / 2.0

Poor

AES

2010

Lower
Section

Floor

Red

<0.3

Fair

AES

2010

NS

Walls

Tan/Black Concrete

4.2/4.0

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Support
Column

Tan

Concrete

3.93

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Staircase

Black

Metal

2.7

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Upper
Railing

Red

Concrete

1.9

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Window

Tan

Wood

< 0.3

Fair

AES

2010

NS

Door

Tan

Wood

> 9.9

Poor

AES

2010

NS

Wall

Tan

Concrete

4.2

Poor

AES

2010

Metal

1.0

Good

AES

2010

AF
T

Location*

D

R

Concrete

Equipment

Unit #1

Dark
Green

Equipment

Unit #1 Base

Dark
Green

Metal

< 0.3

Fair

AES

2010

Gray

Wood

2.1

Fair

AES

2010

Upper Room
(Exterior
Window
Access)

*NS = Location not specified.
**Paint conditions designated by Summit as “peeling” were identified as “poor” in this table.
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has established a standard for characterizing LBP as any paint
containing 1.0 mg/cm2 lead, as tested using an XRF analyzer, or 0.5 percent lead by weight for paint
chips. These materials are considered to be “lead-based paint” according to Section 1017 of the
Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992 (also referred to as Title X). HUD LBP
guidelines only apply to housing funded by the federal government. While they are not regulatory
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considerations in commercial applications, these guidelines are a useful reference for assessing hazards
associated with lead in paint in non-residential settings.
Furthermore, handling of components coated with lead-containing paint at any concentration requires
compliance with the Occupational Safety Health Administration (OSHA) lead standard (Lead in
Construction, 29 CFR 1926.62). Under the existing conditions, facility maintenance staff or contractors
may perform demolition, renovation, abatement, stabilization, cleanup, and daily operations in buildings
that have lead-based paint or lead-containing paint, provided that this regulatory requirement is met.
The remediation goal for LBP at the Site is to mitigate the risk of human contact with lead during
renovation and/or demolition activities and future Site reuse. Remediation activities such as LBP removal
and/or encapsulation should be completed in accordance with OSHA, MEDEP, and U.S. EPA regulatory
requirements.
3.3

PCB-Impacted Concrete

Sample ID

AC-1

AF
T

In 2009, Summit identified PCBs in 5 of 11 concrete samples collected throughout the first floor of the
Site building. Concentrations of PCBs detected within the Site building during this survey are
summarized in the table below.
AC-2

WW-1 AC-3

EW-1 WW-2 EW-2 TR-1

TR-3 TR-2

2AC-1

Aroclor 1254* 0.335

0.691 5.49

0.275

0.352 1.190

0.686

4.22

1.93

14.6

0.277

Other
Aroclors

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

AC = Air compressor vicinity, main room of first floor
WW = West wall, main room of first floor
EW = East wall, main room of first floor
TR = Transformer, within electrical room
ND = No concentration detected above laboratory reporting limit
*Units in mg/kg

R

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

ND

D

An elevated concentration of PCBs was detected in concrete sample “TR-2,” collected from an area with
heavy oil staining, in the vicinity of the central transformer located within the electrical room on the first
floor.
The remediation goal for PCB-impacted concrete at the Site is to eliminate the risk of human contact with
PCBs during renovation and/or demolition activities and future Site reuse. Remediation activities such as
PCB removal and/or encapsulation should be completed in accordance with OSHA, MEDEP, and U.S.
EPA regulatory requirements.
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4.0

DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATION CRITERIA

The comparison of the selected remediation alternatives was conducted using the evaluation and threshold
criteria discussed below.
4.1

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternatives must pass this threshold criterion to be considered for implementation as the recommended
alternative. The goal of this criterion is to determine whether a remediation alternative provides adequate
protection of human health and the environment. It also addresses how identified risks are eliminated,
reduced, or controlled. Protection of human health is assessed by evaluating how Site risks from each
exposure route are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through the specific alternative.
4.2

Technical Practicality

4.3

Ability to Implement

AF
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The focus of this evaluation criterion is to determine technical practicality of instituting the specific
alternative. This criterion evaluates the likelihood that the alternative will meet project specifications.

