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Executive Summary 

The Franklin Regional Transit Authority

located at 382 Deerfield Street in Greenfield, Massachusetts. The FRTA does no

currently lease it from a private party. The lease is set to expire in June 2017, however, the FRTA holds 

the option to extend the lease an additional two (2) years beyond June 2017. In 

secured the services of Weston and Sampson (W&S) to perform a

Assessment of the existing Vehicle and Maintenance Operations Facility. The W&S Report included a 

conditions assessment and a program for renovations and expansion of the existing facility 

program for the possible relocation of Vehicle Maintenance

different site. The W&S Report concluded

FRTA’s long term goals the cost of renovating th

the estimated construction cost prohibitive and th

interest of the FRTA, or the communities which it serves. Also, none of the alternative sites i

the W&S report was suitable for the replacement facility for a number of reasons,

of the site, to environmental concerns, to the property no longer being 

The STV team was selected by MassDOT 

assessment of four (4) potential sites for 

The addresses of these four sites are:

• 215 Shelburne Road, Greenfield, MA

• 1385 Bernardston Road, Greenfield, M

• 15 Jewett Avenue, Deerfield, MA

• 180 Laurel Street, Greenfield, MA

The STV Team focused on evaluating various constraints and impacts at all of the 

sites, conducted program analysis and developed conceptual layouts 

required for the new facility. The Team analyzed ridership, zoning, noise impacts and v

and environmental aspects. Each factor was

to reach a recommendation for a preferre

goals. 

The major results of this Study report concluded the following: 

• Although there are varying pros and co

support the FRTA’s program an

Operations Facility.  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

The Franklin Regional Transit Authority’s (FRTA) existing Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility is 

located at 382 Deerfield Street in Greenfield, Massachusetts. The FRTA does not own the property. They 

currently lease it from a private party. The lease is set to expire in June 2017, however, the FRTA holds 

the option to extend the lease an additional two (2) years beyond June 2017. In June 2012 the FRTA 

ston and Sampson (W&S) to perform an Operations Facility 

Assessment of the existing Vehicle and Maintenance Operations Facility. The W&S Report included a 

a program for renovations and expansion of the existing facility 

possible relocation of Vehicle Maintenance and Operations to a new facility on a 

cluded, given its age, condition and what it would take to meet the 

FRTA’s long term goals the cost of renovating the existing facility would be significant. The FRTA found 

the estimated construction cost prohibitive and that remaining at the existing site was not in the best 

the communities which it serves. Also, none of the alternative sites i

suitable for the replacement facility for a number of reasons, ranging from the size 

of the site, to environmental concerns, to the property no longer being available for sale

The STV team was selected by MassDOT to assist MassDOT and the FRTA in the evaluat

potential sites for a new FRTA Vehicle and Maintenance and Operations Facility

sites are: 

215 Shelburne Road, Greenfield, MA 

1385 Bernardston Road, Greenfield, MA 

15 Jewett Avenue, Deerfield, MA 

180 Laurel Street, Greenfield, MA 

The STV Team focused on evaluating various constraints and impacts at all of the four aforementioned 

sites, conducted program analysis and developed conceptual layouts to define the necess

The Team analyzed ridership, zoning, noise impacts and v

. Each factor was rated and placed into a matrix ( See Table 4

to reach a recommendation for a preferred site that would best meet the FRTA’s needs and long term 

The major results of this Study report concluded the following:  

Although there are varying pros and cons associated with all 4 sites any one of the 

support the FRTA’s program and operations for the new proposed Vehicle and Maintenance 

1 
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Operations Facility is 

t own the property. They 

currently lease it from a private party. The lease is set to expire in June 2017, however, the FRTA holds 

2012 the FRTA 

y Needs 

Assessment of the existing Vehicle and Maintenance Operations Facility. The W&S Report included a 

a program for renovations and expansion of the existing facility as well as a 

Operations to a new facility on a 

given its age, condition and what it would take to meet the 

significant. The FRTA found 

remaining at the existing site was not in the best 

the communities which it serves. Also, none of the alternative sites identified in 

ranging from the size 

for sale. 

evaluation and 

Maintenance and Operations Facility. 

aforementioned 

the necessary area 

The Team analyzed ridership, zoning, noise impacts and various physical 

Table 4 of this report) 

d site that would best meet the FRTA’s needs and long term 

sites any one of the 4 sites can 

d operations for the new proposed Vehicle and Maintenance 
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• The ridership analysis performed as part of this Study concluded that the FRTA’s current fleet size 

of approximately 57 vehicles, comprised of buses and vans, would not increas

near or long term future.  

• The Noise Assessment performed as part of this Study for all 

insurmountable or significant issues with noise at any of the 

abatement measures may be necessary depending on the orientation of the building(s) and 

vehicular circulation on the site.

•  The ASTM 21 E- Phase I Environmental Assessment reports performed as part of this Study at each 

of the sites concluded that there appear to be no hazar

of the sites, except for the site at 180 Laurel Street

undergoing.  

• None of the four sites is located within a floodplain.

• MassDEP records indicate that there are wet

Bernardston Road sites. Based upon preliminary foot prints of proposed facilities encroachment 

into required setbacks from said wetlands is a concern for both sites. Further definition of the 

wetlands (mapping and condition) must be conducted to confirm impact upon the project.

The conceptual building floor plans

from 59,000 to 64,500 g.s.f. in size. 

will have paved roadways leading to and from the facility/site from the surrounding street network as 

well as surrounding the building for site circulation. 

building area) for each site range between 

estimated construction cost for the new proposed Vehicle Maintenance

of the four sites is as follows: 

• 15 Jewett Avenue…………………………….. $23,221,086

• 215 Shelburne Road…………………………. $

• 1385 Bernardston Road…………………….$ 26,

• 180 Laurel Street……………………………...$ 2

The construction cost estimates assume

149A and will require the services of a Owne

Risk (CMR) and independent A/E Services. These costs are included in the above estimates along with an 

appropriate contingency for this level of analysis. The above 

purchase of the property or any related legal fees. 

  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

The ridership analysis performed as part of this Study concluded that the FRTA’s current fleet size 

vehicles, comprised of buses and vans, would not increase or decrease in the 

The Noise Assessment performed as part of this Study for all four sites concluded there are no 

insurmountable or significant issues with noise at any of the four sites. However, some noise 

may be necessary depending on the orientation of the building(s) and 

vehicular circulation on the site. 

Phase I Environmental Assessment reports performed as part of this Study at each 

of the sites concluded that there appear to be no hazardous materials or contami

of the sites, except for the site at 180 Laurel Street, where the remediation measures are currently 

sites is located within a floodplain. 

MassDEP records indicate that there are wetlands on the 215 Shelburne Road and 1385 

Based upon preliminary foot prints of proposed facilities encroachment 

into required setbacks from said wetlands is a concern for both sites. Further definition of the 

ondition) must be conducted to confirm impact upon the project.

s layout developed under this Study for each of the four

 All four site layouts show a paved parking lot for 50 cars. Each site 

will have paved roadways leading to and from the facility/site from the surrounding street network as 

building for site circulation. The “Site Improvement” limits (excluding the 

between 136,000 to 160,200 s.f. Based upon these assumptions the 

for the new proposed Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility at

15 Jewett Avenue…………………………….. $23,221,086 

…………………………. $24,693,709 

…………………….$ 26,343,154 

180 Laurel Street……………………………...$ 23,367,273 

The construction cost estimates assumes the work will be performed in accordance with MGL Chapter 

services of a Owner’s Project Manager (OPM), Construction Manager

Risk (CMR) and independent A/E Services. These costs are included in the above estimates along with an 

appropriate contingency for this level of analysis. The above estimates do not include the 

purchase of the property or any related legal fees.  

2 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility  

The ridership analysis performed as part of this Study concluded that the FRTA’s current fleet size 

e or decrease in the 

sites concluded there are no 

sites. However, some noise 

may be necessary depending on the orientation of the building(s) and 

Phase I Environmental Assessment reports performed as part of this Study at each 

dous materials or contaminated soils at any 

, where the remediation measures are currently 

he 215 Shelburne Road and 1385 

Based upon preliminary foot prints of proposed facilities encroachment 

into required setbacks from said wetlands is a concern for both sites. Further definition of the 

ondition) must be conducted to confirm impact upon the project. 

four sites range 

50 cars. Each site 

will have paved roadways leading to and from the facility/site from the surrounding street network as 

(excluding the 

these assumptions the 

Operations Facility at each 

the work will be performed in accordance with MGL Chapter 

r’s Project Manager (OPM), Construction Manager – at – 

Risk (CMR) and independent A/E Services. These costs are included in the above estimates along with an 

do not include the cost for the 
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Preferred Site 

This Site Study Analysis Report recommend

Based on a comparison matrix, the 

• is the nearest to the transit center and had minim

• is in close proximity to major routes, 

• has a proposed land use that is compatible with existing zoning

• has enough land to  accommodate the FRTA’s program for the

Operations Facility.  

  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Study Analysis Report recommends the 180 Laurel Street in Greenfield as the preferred site.

Based on a comparison matrix, the Laurel Street site received the highest ranking. The site

is the nearest to the transit center and had minimal deadhead operations cost,

is in close proximity to major routes,  

has a proposed land use that is compatible with existing zoning 

accommodate the FRTA’s program for the new Vehicle Maintenance 

3 
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as the preferred site. 

The site: 

deadhead operations cost, 

Maintenance and 
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Introduction 

The STV team was selected by The Massachusetts Department of Transportation

the Franklin Regional Transit Authority (FRTA) 

sites for the new Vehicle Maintenance and 

the necessary facilities for a fully functioning 

intended to be a project resource, d

purchase the preferred property and to aid in the facility development process. 

FRTA desires a site sufficient to accommodate a

room for future expansion over the next 

adequate employee and visitor automobile parking (approximately 50 spaces). 

suitable land, distance from the John W. Olver Transit Center

corridors are also key components in site selection.

As part of a previous study, FRTA considered six candidate sites

existing facility at 382 Deerfield Street, Greenfield, MA

inability to meet the objectives listed above, 

constraints or other factors that made such sites infeasible

“Operations Facility Needs Assessmen

recommended by MassDOT / FRTA which can be seen 

in this current report to assist in identifying the preferred location for th

Operations Facility.  

This report includes site evaluation, site environmental conditions, 

and impacts, site circulation and infrastructure needs (public way and utilities), 

stock maintenance and vehicle storage, conceptual floor plan layout

for all four sites to assist with property appraisals and preferred site acquisition.

This report provides the results of the 

appropriate design schemes and establishes 

the selection of the preferred site as well as for subsequent environmental review pursuant to the 

requirements of the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

was selected by The Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT)

Regional Transit Authority (FRTA) in the evaluation and assessment of four

Maintenance and Operations Facility. The site eventually chosen will include 

the necessary facilities for a fully functioning Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility

intended to be a project resource, detailing relevant factors to support FRTA’s / MassDOT’s decision to 

property and to aid in the facility development process.  

ient to accommodate a fleet of 57 revenue and non-revenue vehicles

the next several decades. Further, the preferred site would have 

adequate employee and visitor automobile parking (approximately 50 spaces). The availability of 

suitable land, distance from the John W. Olver Transit Center, and proximity to major transportation 

corridors are also key components in site selection. 

tudy, FRTA considered six candidate sites in addition to the expansion of 

existing facility at 382 Deerfield Street, Greenfield, MA. All six options were ruled out based on 

inability to meet the objectives listed above, and lack of sufficient space, poor location, financial 

constraints or other factors that made such sites infeasible. This investigation is documented in the 

ty Needs Assessment”- by Weston and Sampson, (June 2012). The four

recommended by MassDOT / FRTA which can be seen in Figure 1: Site Vicinity Map are analyzed

report to assist in identifying the preferred location for the new Vehicle 

report includes site evaluation, site environmental conditions, noise abatement assessment, 

and impacts, site circulation and infrastructure needs (public way and utilities), ridership dema

stock maintenance and vehicle storage, conceptual floor plan layouts and construction cost estimates

assist with property appraisals and preferred site acquisition. 

report provides the results of the Site Selection analysis and recommends a preferred site,

establishes design requirements. This analysis is intended to

site as well as for subsequent environmental review pursuant to the 

ments of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and / or the National 
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(MassDOT) to assist 

of four (4) potential 

ite eventually chosen will include 

Facility. This report is 

etailing relevant factors to support FRTA’s / MassDOT’s decision to 

vehicles, with 

Further, the preferred site would have 

vailability of 

major transportation 

expansion of their 

based on their 

location, financial 

documented in the 

four new sites 

are analyzed in detail 

 Maintenance and 

noise abatement assessment, history 

ridership demand, rolling 

ion cost estimates 

a preferred site, proposes 

is intended to assist in 

site as well as for subsequent environmental review pursuant to the 

Policy Act (MEPA) and / or the National 
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Figure 1: Site Vicinity Map 
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Project Background 

The Franklin Regional Transit Authority was established in 1978

communities in Franklin County, MA

transportation services for the towns of Greenfield and Montague. 

two towns was previously operated by the Greenfield Montague Transportation Area (GMTA).  As a 

result, the FRTA currently serves 41 communities throughout Franklin, Hampden, Ham

Worcester Counties. The FRTA covers the largest and the most rural geographical are

Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The FRTA had four fixed routes prior to the consolidation of services 

and saw their fixed route service increase to 

Montague and Amherst.  

In addition to fixed route service, the FRTA 

disabilities and area seniors by providing 

using a demand-response service structure. 

• ADA Paratransit -- The FRTA's ADA Paratransit Services are for disabled persons who cannot 

navigate or access our fixed route service due to their disability and are travelling within ¾ mile 

of its fixed route service while

of origin to destination point.

• MassHealth Transportation 

(DMA) to provide eligible MassHealth (Medicaid) recipients with transportation to medical 

appointments. 

• Demand Response Transportation 

or older, eligible Franklin County Home Care Corp. consumers, nursing home residents or 

Veterans with a disability rating of 70% or greater.  Days, hours of operations,

vary depending on the town of residence. 

Each of these services has different ridership, drivers and other factors which affect the 

required rolling stock. 

The FRTA proposes to construct a new v

facility is to provide housing for 7 buses, 44 vans and 6 other vehicles 

maintenance costs existing at the present facility. 

Presently, FRTA’s only Vehicle Maintenance and 

Greenfield, MA and does not have adequate space to provide maintenance functions. 

FRTA does not own their existing facility or the site

party. The current lease is set to expire in June 2017.

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

The Franklin Regional Transit Authority was established in 1978 to provide transit service for several 

communities in Franklin County, MA. In August 2006, the FRTA assumed the responsibility of providing 

ns of Greenfield and Montague. Transportation service within these 

reviously operated by the Greenfield Montague Transportation Area (GMTA).  As a 

result, the FRTA currently serves 41 communities throughout Franklin, Hampden, Ham

The FRTA covers the largest and the most rural geographical area in the 

of Massachusetts. The FRTA had four fixed routes prior to the consolidation of services 

and saw their fixed route service increase to six routes with services expanding into Greenfield, 

e service, the FRTA paratransit services provide independence for persons with 

disabilities and area seniors by providing origin-to destination transportation and passenger assistance 

response service structure. These include: 

The FRTA's ADA Paratransit Services are for disabled persons who cannot 

navigate or access our fixed route service due to their disability and are travelling within ¾ mile 

of its fixed route service while that service is in operation. Transportation is provided from point 

of origin to destination point. 

MassHealth Transportation -- The FRTA contracts with the Department of Medical Assistance 

(DMA) to provide eligible MassHealth (Medicaid) recipients with transportation to medical 

esponse Transportation -- This is a curb to curb service offered to elders 60 years old 

or older, eligible Franklin County Home Care Corp. consumers, nursing home residents or 

Veterans with a disability rating of 70% or greater.  Days, hours of operations, 

vary depending on the town of residence.  

Each of these services has different ridership, drivers and other factors which affect the 

new vehicle maintenance and operations facility. The purpose of the 

7 buses, 44 vans and 6 other vehicles and reduce the long term 

maintenance costs existing at the present facility.  