This criterion analyzes technical feasibility and the availability of services and materials. Technical
feasibility assesses the ability to implement and monitor the effectiveness of the alternative. Availability
of services and materials evaluates the need for off-site treatment, storage or disposal services and the
availability of such services. Necessary equipment, specialists and additional resources are also
evaluated.
4.4

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume

4.5

D
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This criterion evaluates the ability of the remediation alternative to significantly achieve reduction of the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of the hazardous substances present at the Site. This analysis evaluates the
quantity of hazardous substances and/or petroleum-impacted media to be removed, the degree of expected
reduction in toxicity, the type and quantity of residuals to be reduced, and the manner in which the
principal threat is addressed through the remediation alternative.
Short Term Effectiveness

This criterion addresses the period of time needed to complete the remediation, potential adverse impacts
on human health and the environment that may exist until the cleanup goals are achieved, and the time
frame for accomplishing the associated reduction in the identified environmental conditions.
4.6

Resilience to Extreme Weather Events

This criterion evaluates the resilience of the remediation alternative to extreme weather events, such as
increasing/decreasing temperatures, increasing/decreasing precipitation, extreme weather events, rising
sea level, changing flood zones, and higher/lower groundwater tables, among others.
4.7

Preliminary Cost

The preliminary cost criterion for the remediation alternatives evaluates the estimated capital, operation,
and maintenance costs of each alternative relative to the other alternatives. Capital costs include direct
capital costs, such as materials and equipment, and indirect capital costs, such as engineering, sampling
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contingencies, and licenses. Cost may be used as a distinguishing factor in the selection of the remedial
action. Final costs for the selected remedial alternative will be determined through a competitive bidding
process.
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5.0

EVALUATION OF REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES

Based on the evaluation criteria outlined in the previous section and the potential exposure pathways
identified for the Site, the remedial actions selected for the Site should accomplish the following
objectives:
1.

Minimize the potential for human exposure to hazardous building materials; and

2.

Reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of hazardous building materials.

Additionally, four remedial options were considered for the Site to remediate interior building
contamination (ACM, floor drains, and lead-based paint), including the “No Action” alternative,
“Abatement with Roof Replacement” alternative, “Removal with Roof Replacement” alternative, and
“Abatement with Building Demolition” alternative.

5.1

AF
T

These alternatives were evaluated using the criteria described in Section 4.0 and are summarized below.
The attached Table 1 includes a Summary of the Evaluation and Comparison of the Remedial
Alternatives.
Hazardous Building Materials Abatement Alternatives
5.1.1

No Action Alternative

A “No Action” alternative signifies that no hazardous building material abatement or removal
would be conducted. The “No Action” alternative does not include a means for mitigating
exposure to ACM, LBP, or PCB-impacted concrete. Additionally, as part of this alternative, no
building demolition would occur.

5.1.2

D
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The “No Action” alternative is not protective of human health and the environment and does not
meet the threshold criteria. The potential for human exposure through direct contact and/or
inhalation continues to exist for potential future Site occupants, workers, or trespassers. The
“No Action” alternative would not achieve reduction of the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the
hazardous building materials at the Site. In addition, the “No Action” alternative would not be an
effective remediation alternative, and potential impacts to human health would remain at the Site.
For these reasons, the “No Action” alternative was not selected for implementation or further
consideration.
Abatement with Roof Replacement Alternative
The second remediation alternative evaluated in this ABCA is the “Abatement with Roof
Replacement” alternative. This alternative involves mitigating the potential for human exposure
through ingestion and/or inhalation of the hazardous building materials identified at the Site
through the following proposed activities:
1.

Abatement of identified PACM throughout the Site building. Existing PACM
identified in the Site building will be affected by proposed renovation activities.
Current federal and state regulations require the mitigation of friable (easily
reduced to powder using hand pressure) ACM, prior to conducting renovation
activities. To meet these federal and state regulations, the identified friable
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PACM in the Site building will be encapsulated in place prior to renovation
activities.
Removal of the Site building roof, impacted with non-friable ACM, in
accordance with State and Federal regulations. ACM would then be disposed of
at an appropriate receiving facility, and the roof of the Site building would be
replaced in conjunction with renovation activities.

3.