Maintenance and Operations Facility is located at 382 Deerfield

Greenfield, MA and does not have adequate space to provide maintenance functions. Additionally, the 

FRTA does not own their existing facility or the site on which it is located; they lease it from a private 

ease is set to expire in June 2017. 
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o provide transit service for several 

. In August 2006, the FRTA assumed the responsibility of providing 

Transportation service within these 

reviously operated by the Greenfield Montague Transportation Area (GMTA).  As a 

result, the FRTA currently serves 41 communities throughout Franklin, Hampden, Hampshire and 

a in the 

of Massachusetts. The FRTA had four fixed routes prior to the consolidation of services 

routes with services expanding into Greenfield, 

paratransit services provide independence for persons with 

and passenger assistance 

The FRTA's ADA Paratransit Services are for disabled persons who cannot 

navigate or access our fixed route service due to their disability and are travelling within ¾ mile 

s provided from point 

The FRTA contracts with the Department of Medical Assistance 

(DMA) to provide eligible MassHealth (Medicaid) recipients with transportation to medical 

This is a curb to curb service offered to elders 60 years old 

or older, eligible Franklin County Home Care Corp. consumers, nursing home residents or 

fares and service 

Each of these services has different ridership, drivers and other factors which affect the amount of 

facility. The purpose of the 

and reduce the long term 

Deerfield Street, 

Additionally, the 

lease it from a private 
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Project Description 

Purpose and Need 

In June 2012 the FRTA had an Operations Facility 

and Sampson (W&S) for their existing Maintenance and 

the possibility of constructing a new Maintenance and 

of six new sites selected by the FRTA were evaluated as part of the 

rejected for various reasons. The W&S 

existing facility at its present site. STV understand

of reasons. The main one being that the FRTA does not own the site or buildin

The primary goal of this project is to assist 

four potential new sites selected by MassDOT

Operations Facility, herein referred to as “

overview of the existing conditions 

impacts associated with construction of the proposed FRTA facility that may affect the purchase. Data

and information for this report was

observations, published documents, correspondence with applicable Town and utility company staff

and reports and plans previously completed for the site sel

The specific goals of this evaluation process 

• Gain a complete understanding of the required functions

projected ridership and rolling 

projected Rolling Stock Maintenance

• Identify the advantages and 

stakeholders can select a preferred

• Create a document that, through its screening process, provides a logical, comprehensive, and 

sound justification for why the preferred alternative was selected.

The end result of this study will be a 

FRTA/ MassDOT for a facility location.

Criteria were developed to ensure that the proposed 

to be large enough so that bus storage needs 

worthy of analysis for the Vehicle Maintenance and Operations

65,000 square feet based on the program requirements as set by the FRTA.

and vans will be stored inside the Facility. Some 

parking and for staging of buses and vans 

storage needs were based on the current fleet inventory

foreseeable future. As of the end of FY 2014, FRTA owns a total of 57 vehicles

other non-passenger vehicles.  Table 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Operations Facility Needs Assessment performed by the firm of Weston 

their existing Maintenance and Operations facility. Part of the

the possibility of constructing a new Maintenance and Operations Facility on an entirely

six new sites selected by the FRTA were evaluated as part of the W&S Report. All six sites were 

W&S Facilities Needs Assessment report also considered expanding the 

its present site. STV understands that this option has also been rejected for a number 

The main one being that the FRTA does not own the site or building. 

The primary goal of this project is to assist MassDOT/FRTA in the selection of a suitable site

potential new sites selected by MassDOT for the construction of a new Maintenance and 

herein referred to as “Facility” to support FRTA. The study is intended to provide an 

overview of the existing conditions and constraints at the four project sites and to identify some of the 

impacts associated with construction of the proposed FRTA facility that may affect the purchase. Data

was gathered from field survey (aerial and on-the-ground), 

observations, published documents, correspondence with applicable Town and utility company staff

and reports and plans previously completed for the site selection study and the FRTA. 

The specific goals of this evaluation process are as follows: 

Gain a complete understanding of the required functions of the proposed facility, existing and 

olling stock deployment characteristics and analyze the existing and 

Maintenance and Storage requirements.. 

Identify the advantages and limitations of each site so that the concerned parties and 

preferred site for the proposed facility. 

t that, through its screening process, provides a logical, comprehensive, and 

sound justification for why the preferred alternative was selected. 

will be a preferred site selection and supporting documentation for the 

sDOT for a facility location. 

Criteria were developed to ensure that the proposed Facility meets the needs of FRTA. The facility need

to be large enough so that bus storage needs can be met and maintenance can be performed. A parcel 

Maintenance and Operations Facility needs to be approximately 

based on the program requirements as set by the FRTA. It is intended that all buses 

acility. Some exterior space will be required for employee and visitor 

and vans that are waiting for fueling, cleaning and processing. 

the current fleet inventory, which is not expected to grow in the 

e end of FY 2014, FRTA owns a total of 57 vehicles, 7 Buses, 44 Vans and 6 

passenger vehicles.  Table 1 lists the fleet’s vehicle inventory.  

7 
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Needs Assessment performed by the firm of Weston 

facility. Part of the report concerned 

entirely new site. A total 

Report. All six sites were 

Facilities Needs Assessment report also considered expanding the 

been rejected for a number 

suitable site from the 

construction of a new Maintenance and 

study is intended to provide an 

and to identify some of the 

impacts associated with construction of the proposed FRTA facility that may affect the purchase. Data 

ground), field 

observations, published documents, correspondence with applicable Town and utility company staffs, 

 

of the proposed facility, existing and 

the existing and 

parties and 

t that, through its screening process, provides a logical, comprehensive, and 

site selection and supporting documentation for the 

the needs of FRTA. The facility needs 

be performed. A parcel 

approximately 

It is intended that all buses 

red for employee and visitor 

cleaning and processing. Vehicle 

, which is not expected to grow in the 

7 Buses, 44 Vans and 6 
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Table 1: Transit Revenue Fleet

Number 

Fleet Code 

(opt) 

Licens

Plate (opt)

1 SMF 123 ABC

2 Coach Bus FRTA 68

3 Coach Bus FRTA 28

4 Coach Bus FRTA 27

5 Coach Bus FRTA 24

6 Coach Bus FRTA 67

7 Coach Bus FRTA 90

8 Coach Bus FRTA 94

9 Minibus FRTA 105

10 Minibus FRTA 92

11 Minibus FRTA 82

12 Minibus FRTA 74

13 Minibus FRTA 88

14 Minibus FRTA 87

15 Minibus FRTA 63

16 Minibus FRTA 64

17 Minibus FRTA 62

18 Minibus FRTA 77

19 Van FRTA 106

20 Van FRTA 108

21 Van FRTA 107

22 Van FRTA 110

23 Van FRTA 113

24 Van FRTA 109

25 Van FRTA 117

26 Van FRTA 111

27 Van FRTA 115

28 Van FRTA 112

29 Van FRTA 18

30 Van FRTA 17

31 Van FRTA 19

32 Van FRTA 7

33 Van FRTA 

34 Van FRTA 20

35 Van FRTA 21

36 Van FRTA 69

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Transit Revenue Fleet 

REVENUE VEHICLES 

License 

Plate (opt) Manufacturer 

Manufacturer 

Model 

123 ABC Gillig Corporation GILLI40 

FRTA 68 International RE CB 

FRTA 28 International RE CB 

FRTA 27 International RE CB 

FRTA 24 International RE CB 

FRTA 67 International RE CB 

FRTA 90 Gillig Corporation Phantom 

FRTA 94 Gillig Corporation Phantom 

FRTA 105 Starcraft Allstar 25 

FRTA 92 Starcraft Allstar 

FRTA 82 Starcraft Allstar 

FRTA 74 Starcraft Allstar 

FRTA 88 Starcraft Allstar 

FRTA 87 Starcraft Allstar 

FRTA 63 ElDorado National  Aerotech 

FRTA 64 ElDorado National  Aerotech 

FRTA 62 ElDorado National  Aerotech 

FRTA 77 ElDorado National  Aerotech 

FRTA 106 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 108 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 107 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 110 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 113 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 109 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 117 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 111 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 115 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 112 Elkhart Coach E350 

FRTA 18 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 17 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 19 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 7 Coach and Equipment  E350 

 70 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 20 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 21 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 69 Coach and Equipment  E350 

8 
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Fuel Type 

Vehicle 

Length 

(ft) 

Diesel Fuel 40 

Diesel Fuel 35 

Diesel Fuel 35 

Diesel Fuel 35 

Diesel Fuel 35 

Diesel Fuel 30 

Diesel Fuel 30 

Diesel Fuel 30 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Diesel Fuel 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 25 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 
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Number 

Fleet Code 

(opt) 

Licens

Plate (opt)

37 Van FRTA 39

38 Van FRTA 33

39 Van FRTA 50

40 Van FRTA 52

41 Van FRTA 66

42 Van FRTA 44

43 Van 

PRR 

10/16/14

44 Van 

PRR 

10/16/14

45 Van 

PRR 

10/16/14

46 Van FRTA 61

47 Van 

PRR 

10/8/14

48 Van 

PRR 

10/8/14

49 Van 

PRR 

10/8/14

50 Van 

PRR 

10/8/14

Number Asset Subtype Plate (opt)

1 Tow Truck              DDD 321

2 Pickup Truck           FRTA 116

3 Sports Utility Vehicle FRTA 114

4 Sports Utility Vehicle FRTA 30

5 Pickup Truck           FRTA 49

6 Sedan/Station Wagon FRTA 4

7 Pickup Truck           FRTA 2
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REVENUE VEHICLES 

License 

Plate (opt) Manufacturer 

Manufacturer 

Model 

FRTA 39 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 33 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 50 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 52 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 66 Coach and Equipment  E350 

FRTA 44 Coach and Equipment  E350 

10/16/14 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

10/16/14 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

10/16/14 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

FRTA 61 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

10/8/14 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

10/8/14 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

10/8/14 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

10/8/14 ElDorado National  Aerolite 

SUPPORT VEHICLES 

License 

Plate (opt) Manufacturer 

Manufacturer 

Model

DDD 321 Ford Motor Corporation F350 

FRTA 116 Ford Motor Corporation F350 

FRTA 114 Ford Motor Corporation Escape Hybrid

FRTA 30 Ford Motor Corporation Escape Hybrid

FRTA 49 Ford Motor Corporation F350 

FRTA 4 

American Honda Motor 

Co. Civic Hybrid

FRTA 2 Ford Motor Corporation F350 

9 
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Fuel Type 

Vehicle 

Length 

(ft) 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Gasoline 21 

Manufacturer 

Model Fuel Type 

Diesel Fuel 

Gasoline 

Escape Hybrid 

Hybrid 

Gasoline 

Escape Hybrid 

Hybrid 

Gasoline 

Gasoline 

Civic Hybrid 

Hybrid 

Gasoline 

Diesel Fuel 
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Adequate maintenance space is essential 

timely fashion, reducing downtime and delays in service

intended that most preventative maintenance activities wi

activities will include preventative maintenance of the transit fleet, e

maintenance, tire changes, etc. as well

or type of repair needed.) 

In addition to storing buses and vans 

provide office space for operations 

restrooms, and storage areas for tires, parts supplies

Following are the baseline criteria for 

• The property must be purchased 

regulations. 

• Proximity to major roads. 

• Connectivity with the Central Hub at 12 Olive Street, Greenfield, MA.

• Deadhead distance and time

• Impact on surrounding neighborhood

A key element in maintaining an efficient system is reduction of the deadhead miles. The proposed 

facility will need to be located near the John W. Olver Transit Cent

major roads. The Facility location should not impact schedule reliability, and the location should be 

appropriate for current land use. Site availability and ownership was also reviewed to verify ability to 

meet property acquisition requirements related to potential funding

facility. 

Environmental concerns were also part of the criteria. Any known environmental issues such as 

historical importance, wetlands and floodplain constraints, 

addressed. 

  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

is essential to allow FRTA staff to perform maintenance and repairs 

ime and delays in service and to provide required inspections

intended that most preventative maintenance activities will occur inside the facility. The maintenance 

maintenance of the transit fleet, e.g. fluid and filter changes, lift 

as well as some repair of said fleet (extent will depend on amount and / 

and vans and serving as a maintenance area, the Facility also need

operations and maintenance personnel, training / conference facilities, 

tires, parts supplies and records.  

the baseline criteria for evaluating the property: 

be purchased according to the Federal Uniform Regulations Act (URA) 

Connectivity with the Central Hub at 12 Olive Street, Greenfield, MA. 

and time (which affects the operational costs). 

neighborhood 

A key element in maintaining an efficient system is reduction of the deadhead miles. The proposed 

facility will need to be located near the John W. Olver Transit Center (Central Hub) and have access to 

should not impact schedule reliability, and the location should be 

appropriate for current land use. Site availability and ownership was also reviewed to verify ability to 

meet property acquisition requirements related to potential funding for the eventual construction of the 

Environmental concerns were also part of the criteria. Any known environmental issues such as 

historical importance, wetlands and floodplain constraints, or hazardous materials would ha

10 
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rm maintenance and repairs in a 

and to provide required inspections. It is 

the facility. The maintenance 

d filter changes, lift 

as some repair of said fleet (extent will depend on amount and / 

acility also needs to 

training / conference facilities, lockers, 

the Federal Uniform Regulations Act (URA) 

A key element in maintaining an efficient system is reduction of the deadhead miles. The proposed 

(Central Hub) and have access to 

should not impact schedule reliability, and the location should be 

appropriate for current land use. Site availability and ownership was also reviewed to verify ability to 

tual construction of the 

Environmental concerns were also part of the criteria. Any known environmental issues such as 

or hazardous materials would have to be 
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Site Locations  

Figure 1 is an area wide map that shows the general location of the 

Center is located within 8 miles of all four

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

The site is located in the Town of Deerfield, 

Franklin County, Massachusetts. It is 

bordered on the west by South Main 

and on the east by Sugarloaf Street. The 

location provides convenient access from 

the site to major roads. 

To the north is a wooded area and a mix of 

commercial and residential properties and 

to the east is a newly constructed maintenance facility owned and operated by the Town of Deerfield 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

map that shows the general location of the four sites. The John W. Olver Transit 

miles of all four sites. 

The site is located in the Town of Deerfield, 

s. It is 

South Main Street 

Sugarloaf Street. The 

ion provides convenient access from 

a mix of 

residential properties and 

to the east is a newly constructed maintenance facility owned and operated by the Town of Deerfield 

Highway Department. To the 

south and west are residential 

properties. An on

Highway I-91 intersection

located approximately 1.0 

mile to the north 

State Highway MA Route 10 

(aka, U.S. Route 5, 

Road) approximately 0.5 miles 

to the west.

Figure 2 shows an aerial map 

of the property. Access to the 

site would be provided along 

the east and north 

site towards 

and Coates Avenue

respectively

Figure 2: Site #1

Jewett Avenue Site 

Location 

The site is approximately 8 

miles from the JWO transit 

Center for which Route 10 

/Route 5 would be used as 

the primary travel corridor 

Site #1 - Attributes

Distance to Transit Center 8 miles

Parcel Number  6269-212

Zoning Designation Residential

Total Acreage 15 acres

11 
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sites. The John W. Olver Transit 

to the east is a newly constructed maintenance facility owned and operated by the Town of Deerfield 

epartment. To the 

south and west are residential 

An on-ramp to 

91 intersection is 

located approximately 1.0 

north west and 

State Highway MA Route 10 

aka, U.S. Route 5, Greenfield 

) approximately 0.5 miles 

to the west.  

shows an aerial map 

of the property. Access to the 

site would be provided along 

and north side of the 

site towards Sugarloaf Street 

and Coates Avenue 

respectively.  

: Site #1- 15 

Jewett Avenue Site 

The site is approximately 8 

miles from the JWO transit 

Center for which Route 10 

would be used as 

the primary travel corridor 

Attributes 

8 miles 

212 

Residential/Agricultural 

15 acres 
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between the two locations. The site is vacant and is approximately 15.0 acres in size. The site is zoned 

Residential / Agricultural. The Town of Deerfield acquired the site

portion for the highway maintenance facility. The majority of the site is vacant

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

The site is located in the Town of 

Greenfield. It is bordered to the east by

Colrain Road and to the south by Shelburne 

Road. Figure 3 shows an aerial map of the 

property. Surrounding properties include 

an auto dealer across the street and a large 

shopping center to the south. West of the 

site is a wooded area and a number of 

residential homes. North of the site is BJs 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

between the two locations. The site is vacant and is approximately 15.0 acres in size. The site is zoned 

The Town of Deerfield acquired the site in 2006 but is only using a small 

portion for the highway maintenance facility. The majority of the site is vacant, but is partially paved

. It is bordered to the east by 

Shelburne 

s an aerial map of the 

Surrounding properties include 

and a large 

. West of the 

number of 

. North of the site is BJs 

Wholesale Club and park

lot. Access to the site would 

be provided along Shelburne 

Road and Colrain Road 

connects with

Figure 3: Site #2

Shelburne Rd Site 

Location 

This site is closest of the 

candidate sites

transit center, and is located 

about 2 miles west of the 

hub.  

The total site is

acres and is currently owned 

and occupied by Western 

Mass Electric Company. The 

site has paved parking spaces 

and an approximately 40,000 

square foot service center 

building comprising offices 

and garages. The site 

General Commercial. 

 

Site #2 - Attributes

Distance to Transit Center 2 miles

Parcel Number  R25-37

Zoning Designation General Commercial

Total Acreage 4.59 acres

12 
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between the two locations. The site is vacant and is approximately 15.0 acres in size. The site is zoned 

is only using a small 

, but is partially paved. 

Wholesale Club and parking 

Access to the site would 

be provided along Shelburne 

and Colrain Road which 

connects with major roads. 

: Site #2- 215 

Shelburne Rd Site 

is closest of the four 

candidate sites to the JWO 

sit center, and is located 

about 2 miles west of the 

site is about 4.59 

acres and is currently owned 

and occupied by Western 

Mass Electric Company. The 

site has paved parking spaces 

and an approximately 40,000 

square foot service center 

lding comprising offices 

and garages. The site is zoned 

Commercial.  

 

Attributes 

miles 

37 

General Commercial 

acres 
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Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

The site is located in the Town of Greenfield, 

Franklin County, Massachusetts, west of 

Interstate Highway I-91 and east of State 

Highway Route 5 /US Route 10 (Bernardston 

Road). The adjoining property to the north is 

residential and residential / commerci

the south. Figure 4 shows an aerial map of 

the property. Access to the site would be 

provided from Bernardston Road.  

Figure 4: Site #3- 1385 Bernardston Road Site Location

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

1385 Bernardston Road. 

ated in the Town of Greenfield, 

west of 

91 and east of State 

Bernardston 

property to the north is 

residential and residential / commercial to 

shows an aerial map of 

the property. Access to the site would be 

 

1385 Bernardston Road Site Location 

This site is located about 5 

miles north west of th

JWO transit Center. 

The site is currently 

occupied by a sports 

complex with

square foot

dome, with indoor tennis 

and basket

offices, a

warehouse 

additional office space and 

an indoor gymnasium

Total site is approximately 

13.7 acres and is zoned 

Rural Residential

the current land use is 

commercial/

is owned by Indoor Action, 

an indoor 

provider

The site is visible from I

and Route 5

 

 

Site #3 - Attributes

Distance to Transit Center 5 miles

Parcel Number  R10

Zoning Designation Rural Residential

Total Acreage 13.7
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This site is located about 5 

miles north west of the 

JWO transit Center.  

The site is currently 

occupied by a sports 

complex with a 45,000 

square foot inflatable 

, with indoor tennis 

and basketball courts, 

offices, and a separate 

warehouse structure with 

additional office space and 

an indoor gymnasium. 

Total site is approximately 

acres and is zoned 

Rural Residential, however 

the current land use is 

commercial/Industrial and 

is owned by Indoor Action, 

an indoor athletic facility 

provider. 

The site is visible from I-91 

and Route 5. 

 

Attributes 

miles 

R10-8A 

Rural Residential 

13.7 acres 
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Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street, (Former Besley

The site is located east of Interstate I

Street. The site is bordered to the south by a 

cemetery, to the north by residential properties 

along Laurel Street and to the east by Wisdom 

Way. The property is a Brownfield site currently 

undergoing a remediation process. Prior to Besley 

Corp owning the site, it was owned by the 

Honeywell Corp, who retained the existing 

environmental obligations and is now responsible for the remediation. The site is currently owned by 

the Town of Greenfield.  

Figure 5: Site #4- 180 Laurel Street

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

(Former Besley-Bendix Site) 

The site is located east of Interstate I-91 on Laurel 

ite is bordered to the south by a 

cemetery, to the north by residential properties 

along Laurel Street and to the east by Wisdom 

Way. The property is a Brownfield site currently 

undergoing a remediation process. Prior to Besley 

owned by the 

Honeywell Corp, who retained the existing 

environmental obligations and is now responsible for the remediation. The site is currently owned by 

80 Laurel Street Site Location 

The western portion of 

the site (west of Laurel 

Street Extension) is 

currently used as new 

automobile storage. 

Approximately 40

the site is developed as 

impervious area including 

a parking lot, roads and 

buildings.

building on the 

approximately 95,000 SF 

and is one

 

Site #4 - Attributes

Distance to Transit Center 1.5 miles

Parcel Number R41

Zoning Designation General Industrial

Total Acreage 17.30 acres
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environmental obligations and is now responsible for the remediation. The site is currently owned by 

The western portion of 

the site (west of Laurel 

Street Extension) is 

currently used as new 

automobile storage.  

Approximately 40-50% of 

the site is developed as 

impervious area including 

a parking lot, roads and 

buildings. The abandoned 

building on the site is 

approximately 95,000 SF 

and is one-story.  

 

Attributes 

1.5 miles 

R41-2 

General Industrial 

17.30 acres 
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Site Operation and Layout

This section presents an analysis of the operational feasibility and space program of the proposed site 

for a Vehicle Maintenance and Operations

efficiency and safety while meeting the requirements for vehicle maintenance and storage and 

administration and employee welfare spaces. The 

designate five major subcomponents for the fa

vehicle service, and administration and employee welfare. (The “welfare” area of the facility comprises 

locker and restrooms, break rooms, a drivers’ day room, quite room, training/conference room

developments of the required areas for the various components of the building

the administrative and employee welfare spaces 

included a review of the program and conceptual floor p

(W&S) Operations Facility Needs Assessment Report dated June 2013

with the FRTA. The basic square footage for each identified space was established, to which a 

“circulation” factor was applied to account for hallways, wall thicknesses and support spaces to provide 

a gross square footage. The enclosed vehicle storage area is based upon the identified vehicle count to 

be stored (both revenue and nonrevenue) and includes a detailed

complete a fully functional garage footprint. Lastly, the vehicle service lanes (vaulting, fueling, washing, 

etc.) and the maintenance area are based on actual facility requirements. These are derived from STV’s 

portfolio of similar transit properties and represent the actual areas without the level of detail of final 

design and once again gleaned from discussions with the FRTA.

Within the given footprint each design, consideration was given to operational flexibility to a

real-world “what ifs,” so that where possible redundancy is provided for access to and from the site or 

through critical processes, such as within the service lanes. Every attempt was made to maximize the 

portion of left hand turns and to set op

Two service lanes are provided for fueling (diesel fuel only, unleaded gasoline is outdoors for code 

compliance under a typical gas station canopy), fare box vaulting, minor repairs and interi

the two lanes one has a bus washer and the other a chassis wash with 

vehicles can cross from one lane to the other as they progress forward. All turns required for parking 

and exiting from the vehicle storage area can be made within the building. At present, in all schemes, 

one must exit the building to drive from the storage area to the maintenance bays. Consideration 

given to how the site accepts deliveries of parts, fluids, tires, and other materials t

and distributed on site while taking into account security considerations 

highlight the particular design consideration for each site and draws

design standards noted above. 

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

This site has more than ample acreage so the criteria were set to maximize site access while minimizing 

the actual area of property to be developed. STV’s design selects the optimal portion of the site to meet 

these criteria. Accordingly, two access points are provided, one from Coates Avenue, the other to 

Sugarloaf Street via the access driveway

geometry and access points create a mixing of employee and 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Site Operation and Layout 

This section presents an analysis of the operational feasibility and space program of the proposed site 

Operations Facility. The schemes each look to maximize operational 

efficiency and safety while meeting the requirements for vehicle maintenance and storage and 

administration and employee welfare spaces. The concept site and floor plans (see Appendix A) 

designate five major subcomponents for the facility: site improvements, vehicle storage, vehicle repair, 

vehicle service, and administration and employee welfare. (The “welfare” area of the facility comprises 

locker and restrooms, break rooms, a drivers’ day room, quite room, training/conference room

developments of the required areas for the various components of the building and space allotted for 

the administrative and employee welfare spaces were generated through a few processes

included a review of the program and conceptual floor plan layout provided in the Weston and Sampson 

Facility Needs Assessment Report dated June 2013 and   in meetings and discussions 

The basic square footage for each identified space was established, to which a 

ctor was applied to account for hallways, wall thicknesses and support spaces to provide 

a gross square footage. The enclosed vehicle storage area is based upon the identified vehicle count to 

be stored (both revenue and nonrevenue) and includes a detailed analysis of vehicle movements to 

complete a fully functional garage footprint. Lastly, the vehicle service lanes (vaulting, fueling, washing, 

etc.) and the maintenance area are based on actual facility requirements. These are derived from STV’s 

of similar transit properties and represent the actual areas without the level of detail of final 

e again gleaned from discussions with the FRTA.  

Within the given footprint each design, consideration was given to operational flexibility to a

world “what ifs,” so that where possible redundancy is provided for access to and from the site or 

through critical processes, such as within the service lanes. Every attempt was made to maximize the 

d turns and to set operational adjacencies to maximize functionality and efficiency. 

Two service lanes are provided for fueling (diesel fuel only, unleaded gasoline is outdoors for code 

compliance under a typical gas station canopy), fare box vaulting, minor repairs and interi

the two lanes one has a bus washer and the other a chassis wash with a platform lift. Buses and other 

vehicles can cross from one lane to the other as they progress forward. All turns required for parking 

e area can be made within the building. At present, in all schemes, 

one must exit the building to drive from the storage area to the maintenance bays. Consideration 

given to how the site accepts deliveries of parts, fluids, tires, and other materials that need to be stored 

while taking into account security considerations . The following sections 

consideration for each site and draws attention to any variances from the 

This site has more than ample acreage so the criteria were set to maximize site access while minimizing 

the actual area of property to be developed. STV’s design selects the optimal portion of the site to meet 

ccordingly, two access points are provided, one from Coates Avenue, the other to 

driveway to the Town of Deerfield DPW Highway Facility. The site 

geometry and access points create a mixing of employee and FRTA vehicles which is not preferred. 

15 
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This section presents an analysis of the operational feasibility and space program of the proposed site 

to maximize operational 

efficiency and safety while meeting the requirements for vehicle maintenance and storage and 

concept site and floor plans (see Appendix A) 

cility: site improvements, vehicle storage, vehicle repair, 

vehicle service, and administration and employee welfare. (The “welfare” area of the facility comprises 

locker and restrooms, break rooms, a drivers’ day room, quite room, training/conference rooms.) The 

space allotted for 

were generated through a few processes which 

lan layout provided in the Weston and Sampson 

in meetings and discussions 

The basic square footage for each identified space was established, to which a 

ctor was applied to account for hallways, wall thicknesses and support spaces to provide 

a gross square footage. The enclosed vehicle storage area is based upon the identified vehicle count to 

analysis of vehicle movements to 

complete a fully functional garage footprint. Lastly, the vehicle service lanes (vaulting, fueling, washing, 

etc.) and the maintenance area are based on actual facility requirements. These are derived from STV’s 

of similar transit properties and represent the actual areas without the level of detail of final 

Within the given footprint each design, consideration was given to operational flexibility to account for 

world “what ifs,” so that where possible redundancy is provided for access to and from the site or 

through critical processes, such as within the service lanes. Every attempt was made to maximize the 

erational adjacencies to maximize functionality and efficiency. 

Two service lanes are provided for fueling (diesel fuel only, unleaded gasoline is outdoors for code 

compliance under a typical gas station canopy), fare box vaulting, minor repairs and interior cleaning. Of 

platform lift. Buses and other 

vehicles can cross from one lane to the other as they progress forward. All turns required for parking 

e area can be made within the building. At present, in all schemes, 

one must exit the building to drive from the storage area to the maintenance bays. Consideration was 

hat need to be stored 

. The following sections 

any variances from the 

This site has more than ample acreage so the criteria were set to maximize site access while minimizing 

the actual area of property to be developed. STV’s design selects the optimal portion of the site to meet 

ccordingly, two access points are provided, one from Coates Avenue, the other to 

Highway Facility. The site 

is not preferred. One 
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solution to this would be the addition of a third access point from Jewett Avenue, which would be 

dedicated to employee and visitor vehicles only. The proposed development adds impermeable surface 

and some land would be required to a

determined at this time, but land is clearly available.

Vehicular access is provided to all sides of the building. It should be noted that this is the only one of the 

four schemes that does not have direct access to the vehicle storage area from the outside; one must 

enter through one of the service lanes. This is not a major concern because the lane with the chassis 

wash has a platform lift which essentially creates a flat floor bypass lane. (The byp

present in all schemes and allows vehicles that are not scheduled for a wash to “bypass” the wash 

equipment.)  

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

The Shelburne Road site is laid out to maximize site circulation and efficiency of facility ope

Three points of access are possible and are shown, although the site could function well with only access 

from Colrain Road and the south driveway off of Shelburne. The Shelburne property geometry and 

access points promote good separation of bus t

site, depending upon the final footprint of the acquired property or properties, complete separation of 

the two traffic types is possible. The impermeable area is not substantially changed over the 

so storm water detention is not expected to be a significant issue.

The site has two utility easements on it and the design is impacted by these, although not detrimentally. 

If the easement off of Shelburne could be eliminated (which seems pos

one of the four that could provide direct, albeit limited, access from the repair bays to the vehicle 

storage area. The site does have some wetlands 

measures may be required to meet setback standards from any area designated as wetlands. 

This is also the only site where we explored using stacked or “valet” style parking geometry. While the 

diagonal parking in the other schemes could be employed here, STV wanted to sho

of this style of parking, as it increases the number of vehicles that can be parked without expanding the 

vehicle storage area. This is indicated on the “Floor & Site Plan” in Exhibit A

parking is indicated in red spaces, making use of circulation space. To be consistent FRTA could park in 

the drive aisles in the diagonally parked schemes, but they cannot attain the maximum vehicle count 

potential of the stacked parking. We used 35

could be parked. 

Expansion of two maintenance bays is possible and vehicle storage could be expanded to the north, but 

this is contingent upon the wetlands resolution. 

An alternative scheme was investigated to determine whether i

the existing building. Due to the limited information that was available for this study, this analysis was 

inconclusive; however, prima facie, there appear

 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

would be the addition of a third access point from Jewett Avenue, which would be 

dedicated to employee and visitor vehicles only. The proposed development adds impermeable surface 

to account for storm water detention. This area has not been 

determined at this time, but land is clearly available. 

Vehicular access is provided to all sides of the building. It should be noted that this is the only one of the 

direct access to the vehicle storage area from the outside; one must 

enter through one of the service lanes. This is not a major concern because the lane with the chassis 

wash has a platform lift which essentially creates a flat floor bypass lane. (The bypass lane concept is 

present in all schemes and allows vehicles that are not scheduled for a wash to “bypass” the wash 

The Shelburne Road site is laid out to maximize site circulation and efficiency of facility ope

Three points of access are possible and are shown, although the site could function well with only access 

from Colrain Road and the south driveway off of Shelburne. The Shelburne property geometry and 

access points promote good separation of bus traffic from other vehicles. And again, as with the Jew

site, depending upon the final footprint of the acquired property or properties, complete separation of 

the two traffic types is possible. The impermeable area is not substantially changed over the 

detention is not expected to be a significant issue. 

The site has two utility easements on it and the design is impacted by these, although not detrimentally. 

If the easement off of Shelburne could be eliminated (which seems possible) this site could be the only 

that could provide direct, albeit limited, access from the repair bays to the vehicle 

storage area. The site does have some wetlands present and because of the site paving some mitigation 

equired to meet setback standards from any area designated as wetlands. 

This is also the only site where we explored using stacked or “valet” style parking geometry. While the 

diagonal parking in the other schemes could be employed here, STV wanted to show the relative merits 

of this style of parking, as it increases the number of vehicles that can be parked without expanding the 

vehicle storage area. This is indicated on the “Floor & Site Plan” in Exhibit A-2B where the potential 

ed spaces, making use of circulation space. To be consistent FRTA could park in 

the drive aisles in the diagonally parked schemes, but they cannot attain the maximum vehicle count 

potential of the stacked parking. We used 35-foot buses in our study, but any combination of vehicles 

Expansion of two maintenance bays is possible and vehicle storage could be expanded to the north, but 

this is contingent upon the wetlands resolution.  

An alternative scheme was investigated to determine whether it would be feasible to reuse portions of 

the existing building. Due to the limited information that was available for this study, this analysis was 

, there appears to be significant challenges with this approach.
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would be the addition of a third access point from Jewett Avenue, which would be 

dedicated to employee and visitor vehicles only. The proposed development adds impermeable surface 

ccount for storm water detention. This area has not been 

Vehicular access is provided to all sides of the building. It should be noted that this is the only one of the 

direct access to the vehicle storage area from the outside; one must 

enter through one of the service lanes. This is not a major concern because the lane with the chassis 

ass lane concept is 

present in all schemes and allows vehicles that are not scheduled for a wash to “bypass” the wash 

The Shelburne Road site is laid out to maximize site circulation and efficiency of facility operations. 

Three points of access are possible and are shown, although the site could function well with only access 

from Colrain Road and the south driveway off of Shelburne. The Shelburne property geometry and 

raffic from other vehicles. And again, as with the Jewett 

site, depending upon the final footprint of the acquired property or properties, complete separation of 

the two traffic types is possible. The impermeable area is not substantially changed over the existing use 

The site has two utility easements on it and the design is impacted by these, although not detrimentally. 

sible) this site could be the only 

that could provide direct, albeit limited, access from the repair bays to the vehicle 

and because of the site paving some mitigation 

equired to meet setback standards from any area designated as wetlands.  

This is also the only site where we explored using stacked or “valet” style parking geometry. While the 

w the relative merits 

of this style of parking, as it increases the number of vehicles that can be parked without expanding the 

where the potential 

ed spaces, making use of circulation space. To be consistent FRTA could park in 

the drive aisles in the diagonally parked schemes, but they cannot attain the maximum vehicle count 

y combination of vehicles 

Expansion of two maintenance bays is possible and vehicle storage could be expanded to the north, but 

t would be feasible to reuse portions of 

the existing building. Due to the limited information that was available for this study, this analysis was 

to be significant challenges with this approach. 
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Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

The Bernardston Road site presents several significant challenges due to is geometry, geography, 

accessibility, and presence of wetlands. The site is primarily defined by a 

hillside and the wetlands on the eastern side of the layout shown

to accommodate the proposed facility and all vehicular movements, the pad area needs to be expanded. 