Abatement of LBP identified in the Site building, by encapsulation in accordance
with State and Federal regulations.

4.

Abatement of PCB-impacted concrete identified in the Site building, by
encapsulation in accordance with State and Federal regulations.

5.

Development of an Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Plan to dictate proper
procedures for maintaining the integrity of the encapsulation measures and
properly manage hazardous materials remaining in building components.
Adherence to the O&M Plan will reduce the risk of exposure of future Site
occupants to hazardous building materials. The O&M Plan will outline the
management of these materials and include requirements for training, monitoring
and hazard communication.

AF
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2.

The evaluation of the “Abatement with Roof Replacement” alternative is further discussed below.
The attached Table 1 includes a summary of the evaluation and comparison of the remedial
alternatives.
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

R

This alternative provides adequate protection of human health and the environment through
mitigating the risk of human exposure to the hazardous building materials identified at the Site by
conducting encapsulation of the hazardous building materials in place. This alternative would
subsequently require continued O&M of the encapsulated hazardous building materials.

D

Technical Practicality

Completing the remedial actions specified within this alternative would be technically practical
and can be completed utilizing accepted construction techniques. Both contractors and disposal
facilities with experience on similar projects are readily available in the region.
Ability to Implement
The remediation tasks proposed to be completed as part of this alternative are technically feasible
and are effective actions for reducing or eliminating the risk of human exposure to the hazardous
building materials on the Site. Services and materials associated with this alternative are readily
available.
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume
This remediation alternative achieves reduction in the toxicity, mobility and volume of hazardous
building materials at the Site by encapsulation of PACM, LBP, and PCB-impacted concrete
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within the Site building and removal and subsequent off-Site disposal of PACM-impacted roofing
materials in conjunction with roof replacement.
Short Term Effectiveness
The remedial action objective would be attained when the hazardous building materials are
encapsulated within the Site building and the Site building roof has been replaced.
Resilience to Extreme Weather Events
This remedial alternative meets the objectives associated with this criterion through encapsulation
of hazardous building materials that could be exposed to flooding in extreme weather events.
Preliminary Cost

5.1.3
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Costs for this alternative includes abatement contractor costs with contingency, engineering,
oversight, reporting, meetings, and other programmatic cleanup costs. Capital costs include
direct capital costs, such as materials and equipment, and indirect capital costs, such as
engineering and sampling contingencies. As of the date of this Draft ABCA, preliminary cost
estimates are still being calculated due to the ongoing processing of recently collected sample
data and significant fluctuations in contractor availability and materials. Costs for the Abatement
with Roof Replacement Alternative are anticipated to be higher than the No Action Alternative
and Abatement with Demolition Alternatives but lower than the Removal with Roof Replacement
Alternative.
Removal with Roof Replacement Alternative

Removal of identified PACM throughout the Site building. Existing PACM
identified in the Site building will be affected by proposed renovation activities.
Current federal and state regulations require the mitigation of friable (easily
reduced to powder using hand pressure) ACM, prior to conducting renovation
activities. To meet these federal and state regulations, the identified friable
PACM in the Site building will be removed prior to renovation activities. The
removed PACM would then be disposed of at an appropriate receiving facility.

D
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R

The third remediation alternative evaluated in this ABCA is the “Removal with Roof
Replacement” alternative. This alternative involves eliminating the potential for human exposure
through ingestion and/or inhalation of the hazardous building materials identified at the Site
through the following proposed activities:

2.

Removal of the Site building roof, presumably impacted with non-friable PACM,
in accordance with State and Federal regulations. PACM would then be disposed
of at an appropriate receiving facility, and the roof of the Site building would be
replaced in conjunction with renovation activities.

3.

Removal of LBP identified in the Site building, by scraping or related methods in
accordance with State and Federal regulations. LBP would then be disposed of at
an appropriate receiving facility.
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4.

Removal of PCB-impacted concrete identified in the Site building in accordance
with State and Federal regulations. PCB-impacted concrete would then be
disposed of at an appropriate receiving facility.