In order to reduce fill import off site 

create fill for the low spots. The geography of the site supports this approach, but the final geometry 

would still require the construction of retaining walls. At present accurate survey data is not available to 

provide a refined assessment of the extent 

safe to say none would require major feats of engineering. But, they would, nonetheless, add to the site 

development cost. This is reflected in the associated line ite

construction cost. It should also be pointed out that whenever significant grading of a hillside occurs, at 

some point one has to become concerned with the potential to hit bedrock or ledge. We do not know if 

the historic development of the site was defined by meeting the requisite pad size for the historic use or 

if that was limited by geotechnical conditions (i.e. ledge just below the pad surface). If this site w

be selected as the preferred site, some subsu

ledge would impact the amount of 

foundations.  

Site access would require the reconstruction of over 700 feet of roadway from Bernardston R

site. While there presently is a roadway it is highly unlikely that it was constructed to meet the high 

traffic index (TI) imposed by a public transit bus maintenance and operations facility. The TI is the 

loading expression derived from vehicle

that load over time. Utility extensions to meet the facility’s loads would trace along the same 700 foot 

path. Site circulation is good, but unlike the preceding schemes there is only one poi

the public way and complete separation of transit vehicles from employee and public vehicles is not 

provided. The proposed development footprint of this is site also encroaches into the prescribed setback 

from wetlands which are evident to the east.

buffer zone needs to be provided. 

As noted in this report’s “Utilities” section, this site does not have access to the public sewer system, 

which means it must be on a septic system with a lea

washer systems for areas where water is scarce or a septic system is required; the biological component 

of the septic system limits the kinds of water treatment that can be employed in the 

typically pertains to the final rinse where reverse osmosis and a pretreatment water softener may be 

preferred. Local water hardness may not be an issue. The types of detergents that can be used might 

also be limited by the septic system.

With some rework, pull through from the maintenance bays might be possible, but since the geometry 

of the vehicle storage area is largely dictated by the site, the stacked parking that works so well with the 

pull-through concept cannot be beneficially applied

storage area and whether pulling in or pulling out and do not require backing up. Exiting the northeast 
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1385 Bernardston Road. 

The Bernardston Road site presents several significant challenges due to is geometry, geography, 

wetlands. The site is primarily defined by a level pad graded out of a 

eastern side of the layout shown. In order to create the area necessary 

to accommodate the proposed facility and all vehicular movements, the pad area needs to be expanded. 

off site this would typically be done by dropping the site over one area to 

create fill for the low spots. The geography of the site supports this approach, but the final geometry 

would still require the construction of retaining walls. At present accurate survey data is not available to 

assessment of the extent and design of the retaining walls required, but STV feels it is 

safe to say none would require major feats of engineering. But, they would, nonetheless, add to the site 

development cost. This is reflected in the associated line item in our preliminary estimate of probable 

construction cost. It should also be pointed out that whenever significant grading of a hillside occurs, at 

some point one has to become concerned with the potential to hit bedrock or ledge. We do not know if 

istoric development of the site was defined by meeting the requisite pad size for the historic use or 

if that was limited by geotechnical conditions (i.e. ledge just below the pad surface). If this site w

be selected as the preferred site, some subsurface exploration would be advisable as the presence of 

the amount of fill import and the installation of below grade utilities and 

Site access would require the reconstruction of over 700 feet of roadway from Bernardston R

site. While there presently is a roadway it is highly unlikely that it was constructed to meet the high 

traffic index (TI) imposed by a public transit bus maintenance and operations facility. The TI is the 

loading expression derived from vehicle displacement (essentially distributed weight) and repetition of 

that load over time. Utility extensions to meet the facility’s loads would trace along the same 700 foot 

path. Site circulation is good, but unlike the preceding schemes there is only one point of access from 

the public way and complete separation of transit vehicles from employee and public vehicles is not 

provided. The proposed development footprint of this is site also encroaches into the prescribed setback 

o the east. Wetland Regulations dictate that a minimum 100 foot 

 

As noted in this report’s “Utilities” section, this site does not have access to the public sewer system, 

which means it must be on a septic system with a leach field. While STV has designed highly efficient 

systems for areas where water is scarce or a septic system is required; the biological component 

of the septic system limits the kinds of water treatment that can be employed in the bus wash

typically pertains to the final rinse where reverse osmosis and a pretreatment water softener may be 

preferred. Local water hardness may not be an issue. The types of detergents that can be used might 

also be limited by the septic system. 

k, pull through from the maintenance bays might be possible, but since the geometry 

of the vehicle storage area is largely dictated by the site, the stacked parking that works so well with the 

beneficially applied on this site. All turns can be made within the vehicle 

storage area and whether pulling in or pulling out and do not require backing up. Exiting the northeast 
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The Bernardston Road site presents several significant challenges due to is geometry, geography, 

pad graded out of a 

. In order to create the area necessary 

to accommodate the proposed facility and all vehicular movements, the pad area needs to be expanded. 

he site over one area to 

create fill for the low spots. The geography of the site supports this approach, but the final geometry 

would still require the construction of retaining walls. At present accurate survey data is not available to 

of the retaining walls required, but STV feels it is 

safe to say none would require major feats of engineering. But, they would, nonetheless, add to the site 

m in our preliminary estimate of probable 

construction cost. It should also be pointed out that whenever significant grading of a hillside occurs, at 

some point one has to become concerned with the potential to hit bedrock or ledge. We do not know if 

istoric development of the site was defined by meeting the requisite pad size for the historic use or 

if that was limited by geotechnical conditions (i.e. ledge just below the pad surface). If this site were to 

rface exploration would be advisable as the presence of 

fill import and the installation of below grade utilities and 

Site access would require the reconstruction of over 700 feet of roadway from Bernardston Road to the 

site. While there presently is a roadway it is highly unlikely that it was constructed to meet the high 

traffic index (TI) imposed by a public transit bus maintenance and operations facility. The TI is the 

displacement (essentially distributed weight) and repetition of 

that load over time. Utility extensions to meet the facility’s loads would trace along the same 700 foot 

nt of access from 

the public way and complete separation of transit vehicles from employee and public vehicles is not 

provided. The proposed development footprint of this is site also encroaches into the prescribed setback 

a minimum 100 foot 

As noted in this report’s “Utilities” section, this site does not have access to the public sewer system, 

ch field. While STV has designed highly efficient bus 

systems for areas where water is scarce or a septic system is required; the biological component 

bus wash. This 

typically pertains to the final rinse where reverse osmosis and a pretreatment water softener may be 

preferred. Local water hardness may not be an issue. The types of detergents that can be used might 

k, pull through from the maintenance bays might be possible, but since the geometry 

of the vehicle storage area is largely dictated by the site, the stacked parking that works so well with the 

e. All turns can be made within the vehicle 

storage area and whether pulling in or pulling out and do not require backing up. Exiting the northeast 



 

Final Site Selection Analysis 

 July 10, 2015 

doorway from this area does require a very hard left hand turn which, while quite navigable under 

normal conditions, represents a bit of concern during icy conditions.

 

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street. 

The Laurel Street site presents and excellent opportunity in terms of location, geography and existing 

use. The site at roughly 17 acres is considerably larger than t

for the FRTA faciliites. The large area of available land makes stormwater detention a relatively easy 

problem to solve for this site. And the generally flat topography is an ideal characteristic for a bus 

maintenance and storage facility. The site is generally flat and was an industrial property until recently. 

The site has had some historic environ

There is an existing single story industrial building

make way for the proposed development. The are limited areas of pavement that would also need to be 

removed. 

Site access could be from Laurel Street which has been the historic access to the site. While

Street right of way is quite wide, it is a residential street. Increased traffic on Laurel Street as the result 

of late night and early morning bus operations should be a consideration. Alternate access could  be 

from Wisdom Way to the east, bu this would require the purchase of at least one single family home. 

The site has all of the utilities required for this type of facility, conveyed through an easement from 

Wisdom Way. 

Because this is a large lot the conceptual design is highly efficient i

and within the building, making the buidling the smallest yet arguably most fun

under consideration. The maintennace and storage portions of the building have been suituated such 

that buses, vans, and autos could be moved from the repair bays to the storage area without going 

outside. The site development also provides for good separation of staff and vistor autos from revenue 

and delivery vehilces. The 5 acres also provides for expansion from fo

associated increase in storage capacity and the layout does so in a logical and highly functional way.
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doorway from this area does require a very hard left hand turn which, while quite navigable under 

ditions, represents a bit of concern during icy conditions. 

The Laurel Street site presents and excellent opportunity in terms of location, geography and existing 

use. The site at roughly 17 acres is considerably larger than the 5 plus acres estimated to be requireed 

for the FRTA faciliites. The large area of available land makes stormwater detention a relatively easy 

problem to solve for this site. And the generally flat topography is an ideal characteristic for a bus 

nce and storage facility. The site is generally flat and was an industrial property until recently. 

The site has had some historic environmental contamination, but is in the process of being remediated. 

There is an existing single story industrial building on site that would have to be demolished in order to 

make way for the proposed development. The are limited areas of pavement that would also need to be 

Site access could be from Laurel Street which has been the historic access to the site. While

Street right of way is quite wide, it is a residential street. Increased traffic on Laurel Street as the result 

of late night and early morning bus operations should be a consideration. Alternate access could  be 

this would require the purchase of at least one single family home. 

The site has all of the utilities required for this type of facility, conveyed through an easement from 

Because this is a large lot the conceptual design is highly efficient in terms of vehicle movements on site 

and within the building, making the buidling the smallest yet arguably most functional of the four sites 

under consideration. The maintennace and storage portions of the building have been suituated such 

s, and autos could be moved from the repair bays to the storage area without going 

outside. The site development also provides for good separation of staff and vistor autos from revenue 

and delivery vehilces. The 5 acres also provides for expansion from four maintenace bays to six with the 

associated increase in storage capacity and the layout does so in a logical and highly functional way.
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doorway from this area does require a very hard left hand turn which, while quite navigable under 

The Laurel Street site presents and excellent opportunity in terms of location, geography and existing 

he 5 plus acres estimated to be requireed 

for the FRTA faciliites. The large area of available land makes stormwater detention a relatively easy 

problem to solve for this site. And the generally flat topography is an ideal characteristic for a bus 

nce and storage facility. The site is generally flat and was an industrial property until recently. 

contamination, but is in the process of being remediated. 

on site that would have to be demolished in order to 

make way for the proposed development. The are limited areas of pavement that would also need to be 

Site access could be from Laurel Street which has been the historic access to the site. While the Laurel 

Street right of way is quite wide, it is a residential street. Increased traffic on Laurel Street as the result 

of late night and early morning bus operations should be a consideration. Alternate access could  be 

this would require the purchase of at least one single family home. 
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Site Selection Analysis 

The following section provides a brief narrative of the key attributes of the candidate site

evaluated. This analysis is organized to present information on all 

consolidated into one general summary where 

Site Drainage Pattern 

Flooding can occur when a site lacks suffici

runoff, natural flooding etc. Natural 

drainage patterns, which may potentially increase erosion effects and changes in downstre

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in 

Toby 7.5-minute USGS Topographic Quadrangle, Massachusetts Quadrangle dated 

located adjacent to Sugarloaf Creek to the west. The site topographic elevation is approximately 196 

feet above mean sea level (MSL). And local topography slopes very slightly to the west.

groundwater would likely flow southeast towards the Connecticut River. 

and not in use, except for the Town’s maintenance facility in the southeast corner.

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in 

documents from the Registry of Deeds and it appears that

built, WMECO (current property owner) 
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The following section provides a brief narrative of the key attributes of the candidate site

This analysis is organized to present information on all four sites. However, the information is 

consolidated into one general summary where features are similar on all four sites. 

lacks sufficient drainage infrastructure to accommodate 

runoff, natural flooding etc. Natural topography and modifications of slopes or surface influence 

drainage patterns, which may potentially increase erosion effects and changes in downstre

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in 

minute USGS Topographic Quadrangle, Massachusetts Quadrangle dated 2012

Sugarloaf Creek to the west. The site topographic elevation is approximately 196 

feet above mean sea level (MSL). And local topography slopes very slightly to the west.

southeast towards the Connecticut River. The site is currently unoccupied 

for the Town’s maintenance facility in the southeast corner. 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in 

Shelburne Falls

Greenfield 7.5

USGS Topographic 

Quadrangles, 

Massachusetts Quadrangle 

dated 2012. 

topographic elevation is 

approximately 193 feet 

above Mean Sea Level 

(MSL) and local topography 

slopes to the east.

assumed direction of the 

shallow groundwater flow 

is to the east/northeast 

towards the drainage 

easement across from the 

BJ’s wholesale on Colrain 

Road. 

STV reviewed property 

eeds and it appears that when BJs located to the north of the site was 

(current property owner) and BJ’s granted each other several easements as part of the 
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The following section provides a brief narrative of the key attributes of the candidate sites that were 

sites. However, the information is 

nt drainage infrastructure to accommodate storm water 

opography and modifications of slopes or surface influence 

drainage patterns, which may potentially increase erosion effects and changes in downstream flow.  

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in the Mt 

2012. The Site is 

Sugarloaf Creek to the west. The site topographic elevation is approximately 196 

feet above mean sea level (MSL). And local topography slopes very slightly to the west. Surface and 

currently unoccupied 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in 

Shelburne Falls and 

Greenfield 7.5-minute 

USGS Topographic 

Quadrangles, 

Massachusetts Quadrangle 

dated 2012. The Site 

topographic elevation is 

approximately 193 feet 

above Mean Sea Level 

(MSL) and local topography 

slopes to the east. The 

assumed direction of the 

groundwater flow 

is to the east/northeast 

towards the drainage 

easement across from the 

BJ’s wholesale on Colrain 

STV reviewed property 

north of the site was 

and BJ’s granted each other several easements as part of the 
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Order Of Conditions from the Conservation Commission which included wetland replication and 

water detention system. It appears that a surface runoff (partial or

BJs site discharges to the storm water

BJs. The detention basin is currently owned by WMECO, but if the 215 Shelburne lot passes to a new 

owner, additional easements and maintenance agreements between FRTA, WMECO, and BJ’s may be 

required. These third party agreements

development of the site.  

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in

Bernardston 7.5-minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massachusetts Quadrangle dated 

site is located approximately 250 feet east of a small stream

elevation varies from approximately 358

irregular. Portions of the site are assumed to flow northwest towards the stream while other areas of 

the site drain to a local low point on th

wetland. 

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in the 

Greenfield 7.5-minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massa

topography is relatively flat with an elevation of 275 feet above mean sea level. The highest point of the 

site is near the north western portions of the building and the low point occurs to the northwest corner 

of the property. 

Soils Information 

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

The NRCS soil survey classifies the soils on site 

hydric or non-wetland soils. The Agawam series consists of very 

water deposited soils. These soils have high saturated hydraulic conductivity.

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

The soils on the site are primarily Udorthents

composition. A geotechnical investigati

environmental study for the BJ’s Whole sale cl

clay extending 5’-10’ below granular fill materials.

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

The NRCS soil survey classifies the soils on site as 

Bernardston series consists of very deep, well drained soils formed in till derived mainly from dark gray 

phyllite, slate, or schist. These soils have moderate satu
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Order Of Conditions from the Conservation Commission which included wetland replication and 

It appears that a surface runoff (partial or whole) from this site and from the 

storm water detention system located on the lot east of Colrain Road

The detention basin is currently owned by WMECO, but if the 215 Shelburne lot passes to a new 

al easements and maintenance agreements between FRTA, WMECO, and BJ’s may be 

These third party agreements and maintenance responsibilities may be deterrent to further 

1385 Bernardston Road. 

ted States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in

minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massachusetts Quadrangle dated 

site is located approximately 250 feet east of a small stream and a rail road. The site topographic 

approximately 358 to 430 feet above Mean Sea Level. Local topography

irregular. Portions of the site are assumed to flow northwest towards the stream while other areas of 

the site drain to a local low point on the eastern portion of the property where there is an existing 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in the 

minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massachusetts Quadrangle dated 2012. 

topography is relatively flat with an elevation of 275 feet above mean sea level. The highest point of the 

site is near the north western portions of the building and the low point occurs to the northwest corner 

soils on site as primarily Agawam fine sandy loam. These are non

Agawam series consists of very deep, well drained soils formed

water deposited soils. These soils have high saturated hydraulic conductivity. 

Udorthents-Urban Land Complex, which primarily shows an urban 

geotechnical investigation performed by GZA environmental as part of Phase I 

BJ’s Whole sale club to the north of the property, suggests

nular fill materials. 

1385 Bernardston Road. 

l survey classifies the soils on site as Udorthents smoothed and Bernardston silt loam

Bernardston series consists of very deep, well drained soils formed in till derived mainly from dark gray 

These soils have moderate saturated hydraulic conductivity. 
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Order Of Conditions from the Conservation Commission which included wetland replication and a storm 

whole) from this site and from the 

Colrain Road, opposite 

The detention basin is currently owned by WMECO, but if the 215 Shelburne lot passes to a new 

al easements and maintenance agreements between FRTA, WMECO, and BJ’s may be 

maintenance responsibilities may be deterrent to further 

ted States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in the 

minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massachusetts Quadrangle dated 2012. The 

e site topographic 

topography is 

irregular. Portions of the site are assumed to flow northwest towards the stream while other areas of 

e eastern portion of the property where there is an existing 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, the site is located in the 

chusetts Quadrangle dated 2012. The Site 

topography is relatively flat with an elevation of 275 feet above mean sea level. The highest point of the 

site is near the north western portions of the building and the low point occurs to the northwest corner 

These are non-

well drained soils formed in sandy 

ily shows an urban 

on performed by GZA environmental as part of Phase I 

ub to the north of the property, suggests sand or silt and 

ernardston silt loam. The 
Bernardston series consists of very deep, well drained soils formed in till derived mainly from dark gray 
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Additional subsurface investigation is required to evaluate

conditions on the planned development

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street. 