The evaluation of the “Removal with Roof Replacement” alternative is further discussed below.
The attached Table 1 includes a summary of the evaluation and comparison of the remedial
alternatives.
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
This alternative provides adequate protection of human health and the environment through
eliminating the risk of human exposure to hazardous building materials identified at the Site by
conducting removal and subsequent off-Site disposal of these materials.
Technical Practicality

Ability to Implement

AF
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Completing the remedial actions specified within this alternative would be technically practical
and can be completed utilizing accepted construction techniques. Both contractors and disposal
facilities with experience on similar projects are readily available in the region.

The remediation tasks proposed to be completed as part of this alternative are technically feasible
and are effective actions for reducing or eliminating the risk of human exposure to the hazardous
building materials on the Site. Services and materials associated with this alternative are readily
available.
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume

R

This alternative significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the hazardous
building materials at the Site. The hazardous building materials would be removed from the Site
and disposed at an appropriate receiving facility.

D

Short Term Effectiveness

The remedial action objective would be attained when the hazardous building materials are
removed from the Site.
Resilience to Extreme Weather Events
This remedial alternative meets the objectives associated with this criterion through removal of
hazardous building materials that could be exposed to flooding in extreme weather events.
Preliminary Cost
Costs for this alternative includes abatement contractor costs with contingency, engineering,
oversight, reporting, meetings, and other programmatic cleanup costs. Capital costs include
direct capital costs, such as materials and equipment, and indirect capital costs, such as
engineering and sampling contingencies. As of the date of this Draft ABCA, preliminary cost
estimates are still being calculated due to the ongoing processing of recently collected sample
data and recent significant fluctuations in contractor availability and materials. Costs for the
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Removal with Roof Replacement Alternative are anticipated to be the highest of all the proposed
alternatives.
5.1.4

Abatement with Building Demolition Alternative
The fourth remediation alternative evaluated in this ABCA is the “Abatement with Building
Demolition alternative. This alternative involves eliminating the potential for human exposure
through ingestion and/or inhalation of hazardous building materials identified at the Site through
the following proposed activities:
Abatement of identified PACM throughout the Site building. Existing PACM
identified in the Site building will be affected by proposed demolition activities.
Current federal and state regulations require the mitigation of friable (easily
reduced to powder using hand pressure) ACM, prior to conducting demolition
activities. To meet these federal and state regulations, the identified PACM in
the Site building will be abated prior to proposed demolition activities. PACM
would then be disposed of at an appropriate receiving facility.

2.

Removal of the Site building roof, presumably impacted with non-friable PACM,
will be removed concurrently with building demolition in accordance with State
and Federal regulations. PACM would then be disposed of at an appropriate
receiving facility.

3.

Removal of PCB-impacted concrete and LBP identified in the Site building in
accordance with State and Federal regulations, concurrently with building
demolition. PCB-impacted concrete and LBP would then be disposed of at an
appropriate receiving facility.

AF
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R

The evaluation of the “Abatement with Building Demolition” alternative is further discussed
below. The attached Table 1 includes a summary of the evaluation and comparison of the
remedial alternatives.

D

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
This alternative provides adequate protection of human health and the environment through
eliminating the risk of human exposure to hazardous building materials identified at the Site by
conducting removal and subsequent off-Site disposal of hazardous building materials.
Technical Practicality
Completing the remedial actions specified within this alternative would be technically practical
and can be completed utilizing accepted construction techniques. Both contractors and disposal
facilities with experience on similar projects are readily available in the region.
Ability to Implement
The remediation tasks proposed to be completed as part of this alternative are technically feasible
and are effective actions for reducing or eliminating the risk of human exposure to the hazardous
building materials on the Site. Services and materials associated with this alternative are readily
available.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume
This alternative significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the hazardous building
materials at the Site. The hazardous building materials would be removed from the Site and
disposed at an appropriate receiving facility.
Short Term Effectiveness
The remedial action objective would be attained when the hazardous building materials are
removed from the Site.
Resilience to Extreme Weather Events
This remedial alternative meets the objectives associated with this criterion through removal of
hazardous building materials that could be exposed to flooding in extreme weather events.
Preliminary Cost

Selection of Proposed Remediation Alternative

R

5.2
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Costs for this alternative includes demolition and abatement contractor costs with contingency,
engineering, oversight, reporting, meetings, and other programmatic cleanup costs. Capital costs
include direct capital costs, such as materials and equipment, and indirect capital costs, such as
engineering and sampling contingencies. As of the date of this Draft ABCA, preliminary cost
estimates are still being calculated due to the ongoing processing of recently collected sample
data and recent significant fluctuations in contractor availability and materials. Costs for the
Abatement with Demolition Alternative is anticipated to be higher than the No Action Alternative
but lower than the Removal with Roof Replacement Alternative and the Abatement with Roof
Replacement Alternative.