The NRCS soil survey classifies the soils as 

building and other paved or disturbed areas and Windsor loamy sand in the wooded areas

northeast part of the site. Udorthents are 

excessively drained under the natural drainage class.

Additional subsurface investigation is required to evaluate the geotechnical impacts of the subsurface 

conditions on the planned development (i.e. fo

Zoning and Overlay Districts

Regional land use pattern in the Town of Greenfield

industrial and institutional development

space areas. Greenfield is a community with open space and low

western areas beyond Interstate 91 and in the east along the river. The area south of Route 2, east of 

Interstate 91 is developed as the center of the town and contains 

of commercial development extending from 

agricultural and forest uses, which supports farming, forestry managemen

According to the Town of Greenfield’s zoning ordinance, the use identified for the maintenance facility 

falls under “Communication, Utility and Transportation Uses” and is designated “Bus or railroad 

passenger terminal or taxi dispatch”. 

According to the Town of Deerfield’s zoning ordinance, the maintenance facility can be designated with 

a principal use of “Truck, bus or freight terminal

existing zoning for each site.  

Table 2: Zoning Analysis 

Site Description  

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue 

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road 

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road 

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street 

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

Site #1 is zoned as Expedited Permitting District

site plan review by the Board of Selectmen and will not be under the jurisdiction of Zoning Board or 

Planning Board. A project is designated Expedited Permit project if any retail, office, industrial or 

commercial use  or a combination thereof, has one or more of t
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investigation is required to evaluate the geotechnical impacts of the subsurface 

conditions on the planned development (i.e. foundations, spread footings vs. piles) of the preferred site.

oil survey classifies the soils as Udorthents – Urban Land Complex, located in the vicinity of 

building and other paved or disturbed areas and Windsor loamy sand in the wooded areas

Udorthents are identified as well drained soils and Windsor soils as 

excessively drained under the natural drainage class. 

Additional subsurface investigation is required to evaluate the geotechnical impacts of the subsurface 

conditions on the planned development (i.e. foundations, spread footings vs. piles) of the preferred site.

Zoning and Overlay Districts 

he Town of Greenfield include residential districts, urbanized 

and institutional developments, interspersed with natural features and undeveloped 

community with open space and low-density development in the north and 

western areas beyond Interstate 91 and in the east along the river. The area south of Route 2, east of 

s developed as the center of the town and contains the downtown area. 

of commercial development extending from downtown in all directions. Over 61% of the land is for 

agricultural and forest uses, which supports farming, forestry management and natural habitats. 

According to the Town of Greenfield’s zoning ordinance, the use identified for the maintenance facility 

falls under “Communication, Utility and Transportation Uses” and is designated “Bus or railroad 

tch”.  

According to the Town of Deerfield’s zoning ordinance, the maintenance facility can be designated with 

Truck, bus or freight terminal” under “Industrial” uses. Table 2 below shows the 

Jurisdiction  Existing Zoning 

Town of Deerfield 
Expedited Permitting 

District 

Town of Greenfield General Commercial

Town of Greenfield Rural Residential

Town of Greenfield General Industrial

zoned as Expedited Permitting District (EPD). An Expedited Permit Project is only subject to the 

review by the Board of Selectmen and will not be under the jurisdiction of Zoning Board or 

A project is designated Expedited Permit project if any retail, office, industrial or 

commercial use  or a combination thereof, has one or more of the following characteristic:
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impacts of the subsurface 

of the preferred site. 

, located in the vicinity of 

building and other paved or disturbed areas and Windsor loamy sand in the wooded areas to the 

and Windsor soils as 

Additional subsurface investigation is required to evaluate the geotechnical impacts of the subsurface 

undations, spread footings vs. piles) of the preferred site. 

urbanized commercial, 

undeveloped open 

density development in the north and 

western areas beyond Interstate 91 and in the east along the river. The area south of Route 2, east of 

. There are strips 

all directions. Over 61% of the land is for 

t and natural habitats. 

According to the Town of Greenfield’s zoning ordinance, the use identified for the maintenance facility 

falls under “Communication, Utility and Transportation Uses” and is designated “Bus or railroad 

According to the Town of Deerfield’s zoning ordinance, the maintenance facility can be designated with 

below shows the 

Existing Zoning  

Expedited Permitting 

General Commercial 

Rural Residential 

General Industrial 

An Expedited Permit Project is only subject to the 

review by the Board of Selectmen and will not be under the jurisdiction of Zoning Board or 

A project is designated Expedited Permit project if any retail, office, industrial or 

he following characteristic: 
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• More than 30,000 square feet of gross floor area in any building or combination of building;

• More than 100 required parking spaces; or

• Generation of more than 250 vehicle trips per day, as determined by the ITE’s trip generatio

Manual. 

By these standards, the proposed Facility would qualify as an Expedited Permit Project since the gross 

floor area is over 60, 000 square feet.

The current zoning map of the Town of Deerfield has not been updated to show the designation of 

property’s zoning as EPD. The site is surrounded by mostly residential properties

Residential (CVR). A Small Business zone is immediately adjacent to the north of the property and 

commercial/Industrial zoning is nearby to the west. Based 

maintenance and operations facility, the use 

permit the maintenance facility. Informal discussions with the Town of Deerfield Zoning Board suggest

that this variance request is not unique. 

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

Site #2 is designated General Commercial (GC district) with an Adult Entertainment Overlay District 

based on the Town of Greenfield’s zoning ordinance. This district provides areas for mixed retail, 

business and professional offices, municipal, commercial and industrial uses. The land

the shopping center and its proximity to the Interstate I

proposed use of the property is allowed by righ

variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals.

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

Site #3 is zoned rural residential (RC district) and the only uses allowed by right are farms, residential 

uses, educational and religious uses,

special permit. As previously mentioned, t

that variances and/or exceptions were granted by the Town for this u

Action. Based on conversations with the zoning board, the Town would not consider the proposed 

facility a municipal use. For the maintenance facility to be constructed,

from the Zoning Board of Appeals. Informal discussions with the Town of Greenfield Zoning Board 

suggest that this variance request is not un

application.  

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street. 

The site is zoned General Industry District. The zoning provides areas for light industry and 

manufacturing which do not intrude on residential areas. The proposed used of the facility on site is 

allowed by right and will not be a constraint to the development of the site.
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More than 30,000 square feet of gross floor area in any building or combination of building;

More than 100 required parking spaces; or 

Generation of more than 250 vehicle trips per day, as determined by the ITE’s trip generatio

By these standards, the proposed Facility would qualify as an Expedited Permit Project since the gross 

60, 000 square feet. 

The current zoning map of the Town of Deerfield has not been updated to show the designation of 

The site is surrounded by mostly residential properties zoned Center Village 

Small Business zone is immediately adjacent to the north of the property and 

Industrial zoning is nearby to the west. Based on the nature of the proposed vehicle 

maintenance and operations facility, the use will require a variance from the Board of Selectmen

Informal discussions with the Town of Deerfield Zoning Board suggest

ce request is not unique.  

Site #2 is designated General Commercial (GC district) with an Adult Entertainment Overlay District 

based on the Town of Greenfield’s zoning ordinance. This district provides areas for mixed retail, 

business and professional offices, municipal, commercial and industrial uses. The land’

and its proximity to the Interstate I-91 and Route 2 intersection would be ideal. 

proposed use of the property is allowed by right and will not require any re-zoning or application for 

variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  

1385 Bernardston Road. 

Site #3 is zoned rural residential (RC district) and the only uses allowed by right are farms, residential 

l and religious uses, and municipal uses. Certain other limited uses are allowed by 

As previously mentioned, the current land use is commercial / industrial and it appears 

that variances and/or exceptions were granted by the Town for this use to the current owner, Indoor 

Based on conversations with the zoning board, the Town would not consider the proposed 

the maintenance facility to be constructed, a variance will need to 

Informal discussions with the Town of Greenfield Zoning Board 

suggest that this variance request is not unusual. The zoning by-laws outline the procedures for variance 

ry District. The zoning provides areas for light industry and 

manufacturing which do not intrude on residential areas. The proposed used of the facility on site is 

allowed by right and will not be a constraint to the development of the site. 
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More than 30,000 square feet of gross floor area in any building or combination of building; 

Generation of more than 250 vehicle trips per day, as determined by the ITE’s trip generation 

By these standards, the proposed Facility would qualify as an Expedited Permit Project since the gross 

The current zoning map of the Town of Deerfield has not been updated to show the designation of the 

zoned Center Village 

Small Business zone is immediately adjacent to the north of the property and 

on the nature of the proposed vehicle 

Selectmen to 

Informal discussions with the Town of Deerfield Zoning Board suggest 

Site #2 is designated General Commercial (GC district) with an Adult Entertainment Overlay District 

based on the Town of Greenfield’s zoning ordinance. This district provides areas for mixed retail, 

’s location near 

91 and Route 2 intersection would be ideal. The 

or application for 

Site #3 is zoned rural residential (RC district) and the only uses allowed by right are farms, residential 

municipal uses. Certain other limited uses are allowed by 

industrial and it appears 

se to the current owner, Indoor 

Based on conversations with the zoning board, the Town would not consider the proposed 

ill need to requested 

Informal discussions with the Town of Greenfield Zoning Board 

laws outline the procedures for variance 

ry District. The zoning provides areas for light industry and 

manufacturing which do not intrude on residential areas. The proposed used of the facility on site is 
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Figure 6: Town of Greenfield, Zoning Map

1385 BERNARDSTON RD 

180 LAUREL ST 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

: Town of Greenfield, Zoning Map 

215 SHELBURNE RD 
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Flood Hazard Areas 

Flood damage is most likely to occur within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

designated flood hazard area (100-year flood zone). The potential for floods causing inju

people and property increases unless appropriate flood protection measures are incorporated.

Based on the review of the FEMA floodplain insurance maps (FIRMs) for all 

within a 100-year flood zone. Figure 

designations for each site, respectively

Table 3: Flood Map 

Site Description  

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue 

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road 

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street 

 

FEMA designated all four sites as “Zone C” (unshaded). Zone C is characterized as an area of minimal 

flood hazard, outside a special flood hazard area, and may be within a 500

above provides the flood insurance rate map information for all four sites. A 500

flood that has a 0.2 percent chance to occur every year. In summary, flooding is not a constraint to the 

development of the project at all four sites
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is most likely to occur within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

year flood zone). The potential for floods causing inju

people and property increases unless appropriate flood protection measures are incorporated.

Based on the review of the FEMA floodplain insurance maps (FIRMs) for all four sites, none are located 

year flood zone. Figure 7, Figure 8, Figure 9 and Figure 10 depict the flood zone 

designations for each site, respectively. 

FIRM MAP ID Zone Nearest 

250115 0006 B C 
Sugarloaf Creek

Connecticut River

250118 0007 B C 

Wheeler Creek

Tributary to Green 

River 

1385 Bernardston Road 250118 0002 B C Mill Brook

250118 0007 B C Deerfield River

s “Zone C” (unshaded). Zone C is characterized as an area of minimal 

flood hazard, outside a special flood hazard area, and may be within a 500-year flood level. Table 3 

above provides the flood insurance rate map information for all four sites. A 500-year flood level is a 

flood that has a 0.2 percent chance to occur every year. In summary, flooding is not a constraint to the 

development of the project at all four sites 
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is most likely to occur within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

year flood zone). The potential for floods causing injury or damage to 

people and property increases unless appropriate flood protection measures are incorporated. 

sites, none are located 

depict the flood zone 

Nearest Water body 

Sugarloaf Creek / 

ecticut River 

Wheeler Creek / 

Tributary to Green 

 

Mill Brook 

Deerfield River 

s “Zone C” (unshaded). Zone C is characterized as an area of minimal 

year flood level. Table 3 

flood level is a 

flood that has a 0.2 percent chance to occur every year. In summary, flooding is not a constraint to the 
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Figure 7: Site #1 FEMA Floodplain

Figure 8: Site #2 FEMA Floodplain

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Floodplain Insurance Rate Map 

Floodplain Insurance Rate Map 
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Figure 9: Site #3 FEMA Floodplain

 

Figure 10: Site #4 FEMA Floodplain Insurance Rate Map
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Floodplain Insurance Rate Map 

: Site #4 FEMA Floodplain Insurance Rate Map 
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Wetlands and other Natural Resources Areas

GIS mapping from the MassDEP’s wetlands 

wetlands. Site #2 – Shelburne Ave has 

some conservation land to the east. 

bubble dome structure. No wetlands were identified in the vicinity of Site #4

Wetlands can be highly productive habitats for plants and wildlife. 

wetlands are subject to the regulations of the Wetlands Protection Act.

Natural Resource areas are set aside for the protection of a valuable natural environment. These include 

habitat protection and open space reservation

under the Federal Endangered Species Act and development of such areas 

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

MassDEP’s Wetland Map on MassGIS does not identify any wetlands relative to this site and would 

represent no constraint in this regard 

Based on a review of the Priority and Estimated Habitat Map viewer, there are no National Heritage 

(NHESP) species in the vicinity of these 

State Reservation, more than half mile east of Sugarloaf Street.

certified or potential vernal pool near the site.

The west edge of the site is bounded by Sugarloaf Brook, which is assumed to be an intermitten

and restrictions on work within the Riverfront area apply pursuant to 310 CMR 10.58. A Riverfront area 

is defined as the land between a river’s mean annual high

from the river and a parallel line located 20

would affect the development potential of the western side of the site. Any crossing proposed over the 

Brook may potentially trigger permitting requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

due diligence to determine the exact location of the Sugarloaf Creek and its impact on the development 

potential is needed. 
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Natural Resources Areas 

wetlands data layer shows that only Site #1- Jewett Ave

has potential wetland areas on the western portion of the parcel and 

ast.  Site # 3 - Bernardston Road shows wetlands to the east of existing 

No wetlands were identified in the vicinity of Site #4 – Laurel Street

Wetlands can be highly productive habitats for plants and wildlife. Projects that are ne

wetlands are subject to the regulations of the Wetlands Protection Act. 

Natural Resource areas are set aside for the protection of a valuable natural environment. These include 

habitat protection and open space reservations. Special status species are plants and animals protected 

under the Federal Endangered Species Act and development of such areas is prohibited. 

MassDEP’s Wetland Map on MassGIS does not identify any wetlands relative to this site and would 

regard to development.  

Based on a review of the Priority and Estimated Habitat Map viewer, there are no National Heritage 

(NHESP) species in the vicinity of these sites. The nearest wildlife habitat identified is in Mount Suga

State Reservation, more than half mile east of Sugarloaf Street. The NHESP datalayer did not identify any 

certified or potential vernal pool near the site. 

e is bounded by Sugarloaf Brook, which is assumed to be an intermitten

and restrictions on work within the Riverfront area apply pursuant to 310 CMR 10.58. A Riverfront area 

is defined as the land between a river’s mean annual high-water line measured horizontally outward 

from the river and a parallel line located 200 feet away. These provisions applied to the Sugarloaf Brook 

would affect the development potential of the western side of the site. Any crossing proposed over the 

potentially trigger permitting requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

due diligence to determine the exact location of the Sugarloaf Creek and its impact on the development 
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Jewett Ave is free of 

wetland areas on the western portion of the parcel and 

Road shows wetlands to the east of existing 

Laurel Street. 

Projects that are near or may impact 

Natural Resource areas are set aside for the protection of a valuable natural environment. These include 

species are plants and animals protected 

prohibited.  

MassDEP’s Wetland Map on MassGIS does not identify any wetlands relative to this site and would 

Based on a review of the Priority and Estimated Habitat Map viewer, there are no National Heritage 

sites. The nearest wildlife habitat identified is in Mount Sugarloaf 

The NHESP datalayer did not identify any 

e is bounded by Sugarloaf Brook, which is assumed to be an intermittent stream 

and restrictions on work within the Riverfront area apply pursuant to 310 CMR 10.58. A Riverfront area 

water line measured horizontally outward 

0 feet away. These provisions applied to the Sugarloaf Brook 

would affect the development potential of the western side of the site. Any crossing proposed over the 

potentially trigger permitting requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Further 

due diligence to determine the exact location of the Sugarloaf Creek and its impact on the development 
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Figure 11: Site #2 - MassDEP Wetland Location Map
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MassDEP Wetland Location Map 
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Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

To the south western side of Shelburne site is 

conservation easement protects the property’s ecological or open

in the area. This area is also shown as the wetland in MassDEP

Figure 12: Site #2 - MassDEP Wetland Location Map

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Shelburne site is a conservation easement area approximately 0.22 acres

conservation easement protects the property’s ecological or open-spaces and prohibits any construction 

in the area. This area is also shown as the wetland in MassDEP’s wetland map. See Figure 10 below.

MassDEP Wetland Location Map 
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area approximately 0.22 acres. A 

and prohibits any construction 

’s wetland map. See Figure 10 below.  
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Pursuant to 310 CMR 10.55, restrictions related to activities within 100 feet wetland buffer zone may be 

applicable to the site and a Notice of Intent would need to be filed with the Greenfield Conservation 

Commission. A review of the Priority and Estimated Habitat Map viewer revealed no National Heritage 

(NHESP) species in the vicinity of these 

west of Homestead Avenue. 

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

A review of Bernardston site shows wetlands to the east of existing

appears to be over 50,000 SF of wetland area onsite. 

The location of the facility may potentially have an adverse impact on the wetland buffer zone and may 

require a Notice of Intent filing with the Greenfield Conservation Commission if the work is proposed 

within 100 foot buffer zone. Wetland regulations allow replication of wetlands 

of 5,000 or more square feet of bordering or isolated vegetated wetlands will trigger or meet the MEPA 

review thresholds and will require additional agency reviews. 

There are no National Heritage (NHESP) species mapped within th

potential vernal pool is about 250 feet north of the property limits.
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Pursuant to 310 CMR 10.55, restrictions related to activities within 100 feet wetland buffer zone may be 

of Intent would need to be filed with the Greenfield Conservation 

Commission. A review of the Priority and Estimated Habitat Map viewer revealed no National Heritage 

(NHESP) species in the vicinity of these sites. The nearest potential vernal pool is appro

1385 Bernardston Road. 

ite shows wetlands to the east of existing bubble dome structure

appears to be over 50,000 SF of wetland area onsite.  

may potentially have an adverse impact on the wetland buffer zone and may 

require a Notice of Intent filing with the Greenfield Conservation Commission if the work is proposed 

within 100 foot buffer zone. Wetland regulations allow replication of wetlands up to 5,000 sf. Alteration 

of 5,000 or more square feet of bordering or isolated vegetated wetlands will trigger or meet the MEPA 

review thresholds and will require additional agency reviews.  

There are no National Heritage (NHESP) species mapped within the property limits. The nearest 

potential vernal pool is about 250 feet north of the property limits. 
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Pursuant to 310 CMR 10.55, restrictions related to activities within 100 feet wetland buffer zone may be 

of Intent would need to be filed with the Greenfield Conservation 

Commission. A review of the Priority and Estimated Habitat Map viewer revealed no National Heritage 

potential vernal pool is approximately 400 feet 

bubble dome structure. There 

may potentially have an adverse impact on the wetland buffer zone and may 

require a Notice of Intent filing with the Greenfield Conservation Commission if the work is proposed 

up to 5,000 sf. Alteration 

of 5,000 or more square feet of bordering or isolated vegetated wetlands will trigger or meet the MEPA 

e property limits. The nearest 
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Figure 13: Site #3 - MassDEP Wetland Location Map
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MassDEP Wetland Location Map 
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Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street. 

MassDEP’s Wetland Map on MassGIS does not ident

represent no constraint in this regard.

whether or not wetlands exist and if so, their location onsite.

Figure 14: Site #4 - MassDEP Wetland Location Map

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

MassDEP’s Wetland Map on MassGIS does not identify any wetlands in the vicinity of this site and would 

represent no constraint in this regard. Further environmental due diligence will be required to 

whether or not wetlands exist and if so, their location onsite.  

MassDEP Wetland Location Map 
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ify any wetlands in the vicinity of this site and would 

Further environmental due diligence will be required to confirm 
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Community Disruption and 

The demographic data from US Census 

depicted in MassGIS shows a large area with such populations in the 

in Massachusetts are defined as neighborhoods (U.S. Census Bureau census block groups) that meet one 

or more of the following criteria: 

• Households earn 65% or less of the statewide household median income; or

• 25% or more of the residents are minority; or

• 25% or more of the residents are foreign

• 25% or more of the residents are lacking English language proficiency.

In case of Greenfield, EJ populations have been identified based upon income (households earn 65% or 

less of the statewide household median income).

Population. 

Of the four sites, Site #2, Shelburne site is the only site located in the vicinity of such population, but not 

directly located over such area.  

The following factors are typically considered to determine that there will be no disproportionately high 

and adverse effects on the minority populations or low

project: 

• No existing businesses would be displaced. 

• There is no reason to believe that implementation of the project will result in significant changes 

in development patterns and/or increased development densities that are not in character with 

or on the same scale as other structure currently in neighborhood. 

• Neighborhood or community borders would not likely be split or altered by the project. 

• No service areas or access to community facilities would likely be altered by the project. 

• Existing patterns of circulation will not likely be disrupted. 

• Cohesion of the community would likely not be altered by the physical or psychological 

separation of residents and / or activities; no such “barriers” would be created by the project.

Since there will be no changes to the transit routes, access to employment and other se

low-income and minority households will remain unaffected. 
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Community Disruption and Environmental Justice  

The demographic data from US Census Bureau 2010 Environmental Justice Population 

a large area with such populations in the Town of Greenfield. 

fined as neighborhoods (U.S. Census Bureau census block groups) that meet one 

Households earn 65% or less of the statewide household median income; or 

f the residents are minority; or 

25% or more of the residents are foreign-born; or 

25% or more of the residents are lacking English language proficiency. 

In case of Greenfield, EJ populations have been identified based upon income (households earn 65% or 

ess of the statewide household median income). See Figure 12 for the boundaries of 2010 EJ 

sites, Site #2, Shelburne site is the only site located in the vicinity of such population, but not 

lowing factors are typically considered to determine that there will be no disproportionately high 

and adverse effects on the minority populations or low-income populations due to this

No existing businesses would be displaced.  

no reason to believe that implementation of the project will result in significant changes 

in development patterns and/or increased development densities that are not in character with 

or on the same scale as other structure currently in neighborhood.  

ghborhood or community borders would not likely be split or altered by the project. 

No service areas or access to community facilities would likely be altered by the project. 

Existing patterns of circulation will not likely be disrupted.  

community would likely not be altered by the physical or psychological 

separation of residents and / or activities; no such “barriers” would be created by the project.

Since there will be no changes to the transit routes, access to employment and other se

income and minority households will remain unaffected.  
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 (EJ) Map as 

of Greenfield. EJ populations 

fined as neighborhoods (U.S. Census Bureau census block groups) that meet one 

In case of Greenfield, EJ populations have been identified based upon income (households earn 65% or 

See Figure 12 for the boundaries of 2010 EJ 

sites, Site #2, Shelburne site is the only site located in the vicinity of such population, but not 

lowing factors are typically considered to determine that there will be no disproportionately high 

is proposed 

no reason to believe that implementation of the project will result in significant changes 

in development patterns and/or increased development densities that are not in character with 

ghborhood or community borders would not likely be split or altered by the project.  

No service areas or access to community facilities would likely be altered by the project.  

community would likely not be altered by the physical or psychological 

separation of residents and / or activities; no such “barriers” would be created by the project. 

Since there will be no changes to the transit routes, access to employment and other services by the 
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Figure 15: Site #3 - MassDEP EJ Population Map

On the other hand, the proposed project will benefit the community with improved quality of transit 

services. 

With further development of the project

to further analyze the impacts on the Environmental Justice Populations.

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

MassDEP EJ Population Map 

On the other hand, the proposed project will benefit the community with improved quality of transit 

the project active public engagement and community outreach is required 

the impacts on the Environmental Justice Populations. 
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On the other hand, the proposed project will benefit the community with improved quality of transit 

active public engagement and community outreach is required 
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Cultural Resources Areas 

Any project that requires funding, licenses or permits

Massachusetts Historical Commission in compliance with MGL Chapter 9, Sections 26

The Town of Greenfield is divided into two historic districts 

St Historic District. Site #2 (Shelburne Site)

are outside these districts and are no constraint to the development in these properties. See Appendix 

F. 

A review of the Massachusetts Cultural Resources Informat

(http://maps.mhc-macris.net/) does not show any historic resources on Site #1 (Jewett Avenue site) 

While site specific cultural data would be determined 

process, preliminary investigation revealed no cultural resources of significance in all 

not impact the development of the project.

Hazardous Materials 

As part of the site analyses, TRC Environmental 

Assessment (ESA) for all four sites. The purpose of the assessment was to iden

Environmental Concerns (REC’s ) at the site.

was performed as part of this Study 

summary of known historic releases of hazardous materials within the immediate vici

properties, along with the release sites current remediation status. Report

with respect to the local hydrology, the extent and the natu

the release to the four sites. 

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

The property was used as a pickling factory for majority of its developed histo

use at the site is currently unknown. The pickling 

limited and localized debris piles on site

gasoline was present on the property as well.

chemicals used, gasoline UST and debris from demolition of the building 

is no evidence of such contamination.

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

The assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs

(Historical RECs) in connection with th

contamination was present on the adjacent property north of the 

property was used as a storage yard for the WMECO property. 

BJs Wholesale Club. A phase I performed by GZA on the portion of the property north of WMECO service 

center shows the site was contaminated with arsenic, pentachlorophenol and other constituents. This 

contamination was reported to Massachusetts Depart of 

required to resolve the contamination with the department. Three undergroun

removed from the adjacent service center. The site has since been issued a 
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Any project that requires funding, licenses or permits from any state agency must be reviewed by 

Massachusetts Historical Commission in compliance with MGL Chapter 9, Sections 26-27C.

The Town of Greenfield is divided into two historic districts – Main Street Historic District and East Main 

ct. Site #2 (Shelburne Site), Site #3 (Bernardston Site) and Site #4 (Laurel St Bendix Site)

are outside these districts and are no constraint to the development in these properties. See Appendix 

tural Resources Information System (MACRIS) maps 

) does not show any historic resources on Site #1 (Jewett Avenue site) 

While site specific cultural data would be determined during a project-level environmental

preliminary investigation revealed no cultural resources of significance in all four

not impact the development of the project. 

TRC Environmental Corporation performed a Phase I Environmental Site 

The purpose of the assessment was to identify Recognized 

oncerns (REC’s ) at the site. An Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR)

performed as part of this Study for all four sites. The EDR record search provides a comprehensive 

summary of known historic releases of hazardous materials within the immediate vicin

the release sites current remediation status. Reported releases wer

drology, the extent and the nature of the given release, and the proximity 

The property was used as a pickling factory for majority of its developed history. Hazardous chemical

urrently unknown. The pickling facility was demolished and the site currently has 

debris piles on site, likely from the pickle facility’s demolition. A former UST for 

the property as well. The potential exists for contamination to

chemicals used, gasoline UST and debris from demolition of the building on the property

is no evidence of such contamination.. 

no evidence of RECs, including controlled RECs (CRECs) and HRECs 

(Historical RECs) in connection with this site, with one exception. File review indicated surface soil 

the adjacent property north of the site. Prior to the mid 1990

property was used as a storage yard for the WMECO property. This part of the site is now occupied by 

BJs Wholesale Club. A phase I performed by GZA on the portion of the property north of WMECO service 

e was contaminated with arsenic, pentachlorophenol and other constituents. This 

contamination was reported to Massachusetts Depart of Environmental Protection and further action is 

required to resolve the contamination with the department. Three underground storage

removed from the adjacent service center. The site has since been issued a Response Action Outcome 
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from any state agency must be reviewed by 

27C. 

Main Street Historic District and East Main 

and Site #4 (Laurel St Bendix Site) 

are outside these districts and are no constraint to the development in these properties. See Appendix 

ion System (MACRIS) maps 

) does not show any historic resources on Site #1 (Jewett Avenue site) 

level environmental review  

four sites and do 

I Environmental Site 

tify Recognized 

Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) record search 

sites. The EDR record search provides a comprehensive 

nity of the four 

releases were evaluated 

re of the given release, and the proximity of 

ry. Hazardous chemicals 

was demolished and the site currently has 

demolition. A former UST for 

The potential exists for contamination to be present from 

on the property, though there 

CRECs) and HRECs 

ite, with one exception. File review indicated surface soil 

mid 1990s this 

This part of the site is now occupied by 

BJs Wholesale Club. A phase I performed by GZA on the portion of the property north of WMECO service 

e was contaminated with arsenic, pentachlorophenol and other constituents. This 

Protection and further action is 

storage tanks were 

Response Action Outcome 
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(RAO Class A2) and no further action has been taken. 

of the two properties the potential 

though there is no record of such a release

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

Phase I ESA on the site revealed no evidence of 

other construction related debris. 

Further subsurface investigation would be necessary to confirm the presence of hazardous materials in 

the environment associated with the identified REC’s on all sites.

Environmental Site Assessment Report, see Appendix 

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street. 

A review of documents from MassDEP reveals the presence of hazardous materials on site, due to 

release of cutting oils and chlorinated solvents several years ago. Honeywell, the responsible party

remediation continues to assess and remediate the release. Various groundwater treatment systems, 

including in-situ chemical oxidations were performed at the site and the groundwater is being 

monitored. The site has not achieved regulatory closure and

be fully evaluated such that the proposed facility does not interfere with the on

monitoring onsite will continue at least through December 2015 and will be extended if the levels of the 

contaminants still exceed the standards. The ground water remediation building to the north of the 

existing warehouse building is expected to be removed from site by July 1, 2015 by Honeywell.

Attached to this report (See Appendix G)

the Town of Greenfield dated April 11, 2014 which expands on the above as well as conveys possible 

environmental considerations that should be taken into account by the next owner or developer of the 

property.  

Phase I ESA completed as part of the site assessment

release of trichloroethene (TCE) to Site groundwater Few other REC’s and HREC’s (Historical REC) were 

identified for the site.  

Noise Impacts 

A general noise impact assessment for each of the proposed site was 

Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006) guidance 

document. The guidance sets forth the procedures required to assess the potential fo

from transit projects. Potential noise impacts are dependent upon expected increases in noise due to a 

project over existing ambient conditions.

listed below: 

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

No noise sensitive uses are located within the either the moderate or severe noise impact contours for 

this site. However, there are a number of

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

and no further action has been taken. Due to the connection and historical common 

 exists for similar contamination to be present on the Shelburne site, 

though there is no record of such a release.  

1385 Bernardston Road. 

Phase I ESA on the site revealed no evidence of RECs except for the presence of concrete 

 

Further subsurface investigation would be necessary to confirm the presence of hazardous materials in 

the environment associated with the identified REC’s on all sites. For detailed report of the Phase I 

essment Report, see Appendix C. 

A review of documents from MassDEP reveals the presence of hazardous materials on site, due to 

release of cutting oils and chlorinated solvents several years ago. Honeywell, the responsible party

remediation continues to assess and remediate the release. Various groundwater treatment systems, 

situ chemical oxidations were performed at the site and the groundwater is being 

monitored. The site has not achieved regulatory closure and any redevelopment of the site will need to 

be fully evaluated such that the proposed facility does not interfere with the on-going monitoring. The 

monitoring onsite will continue at least through December 2015 and will be extended if the levels of the 

taminants still exceed the standards. The ground water remediation building to the north of the 

existing warehouse building is expected to be removed from site by July 1, 2015 by Honeywell.

report (See Appendix G) is a letter from the Department of Environmental Protection to 

the Town of Greenfield dated April 11, 2014 which expands on the above as well as conveys possible 

environmental considerations that should be taken into account by the next owner or developer of the 

ESA completed as part of the site assessment indicated on-going groundwater treatment for 

release of trichloroethene (TCE) to Site groundwater Few other REC’s and HREC’s (Historical REC) were 

assessment for each of the proposed site was constructed utilizing Federal 

Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006) guidance 

document. The guidance sets forth the procedures required to assess the potential for noise impacts 

from transit projects. Potential noise impacts are dependent upon expected increases in noise due to a 

conditions. Evaluations of the potential noise impacts for 

No noise sensitive uses are located within the either the moderate or severe noise impact contours for 

number of residential areas in close proximity to the moderate noise 
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historical common use 

on the Shelburne site, 

RECs except for the presence of concrete pillars and 

Further subsurface investigation would be necessary to confirm the presence of hazardous materials in 

For detailed report of the Phase I 

A review of documents from MassDEP reveals the presence of hazardous materials on site, due to 

release of cutting oils and chlorinated solvents several years ago. Honeywell, the responsible party for 

remediation continues to assess and remediate the release. Various groundwater treatment systems, 

situ chemical oxidations were performed at the site and the groundwater is being 

any redevelopment of the site will need to 

going monitoring. The 

monitoring onsite will continue at least through December 2015 and will be extended if the levels of the 

taminants still exceed the standards. The ground water remediation building to the north of the 

existing warehouse building is expected to be removed from site by July 1, 2015 by Honeywell. 

of Environmental Protection to 

the Town of Greenfield dated April 11, 2014 which expands on the above as well as conveys possible 

environmental considerations that should be taken into account by the next owner or developer of the 

going groundwater treatment for 

release of trichloroethene (TCE) to Site groundwater Few other REC’s and HREC’s (Historical REC) were 

utilizing Federal 

Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006) guidance 

r noise impacts 

from transit projects. Potential noise impacts are dependent upon expected increases in noise due to a 

Evaluations of the potential noise impacts for four sites are 

No noise sensitive uses are located within the either the moderate or severe noise impact contours for 

proximity to the moderate noise 
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impact contour. If the facility is not loca

noise assessment, then the noise contours could shift and several residences could be located within the 

moderate impact contour. This could require a detailed noise assessment under the FTA

and/or mitigation possibly in the form of noise barrier walls. 