D

Based on the criteria evaluated, the “No Action” and “Removal with Roof Replacement” alternatives
should be eliminated as plausible options. The “No Action” alternative is unacceptable, since it does not
meet evaluation and threshold criteria, including the overall protection of human health and the
environment. Although the Full Removal Alternative is effective, technically feasible, and protective of
human health and the environment, it would incur significantly greater costs and be financially
prohibitive.
The “Abatement with Roof Replacement” and “Abatement with Building Demolition” are the preferred
alternatives since they are effective, technically feasible, financially less burdensome, and meet the
remedial objectives, including the protection of human health and the environment. Both options may be
treated as “preferred” alternatives, until an overall determination of Site redevelopment (renovation vs.
demolition) is reached.
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6.0

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Previous environmental investigations conducted at the Site identified hazardous building materials
within the Site Building. Four remediation alternatives were evaluated in this report, including “No
Action” alternative, “Abatement with Roof Replacement” alternative, “Removal with Roof Replacement”
alternative, and “Abatement with Building Demolition” alternative. The attached Table 1 includes a
summary of the evaluation and comparison of the remedial alternatives.
Based on the criteria evaluated, Ransom has selected two separate options as preferred alternatives, one of
which may be selected when Site redevelopment plans are determined (i.e. demolition vs. renovation).
Redevelopment plans may be further evaluated by the City in consideration of outside factors including
historic preservation, economic feasibility, general logistics, proposed Site uses, etc. The “Abatement
with Roof Replacement” and “Abatement with Building Demolition” are the preferred alternatives since
they are effective, technically feasible, financially less burdensome, and meet the remedial objectives,
including the protection of human health and the environment.
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Following selection of one of the preferred remedial action alternatives by the City of Lewiston, Ransom
recommends the completion of a Conceptual Remedial Action Plan (RAP) that outlines conceptual plans
for mitigating and/or eliminating HBM identified at the Site.
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Following completion of the Conceptual RAP, Ransom also recommends that the Conceptual RAP be
submitted to the MEDEP VRAP for review and approval. Upon acceptance, the proposed remedial
actions can be implemented and documented, and the results of the actions presented in a completion
report submitted to the MEDEP VRAP to obtain a Certificate of Completion.
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7.0

SIGNATURE(S) OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL(S)

The following Ransom personnel possess the sufficient training and experience necessary to conduct an
Analysis of Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives, and from the information generated by such activities,
have the ability to develop opinions and conclusions regarding remediation alternatives and a Conceptual
Remedial Action Plan, as presented herein, for the Site.
Environmental Professionals:

Sara L. Roy, E.I.
Associate Project Manager

D

R

Peter J. Sherr, P.E.
Senior Project Manager
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Patrick J. Brown
Project Geologist
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TABLE 1 – SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
BATES MILL NO. 5
15 CANAL STREET
LEWISTON, MAINE

Remedial Action
Alternative (RAA)

1) No Action

Overall Protection of Human
Health and the Environment

Technical Practicality

Ability to Implement

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility
and Volume

Long Term Resilience

Short Term
Effectiveness

Estimated Cost

Not protective of human
health and the environment
and does not meet the
threshold criteria.

•

Not Applicable

•

Not Applicable

•

No Reduction of Toxicity,
Mobility and Volume

•

Not Applicable

•

Not Applicable

•

Not Applicable

2) Abatement with Roof •
Replacement Alternative

Provides adequate
protection of human health
and the environment
through mitigating the risk
of human exposure to the
hazardous building
materials identified at the
Site

•

Completing the remedial
actions specified within this
alternative is technically
practical.

•

•

The remedial action objective
would be attained when
hazardous building materials
are abated.

•

•

•

•

Contractors and disposal
facilities with experience
with similar projects are
readily available in the
region.