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

One residence is located within the moderate noise impact criteria contour for this site. Additional 

residences are located directly outside this contou

warranted due to the fact that only one 

impact contour based on this general noise analysis. A detailed noise analysis could be conducted f

this site if it is selected in order to evaluate the feasibility and practicality of installing any noise 

mitigation (i.e. a noise barrier wall or sound attenuation

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

No noise sensitive areas are located within either t

site.  This location should not require any noise mitigation.

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street. 

This site is surrounded by residential areas to the north and east. A cemetery is located to the south of 

the site. Interstate 91 runs west of the site. Noise from the Interstate dominates the noise environment.

The nearest residence is located approximately 450 feet from the center of the site, well beyond the 

moderate impact criteria distance of 300 feet. No Noise

or moderate impact criteria contour. No additional analysis or mitigation would be required for the site.

See Appendix D for detailed Noise Impact study prepared by TRC Environmental Corporation with 

impact assessment for each of the sites.
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f the facility is not located at the center of the property as was assumed for this general 

noise assessment, then the noise contours could shift and several residences could be located within the 

moderate impact contour. This could require a detailed noise assessment under the FTA

e form of noise barrier walls.  

One residence is located within the moderate noise impact criteria contour for this site. Additional 

residences are located directly outside this contour.  Noise mitigation for a single receptor may not be 

warranted due to the fact that only one noise sensitive area was found to be within the moderate noise 

impact contour based on this general noise analysis. A detailed noise analysis could be conducted f

this site if it is selected in order to evaluate the feasibility and practicality of installing any noise 

or sound attenuation).  

1385 Bernardston Road. 

No noise sensitive areas are located within either the moderate or severe noise impact contours for this 

require any noise mitigation. 

This site is surrounded by residential areas to the north and east. A cemetery is located to the south of 

te. Interstate 91 runs west of the site. Noise from the Interstate dominates the noise environment.

The nearest residence is located approximately 450 feet from the center of the site, well beyond the 

moderate impact criteria distance of 300 feet. No Noise sensitive areas were located within the severe 

or moderate impact criteria contour. No additional analysis or mitigation would be required for the site.

See Appendix D for detailed Noise Impact study prepared by TRC Environmental Corporation with 

ssessment for each of the sites. 
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the center of the property as was assumed for this general 

noise assessment, then the noise contours could shift and several residences could be located within the 

moderate impact contour. This could require a detailed noise assessment under the FTA guidance 

One residence is located within the moderate noise impact criteria contour for this site. Additional 

Noise mitigation for a single receptor may not be 

was found to be within the moderate noise 

impact contour based on this general noise analysis. A detailed noise analysis could be conducted for 

this site if it is selected in order to evaluate the feasibility and practicality of installing any noise 

he moderate or severe noise impact contours for this 

This site is surrounded by residential areas to the north and east. A cemetery is located to the south of 

te. Interstate 91 runs west of the site. Noise from the Interstate dominates the noise environment. 

The nearest residence is located approximately 450 feet from the center of the site, well beyond the 

sensitive areas were located within the severe 

or moderate impact criteria contour. No additional analysis or mitigation would be required for the site. 

See Appendix D for detailed Noise Impact study prepared by TRC Environmental Corporation with 
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Transportation 

All four sites have access to the local road network allowing transit vehicles to 

Center. Regional roadways such as SR

FRTA services. Figure 10 shows the FRTA systems maps with current routes.

Figure 16: FRTA Systems Map

All of the routes start and end at the current transit center

ease of access to/and from the actual proposed site, and the travel times between the 

and the transit center.  

Deadhead costs are a main driver of operating costs, therefore FRTA would prefer to minimize them. 

maintenance facility that limits deadhead time is import

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

sites have access to the local road network allowing transit vehicles to access JWO transit 

Regional roadways such as SR-2, SR-5/US-10, and SR-63 serves as the major transit routes for 

shows the FRTA systems maps with current routes. 

Map 

All of the routes start and end at the current transit center. The key transportation issues focused 

the actual proposed site, and the travel times between the 

eadhead costs are a main driver of operating costs, therefore FRTA would prefer to minimize them. 

maintenance facility that limits deadhead time is important from financial and operations standpoint. 
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JWO transit 

63 serves as the major transit routes for 

 

The key transportation issues focused are 

the actual proposed site, and the travel times between the proposed site 

eadhead costs are a main driver of operating costs, therefore FRTA would prefer to minimize them. A 

ant from financial and operations standpoint. 



 

Final Site Selection Analysis 

 July 10, 2015 

The Table 3 below shows the annual cost data. The deadhead costs were calculated based on the 

existing revenue fleet size in 2014 (50 vehicles) 

FRTA for a two-way trip per day. The calculation assumed 

251 working days per year, A round trip consists of travelling 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility

Center in the evening. The travel times were based on Google Map

Table 4: Travel Time and Deadhead Costs

Site 
One-Way 

Distance

  Miles

Site #1  

15 Jewett Ave 
 8 

Site #2 

215 Shelburne Rd 
 2 

Site #3 

1385 Bernardston Rd 
 5 

Site #4 

180 Laurel St 
 1.5 

Existing Maintenance 

Facility 

382 Deerfield Street 

0.95 

Site #4 is the closest to the transit center and has

lowest annual deadhead costs. For this reason site #

sites. The actual deadhead cost for the existing facility may vary slightly 

not all vehicles are stored at this location currently.

Fleet composition may change in the future (

anticipated to remain at its current size

Projection” memorandum by TranSystems.

Utilities-Water, Sewer, Storm, Natural Gas, Electric and 

Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue. 

The Town’s existing water and sewer mains are located east

provider in the area is Berkshire gas

imposing a moratorium on its new customers as the supply pipeline is operating near 

capacity. For this reason, no new natural gas connections can be provided at the site and FRTA needs 

would have to be met by propane tanks

site is unknown at this time. 

The Town of Deerfield’s post-construction runoff management requirements and storm water 

regulations would require onsite detention of the runoff from the site. This may require construction of 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

below shows the annual cost data. The deadhead costs were calculated based on the 

14 (50 vehicles) and operating costs per mile ($4.66/mile) 

The calculation assumed 50 vehicles making one round trip per day for 

A round trip consists of travelling to the FRTA Transit Center

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility in the morning and returning to the facility from the 

The travel times were based on Google Maps. 

: Travel Time and Deadhead Costs 

Way 

Distance 

One-Way 

Travel Time 

Deadhead Costs Per 

One-Way Trip 

Annual 20

Deadhead

Miles Minutes 2014 dollar Dollar

 13  $37.28  $935,728

 4  $9.32  $233,932

 11  $23.30  $584,830

  6  $6.99  $175,449

 3 $4.43 $111,118

center and has the least travel distances and times, therefore the 

lowest annual deadhead costs. For this reason site #1 show significantly lower costs than the other 

deadhead cost for the existing facility may vary slightly from the value shown above 

not all vehicles are stored at this location currently. 

Fleet composition may change in the future (e.g. more buses than vans), however the overall fleet is 

at its current size well into the future. See Appendix D for the “FRTA Ridership 

Projection” memorandum by TranSystems. 

Storm, Natural Gas, Electric and Communications 

and sewer mains are located east along Sugarloaf Street. The n

provider in the area is Berkshire gas and a gas main exists on Sugarloaf Street. However, Berkshire gas is 

ew customers as the supply pipeline is operating near maximum 

capacity. For this reason, no new natural gas connections can be provided at the site and FRTA needs 

have to be met by propane tanks or the electrical service. The communications provider 

construction runoff management requirements and storm water 

regulations would require onsite detention of the runoff from the site. This may require construction of 
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below shows the annual cost data. The deadhead costs were calculated based on the 

per mile ($4.66/mile) provided by 

50 vehicles making one round trip per day for 

Transit Center from the 

to the facility from the Transit 

Annual 2014 

Deadhead Costs 

Dollar 

$935,728 

$233,932 

$584,830 

175,449 

$111,118 

the least travel distances and times, therefore the 

osts than the other three 

from the value shown above as 

s), however the overall fleet is 

well into the future. See Appendix D for the “FRTA Ridership 

Communications  

The natural gas 

However, Berkshire gas is 

maximum 

capacity. For this reason, no new natural gas connections can be provided at the site and FRTA needs 

ommunications provider to the 

construction runoff management requirements and storm water 

regulations would require onsite detention of the runoff from the site. This may require construction of 
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onsite detention or infiltration structures. The well

Infiltration and ground water recharge. The recently constructed DPW facility on the site uses a 

detention/ infiltration basin to manage its storm water runoff.

Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road. 

The potential water connection to the project site is to the west along Shelburne Road. The connection 

would most likely come off the 10” water main that runs along Shelburne Road.

would be from the 8” sewer main on Shel

Western Massachusetts Electric Company (WMECO). Gas

Gas and is available in Shelburne road, however, no new connections or increase in loads can be 

supported by Berkshire Gas due to the imposed moratorium. T

Comcast. Communications infrastructure is located underground on Shelburne Road. It would be the 

responsibility of FRTA to provide either aerial or underground pat

provide the requested service. 

Construction of onsite detention or infiltration structures will be required to manage post

peak discharge rates in accordance with Town of Greenfield 

well-drained soil type on site would 

mentioned earlier in the report stormwater drainage from the site may be discharging (full or partial) to 

a commonly shared (adjacent BJ’s) wetlands basin which will have to be taken into consideration when 

moving forward with the design of the overall stormwater collection system. 

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road

The Bernardston site is located outside the 

service area. The nearest potential water connection to the project site is to the 

with an 8” water main. The site is located outside the 

sewer connection available in the vicinity

from the site. Natural gas is unavailable at Bernardston site. In order to accommodate the needs of the 

Facility, improvements would be required to these facilities. 

Massachusetts Electric Company (WMECO).

Bernardston Road. 

Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street. 

The Town’s water and sewer service is available at the site. The site is 

10” sewer main from Laurel Street Extension. Electric services are provided by W.M.E.CO. Both electric 

and gas connections are available from Wisdom Way. The site is divided by a 

for Western Mass Electric Company 

property. 

A storm water management system will need to be designed 

exceed the pre-development flows in accordance with the Town of Gr

management standards. 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

tration structures. The well-drained soil types on site would likely 

and ground water recharge. The recently constructed DPW facility on the site uses a 

detention/ infiltration basin to manage its storm water runoff.  

The potential water connection to the project site is to the west along Shelburne Road. The connection 

would most likely come off the 10” water main that runs along Shelburne Road. The sewer connection 

would be from the 8” sewer main on Shelburne Road as well. The site electric services are provided by 

ectric Company (WMECO). Gas service in the area is provided by Berkshire 

Shelburne road, however, no new connections or increase in loads can be 

supported by Berkshire Gas due to the imposed moratorium. The communications are provided by 

Comcast. Communications infrastructure is located underground on Shelburne Road. It would be the 

responsibility of FRTA to provide either aerial or underground path on the project site for Comcast to 

Construction of onsite detention or infiltration structures will be required to manage post

peak discharge rates in accordance with Town of Greenfield storm water management 

drained soil type on site would likely allow for the infiltration practices to be used

mentioned earlier in the report stormwater drainage from the site may be discharging (full or partial) to 

) wetlands basin which will have to be taken into consideration when 

moving forward with the design of the overall stormwater collection system.  

1385 Bernardston Road. 

The Bernardston site is located outside the Town’s sphere of influence, but within the 

The nearest potential water connection to the project site is to the west along B

. The site is located outside the limits of Town’s Sewer District. There is no public 

in the vicinity. Existing septic system would likely not handle the sewer flows 

Natural gas is unavailable at Bernardston site. In order to accommodate the needs of the 

acility, improvements would be required to these facilities. The electric service is provided by 

Massachusetts Electric Company (WMECO). Comcast communications infrastructure is located along 

The Town’s water and sewer service is available at the site. The site is serviced by a 10” water main and 

10” sewer main from Laurel Street Extension. Electric services are provided by W.M.E.CO. Both electric 

and gas connections are available from Wisdom Way. The site is divided by a 100’ power line easement 

ectric Company that runs along the partial northern and western perimeter of the 

water management system will need to be designed so that the post development flows do not 

development flows in accordance with the Town of Greenfield’s storm water 
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likely allow for 

and ground water recharge. The recently constructed DPW facility on the site uses a 

The potential water connection to the project site is to the west along Shelburne Road. The connection 

The sewer connection 

lectric services are provided by 

provided by Berkshire 

Shelburne road, however, no new connections or increase in loads can be 

he communications are provided by 

Comcast. Communications infrastructure is located underground on Shelburne Road. It would be the 

h on the project site for Comcast to 

Construction of onsite detention or infiltration structures will be required to manage post-development 

anagement standards. The 

used. However, as 

mentioned earlier in the report stormwater drainage from the site may be discharging (full or partial) to 

) wetlands basin which will have to be taken into consideration when 

Town’s water 

west along Barton Road 

There is no public 

system would likely not handle the sewer flows 

Natural gas is unavailable at Bernardston site. In order to accommodate the needs of the 

provided by Western 

communications infrastructure is located along 

serviced by a 10” water main and 

10” sewer main from Laurel Street Extension. Electric services are provided by W.M.E.CO. Both electric 

power line easement 

that runs along the partial northern and western perimeter of the 

so that the post development flows do not 

eenfield’s storm water 
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Environmental Assessment

As part of the overall planning process, if FRTA wishes to use the FTA funds for the 

selected site for the facility, an initial 

need to be completed as a first step towards this Analysis. An example 

Appendix B for reference purposes.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is lengthy and costly process. A CE requires a list of 

information that is reviewed by FTA to determine if a full EIS is needed. This information is provided 

during the grant application process for the federal funds. The following 

a Categorical Exclusion by the FTA: 

• Air Quality Conformity 

• Zoning* 

• Traffic Impacts 

• CO Hot Spots 

• Historic Resources* 

• Noise Impacts* 

• Vibration 

• Acquisitions and Relocations required

• Hazardous materials* 

• Community disruption and 

• Use of public parkland and recreation areas

• Impacts on wetlands* 

• Floodplain Impacts* 

• Impacts on water quality, navigable waterways and coastal zones.

• Impacts on ecologically sensitive areas and endangered species

• Impacts on safety and security

• Impacts caused by construction

* This Study has touched upon some of these items.
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Environmental Assessment 

part of the overall planning process, if FRTA wishes to use the FTA funds for the development

selected site for the facility, an initial Environmental Analysis is needed. A Categorical Exclusion (CE) will 

irst step towards this Analysis. An example of the CE process 

.   Typically, a CE is sought to eliminate the need to perform a full 

Statement (EIS), which is lengthy and costly process. A CE requires a list of 

information that is reviewed by FTA to determine if a full EIS is needed. This information is provided 

during the grant application process for the federal funds. The following elements are considerations for 

 

Acquisitions and Relocations required 

 environmental justice 

Use of public parkland and recreation areas 

Impacts on water quality, navigable waterways and coastal zones.* 

Impacts on ecologically sensitive areas and endangered species* 

and security 

Impacts caused by construction 

has touched upon some of these items. 
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development of the 

egorical Exclusion (CE) will 

of the CE process is included in 

s sought to eliminate the need to perform a full 

Statement (EIS), which is lengthy and costly process. A CE requires a list of 

information that is reviewed by FTA to determine if a full EIS is needed. This information is provided 

elements are considerations for 
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Estimation of Construction Costs

The FRTA’s W&S June 2012 report included an estimated construction cost of $16,000,000 for a new 

facility on a new site; however, it was an “average” estimate and applied to all six of the new sites that 

were considered by FRTA under the W&S Report. 

65,710 gsf on an 8 acre site. Of the 

has the same area as the W&S concept

program and goals. In addition, all four

the FRTA program and circulation needs

The W&S Project cost estimate assume

149A and will require the services of 

(CMR) and independent A/E Services.  

assumption.  

Capital and “soft” costs were developed for a new 

of the four sites. The following apply to all of the 

• The estimated costs do not include the purchase of the property or any related legal fees.

• The estimated costs assume the building foundations can be support

footings with a slab-on-grade floor system.

• The estimated costs do not include

• The estimated costs do not include

or any other hazardous waste 

• The construction contingency of 20% includes the CMR’s con

Team has recently seen set at 

• Regarding the 215 Shelburne site

and all new construction.   This is to present the worst

the other three sites. There is just not enough 

determine the extent of the existing building 

• It is assumed that the existing 

Street will be demolished by others (current owners)

included in the estimate for this site.
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Estimation of Construction Costs 

The FRTA’s W&S June 2012 report included an estimated construction cost of $16,000,000 for a new 

was an “average” estimate and applied to all six of the new sites that 

were considered by FRTA under the W&S Report. The W&S estimate was based on a building size of 

65,710 gsf on an 8 acre site. Of the four sites considered for this Study only the 1385 Bernardston Street

concept, the other three sites are closer to 60,000 gsf, all meet the FRTA 

four sites in this Study only require approximately five acres to meet 

circulation needs in lieu of the eight acres assumed by the W&S Report.