•

•

The goal of reducing or
eliminating the risk of
human exposure to
hazardous building
materials would be
achieved through targeted
removal, stabilization, and
ongoing inspection and
maintenance.

A potential for adverse
impacts to human health from
exposure to hazardous
building materials would still
exist in the extreme case that
the encapsulated surface is
disturbed. The greatest risk
of disturbance would involve
future renovation projects.
An effective Operations &
Maintenance plan would
reduce the risk of exposure.

The estimated cost
associated with this
alternative is anticipated to
be higher than the No
Action Alternative and
Abatement with Building
Demolition Alternative but
lower than the Removal
with Roof Replacement
Alternative

•

Hazardous building
materials will remain
within the Site building;
however, these materials
will be encapsulated, and
therefore the goal of
reducing or eliminating the
risk of direct contact by
potential future site
occupants, workers, and
trespassers is achieved with
proper maintenance

This remedial alternative
meets the objectives
associated with this
criterion through removal
of hazardous building
materials that could be
exposed to flooding in
extreme weather events.

•

Hazardous building
materials stabilization can
be completed utilizing
accepted construction
techniques.

Achieves a significant
reduction of toxicity,
mobility and volume of
hazardous building
materials at the Site.

•

•

This alternative is
technically feasible and is
an effective action for
reducing the risk of human
exposure.
Services and materials
necessary to conduct this
alternative are likely
readily available.

Capital costs include direct
capital costs, such as
materials and equipment
and maintenance; indirect
capital costs include
engineering and sampling.

•

The costs associated with
this alternative are not
prohibitive.
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•
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•

Ability to Implement

Provides adequate
•
protection of human health
and the environment
through eliminating the risk
of human exposure to the
hazardous building
•
materials identified at the
Site

Completing the remedial
actions specified within this
alternative is technically
practical.

Provides adequate
•
protection of human health
and the environment
through eliminating the risk
of human exposure to the
hazardous building
•
materials identified at the
Site

Completing the remedial
actions specified within this
alternative is technically
practical.

The goal of reducing or
eliminating the risk of
human exposure to
hazardous building
materials would be
achieved through the
removal of the hazardous
building materials from the
Site

The goal of reducing or
eliminating the risk of
human exposure to
hazardous building
materials would be
achieved through the
removal of the hazardous
building materials from the
Site

•

This alternative is
technically feasible and is
an effective action for
reducing the risk of human
exposure.

•

Services and materials
necessary to conduct this
alternative are likely
readily available

•

This alternative is
technically feasible and is
an effective action for
eliminating the risk of
direct human contact with
hazardous building
materials.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility
and Volume

•

Complete reduction of
toxicity, mobility and
volume of the identified
hazardous building
materials at the Site

•

Complete reduction of
toxicity, mobility and
volume of the identified
hazardous building
materials at the Site

Long Term Resilience

Short Term
Effectiveness

•

This alternative removes
hazardous building materials
from the site and is therefore
effective in the short term as
well as the long term

•

This alternative removes
hazardous building materials
from the site and is therefore
effective in the short term as
well as the long term

•

•

•

The estimated cost
associated with this
alternative is anticipated to
be higher than the other
proposed alternatives.

•

Capital costs include direct
capital costs, such as
materials and equipment,
and indirect capital costs
such as engineering and
sampling

This remedial alternative
meets the objectives
associated with this
criterion through removal
of hazardous building
materials that could be
exposed to flooding in
extreme weather events.

•

The estimated cost
associated with this
alternative is anticipated to
be higher than the No
Action Alternative but
lower than the Removal
with Roof Replacement
Alternative and Abatement
with Roof Replacement
Alternative.

•

Capital costs include direct
capital costs, such as
materials and equipment,
and indirect capital costs
such as engineering and
sampling.

•

The costs associated with
this alternative are not
prohibitive.
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Estimated Cost

This remedial alternative
meets the objectives
associated with this
criterion through removal
of hazardous building
materials that could be
exposed to flooding in
extreme weather events.
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4) Abatement with
Building Demolition
Alternative

•

Technical Practicality

T

3) Removal with Roof
Replacement
Alternative

Overall Protection of Human
Health and the Environment

AF

Remedial Action
Alternative (RAA)
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