The W&S Project cost estimate assumed the work would be performed in accordance with MGL Chapter 

149A and will require the services of an Owner’s Project Manager (OPM), Construction M

(CMR) and independent A/E Services.  The estimates prepared for this Study make this same 

costs were developed for a new Vehicle maintenance and operations facility at each 

ly to all of the four building/site estimates: 

costs do not include the purchase of the property or any related legal fees.

the building foundations can be supported on conventional spread 

ade floor system. 

costs do not include asbestos abatement 

costs do not include the remediation, handling and disposing of contaminated soil

 

The construction contingency of 20% includes the CMR’s construction contingency which the STV 

set at 2.5% on other similar projects.  

Regarding the 215 Shelburne site, the estimate is based on total demolition of the existing building 

This is to present the worst case scenario and use the same baseline as 

sites. There is just not enough information available at this level of analysis to 

determine the extent of the existing building that can be salvaged and renovated.

 unoccupied building (approximately 95,000 g.s.f) at the 180 Laurel 

Street will be demolished by others (current owners) and therefore the cost of demolition is not 

included in the estimate for this site. 
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The FRTA’s W&S June 2012 report included an estimated construction cost of $16,000,000 for a new 

was an “average” estimate and applied to all six of the new sites that 

The W&S estimate was based on a building size of 

1385 Bernardston Street 

, all meet the FRTA 

only require approximately five acres to meet 

in lieu of the eight acres assumed by the W&S Report.  

be performed in accordance with MGL Chapter 

Owner’s Project Manager (OPM), Construction Manager–at–Risk 

The estimates prepared for this Study make this same 

maintenance and operations facility at each 

costs do not include the purchase of the property or any related legal fees. 

on conventional spread 

the remediation, handling and disposing of contaminated soils 

struction contingency which the STV 

estimate is based on total demolition of the existing building 

case scenario and use the same baseline as 

at this level of analysis to 

. 

unoccupied building (approximately 95,000 g.s.f) at the 180 Laurel 

and therefore the cost of demolition is not 
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Site #1 - 15 Jewett Avenue: Program Construction 

 

SPACE 

ALLOCATION/CLASSIFICATION  

ADMINISTRATION/OPERATIONS 

PHYSICAL PLANT  

MAINTENANCE  

SERVICE LANE (FUELING & 

WASHING)  

INTERIOR VEHICLE STORAGE  

SUB- Total Building Cost & 

G.S.F.  

EXTERIOR (SITE) AREA  

UTILITIES (ALLOWANCE)  

SUB - Total Site Cost & G.S.F.  

  

DIRECT SUB-TOTAL COST 

Bldg/Site 

20% CONTINGENCY 

TOTAL COST Bldg/Site 

6.00% 

2.50% 

3.00% 

1.00% 

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

10.00% 

2.00% 

4.00% 

TOTAL A/E & OPM COST 

TOTAL COST 
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: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs

GROSS 

SQUARE 

FOOTAGE 

UNIT 

PRICE/S.F. 

(Feb. 2015 $$) 

COST TOTAL COST

4,277 $215.00 $919,555    

843 $325.00 $273,975    

9,478 $250.00 $2,369,500    

6,275 $300.00 $1,882,500    

39,972 $175.00 $6,995,100    

60,845     $1

142,510 $15.00 $2,137,650    

  $250,000.00 $250,000    

142,510     

        

203,355     $14,828,

$17,793,936

 CMR - General Conditions 

 CMR - Fee 

 Cost of Bonds & Insurance 

 Permits/Inspections 

NSTRUCTION COST $20,018,178

 A/E Design Services (Basic) 

 A/E Design Services (Special) 

 OPM Fee 

    

$23,221,086
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Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs 

TOTAL COST % of 

Building 

Cost  

% of 

Site 

Cost  

 7%   

 2%   

 19%   

 15%   

 56%   

$12,440,630     

   90% 

   10% 

$2,387,650     

     

$14,828,280     

$2,965,656     

$17,793,936     

$1,067,636     

$444,848     

$533,818     

$177,939     

$20,018,178     

$2,001,818     

$400,364     

$800,727     

$3,202,908     

     

$23,221,086     
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Site #2 - 215 Shelburne Road: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs

 

SPACE 

ALLOCATION/CLASSIFICATION  

ADMINISTRATION/OPERATIONS 

PHYSICAL PLANT  

MAINTENANCE  

SERVICE LANE (FUELING & 

WASHING)  

INTERIOR VEHICLE STORAGE  

SUB- Total Building Cost & G.S.F.  

EXTERIOR (SITE) AREA (Wetlands)  

UTILITIES & BLDG DEMO  

SUB - Total Site Cost & G.S.F.  

  

DIRECT SUB-TOTAL COST Bldg/Site

20% CONTINGENCY   

TOTAL COST Bldg/Site 

6.00%

2.50%

3.00%

1.00

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

10.00%

2.00%

4.00%

TOTAL A/E & OPM COST 

TOTAL COST 

 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

lburne Road: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs

GROSS 

SQUARE 

FOOTAGE   

UNIT 

PRICE/S.F. 

(Feb. 2015 

$$) 

COST TOTAL 

COST

4,452 $215.00 $957,180    

768 $325.00 $249,600    

9,642 $250.00 $2,410,500    

6,264 $300.00 $1,879,200    

39,756 $175.00 $6,957,300    

 60,882     $12,453,780

 153,816 $17.00 $2,614,872    

  $700,000.00 $700,000    

153,816     $3,314,872

        

TOTAL COST Bldg/Site 214,698     $15,768,652

$3,153,730

$18,922,382

6.00% CMR - General Conditions $1,135,343

2.50% CMR - Fee 

3.00% Cost of Bonds & Insurance 

1.00% Permits/Inspections 

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $21,287,680

10.00% A/E Design Services (Basic) $2,128,768

2.00% A/E Design Services (Special) 

4.00% OPM Fee 

$3,406,029

    

$24,693,709
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lburne Road: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs. 

TOTAL 

COST 

% of 

Building 

Cost  

% of 

Site 

Cost  

8%   

2%   

19%   

15%   

56%   

$12,453,780     

  79% 

  21% 

$3,314,872     

    

$15,768,652     

$3,153,730     

$18,922,382     

$1,135,343     

$473,060     

$567,671     

$189,224     

$21,287,680     

$2,128,768     

$425,754     

$851,507     

$3,406,029     

    

$24,693,709     



 

Final Site Selection Analysis 

 July 10, 2015 

Site #3 - 1385 Bernardston Road: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs

 

SPACE 

ALLOCATION/CLASSIFICATION  

ADMINISTRATION/OPERATIONS  

PHYSICAL PLANT  

MAINTENANCE  

SERVICE LANE (FUELING & 

WASHING)  

INTERIOR VEHICLE STORAGE  

SUB- Total Building Cost & G.S.F.  

EXTERIOR (SITE) AREA                                

(Wetlands & Retaining Walls) 

UTILITIES & BLDG DEMO 

(ALLOWANCE)  

SUB - Total Site Cost & G.S.F.  

  

DIRECT SUB-TOTAL COST Bldg/Site

20% CONTINGENCY  

TOTAL COST Bldg/Site 

6.00% CMR

2.50% CMR 

3.00% Cost of Bonds & Insurance

1.00% Permits/Inspections

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

10.00% A/E Design Services (Basic)

2.00% A/E Design Services (Special)

4.00% OPM Fee

TOTAL A/E & OPM COST 

    

TOTAL COST 
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1385 Bernardston Road: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs

GROSS 

SQUARE 

FOOTAGE 

UNIT 

PRICE/S.F. 

(Feb. 2015 

$$) 

COST TOTAL COST

5,146 $225.00 $1,157,850    

1,262 $325.00 $410,150    

10,724 $250.00 $2,681,000    

6,219 $300.00 $1,865,700    

41,154 $175.00 $7,201,950    

 64,505     $13,316,650

EXTERIOR (SITE) AREA                                

136,604 $22.00 $3,005,288    

  $500,000.00 $500,000    

136,604     $3,505,288

        

TOTAL COST Bldg/Site 201,109     $16,821,938.00

$3,364,388

$20,186,326

CMR - General Conditions $1,211,180

CMR - Fee 

Cost of Bonds & Insurance 

Permits/Inspections 

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $22,709,616

A/E Design Services (Basic) $2,270,962

A/E Design Services (Special) 

OPM Fee 

$3,633,539

          

      $26,343,155
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1385 Bernardston Road: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs. 

TOTAL COST % of 

Building 

Cost  

% of 

Site 

Cost  

9%   

3%   

20%   

14%   

54%   

$13,316,650     

  86% 

  14% 

$3,505,288     

    

$16,821,938.00     

$3,364,388     

$20,186,326     

$1,211,180     

$504,658     

$605,590     

$201,863     

$22,709,616     

$2,270,962     

$454,192     

$908,385     

$3,633,539     

    

$26,343,155     
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Site #4 – 180 Laurel Street: Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs

SPACE 

ALLOCATION/CLASSIFICATION  

ADMINISTRATION/OPERATIONS  

PHYSICAL PLANT 

MAINTENANCE 

SERVICE LANE (FUELING & 

WASHING) 

INTERIOR VEHICLE STORAGE 

SUB- Total Building Cost & G.S.F. 

EXTERIOR (SITE) AREA 

UTILITIES (ALLOWANCE) 

SUB - Total Site Cost & G.S.F. 

 

DIRECT SUB-TOTAL COST Bldg/Site

20% CONTINGENCY 

TOTAL COST Bldg/Site 

6.00% CMR - General Conditions

2.50% CMR - Fee 

3.00% Cost of Bonds & Insurance

1.00% Permits/Inspections

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

10.00% A/E Design Services (Basic)

2.00% A/E Design Services (Special)

4.00% OPM Fee 

TOTAL A/E & OPM COST 

TOTAL COST 

 

The Jewett Street site appears to be the least costly of the 

following:  

 

• There are no wetlands to content with on the site

• There are no existing buildings or structures on the site

• This site is the largest, is flat and 

for lay down and materials storag

same advantages as the Jewett Street Site and its related construction cost estimate is only 0.6% 

more than the Jewett Street Site estimate.

  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs

GROSS 

SQUARE 

FOOTAGE   

UNIT 

PRICE/S.F. 

(Feb. 2015 

$$) 

COST TOTAL COST

4,550 $225.00  $1,023,750  

739 $325.00  $240,175  

11,950 $250.00  $2,987,500  

6,476 $300.00  $1,942,800  

35,573 $175.00  $6,225,275  

 59,288    $12,419,500

160,142 $15.00  $2,402,130  

 $100,000  $100,000  

160,142    $2,502,130

     

TOTAL COST Bldg/Site 219,430    $14,921,630.0

    $2,984,326

    $17,

General Conditions $1,074,357

$447,649

Cost of Bonds & Insurance $537,179

Permits/Inspections $179,060

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $20,144,201

A/E Design Services (Basic) $2,014,420

A/E Design Services (Special) $402,884

$805,768

    $3,223,072

 

    $23,367,273

Street site appears to be the least costly of the four sites. This can attributed to the 

to content with on the site. 

There are no existing buildings or structures on the site. 

flat and is most accessible for construction equipment, and has more area 

storage. However, it should be noted that the Laurel Street Site has the 

same advantages as the Jewett Street Site and its related construction cost estimate is only 0.6% 

more than the Jewett Street Site estimate. 
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Program Construction Cost Estimate and A/E & OPM Costs. 

TOTAL COST % of 

Building 

Cost  

% of 

Site 

Cost  

 8%  

 2%  

 24%  

 16%  

 50%  

$12,419,500   

  96% 

  4% 

$2,502,130   

   

$14,921,630.0

0 

  

$2,984,326   

$17,905,956   

$1,074,357   

$447,649   

$537,179   

$179,060   

$20,144,201   

$2,014,420   

$402,884   

$805,768   

$3,223,072   

   

$23,367,273   

. This can attributed to the 

equipment, and has more area 

However, it should be noted that the Laurel Street Site has the 

same advantages as the Jewett Street Site and its related construction cost estimate is only 0.6% 
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Preferred Site 

This section summarizes the advantages and disadvantages for all 

MassDOT/FRTA. A comparison matrix shown in Table 4 was developed to analyze the potential 

and constraints for the sites. Each factor was 

“neutral”, -1 as “fails to meet objective

were weighted equally. MassDOT and the FRTA may wish to further refine this analysis by assigning 

weights to each factor based on their pr

impact than the others. Mitigation of identified issues needs to be considered in light of costs, feasibility 

and require further review. 

The matrix shows that the Laurel Street

with the best ranking of the four sites for the comparison factors. 

Shelburne site is ranked second with 

second lowest annual operating deadhead costs of the four 

Commercial zoning is compatible to the proposed project (land use). The proposed site meets most of 

the aforementioned requirements, including adequate bus and staff/visitor parking, ad

maintenance bays and storage, and is easily ready to develop with minor environmental issues. Some 

disadvantages of the site include the constrained size and multiple utility and conservation easements 

on site that may include third party 

could limit future expansion. The wetlands located on the site are under the jurisdiction of the 

Greenfield Conservation Commission and some mitigation measures may be required to meet

performance standards of wetland regulations.

Jewett site is ranked third with a score of 

Deerfield currently owns the land and it is adjacent to their recently constructed DPW facility. The s

also provides a great deal of space to lay out the proposed Facility and 

amenities. A zoning designation of Expedited Permit District will not be a constraint for the development 

of the site. The main disadvantage to locatin

from the FRTA’s John W. Olver (JWO) T

transit facility, where as the current maintenance facility is less than 

time, when buses are driving to and from the location without passengers 

current routes. This has potential to add costs for drivers and also for fuel

yearly operating budget. 

Bernardston site scored the least with a ranking of 

comparison to the other three sites, the actual land available for the Facility is limited due to topography 

and wetlands onsite. The site has no flood plain const

the vicinity. The site is closer to the transit center than the Jewett Avenue site.

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

antages and disadvantages for all four candidate sites selected by 

A comparison matrix shown in Table 4 was developed to analyze the potential 

Each factor was rated on a scale using 1 as “meets objectiv

fails to meet objective”. It should be noted, however, that all the factors evaluated here 

MassDOT and the FRTA may wish to further refine this analysis by assigning 

weights to each factor based on their priorities. Certain factors may be of much greater importance and 

impact than the others. Mitigation of identified issues needs to be considered in light of costs, feasibility 

Laurel Street site is the best location for the Facility. It has a

sites for the comparison factors.  

Shelburne site is ranked second with a score of 8. The site is close to JWO Transit Center, therefore the 

rating deadhead costs of the four sites. The site’s designated General 

Commercial zoning is compatible to the proposed project (land use). The proposed site meets most of 

the aforementioned requirements, including adequate bus and staff/visitor parking, ad

maintenance bays and storage, and is easily ready to develop with minor environmental issues. Some 

disadvantages of the site include the constrained size and multiple utility and conservation easements 

on site that may include third party agreements. These factors will likely dictate the final site layout and 

could limit future expansion. The wetlands located on the site are under the jurisdiction of the 

Greenfield Conservation Commission and some mitigation measures may be required to meet

performance standards of wetland regulations. 

with a score of 7. The main advantages of the Jewett site are that 

Deerfield currently owns the land and it is adjacent to their recently constructed DPW facility. The s

to lay out the proposed Facility and for future expansion of the 

amenities. A zoning designation of Expedited Permit District will not be a constraint for the development 

The main disadvantage to locating the maintenance facility at Jewett Avenue is the distance 

FRTA’s John W. Olver (JWO) Transit Center. The location is approximately 8 miles from the JWO 

transit facility, where as the current maintenance facility is less than 1 mile away. This ad

time, when buses are driving to and from the location without passengers (revenue service) 

current routes. This has potential to add costs for drivers and also for fuel and greatly impact the

ite scored the least with a ranking of 2. Although the total acreage of the site is large in 

sites, the actual land available for the Facility is limited due to topography 

The site has no flood plain constraints and no noise sensitive areas are located in 

the vicinity. The site is closer to the transit center than the Jewett Avenue site. 
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sites selected by 

A comparison matrix shown in Table 4 was developed to analyze the potential benefits 

meets objective”, 0 as 

the factors evaluated here 

MassDOT and the FRTA may wish to further refine this analysis by assigning 

of much greater importance and 

impact than the others. Mitigation of identified issues needs to be considered in light of costs, feasibility 

has a total score of 11 

Center, therefore the 

. The site’s designated General 

Commercial zoning is compatible to the proposed project (land use). The proposed site meets most of 

the aforementioned requirements, including adequate bus and staff/visitor parking, adequate space for 

maintenance bays and storage, and is easily ready to develop with minor environmental issues. Some 

disadvantages of the site include the constrained size and multiple utility and conservation easements 

agreements. These factors will likely dictate the final site layout and 

could limit future expansion. The wetlands located on the site are under the jurisdiction of the 

Greenfield Conservation Commission and some mitigation measures may be required to meet 

site are that the Town of 

Deerfield currently owns the land and it is adjacent to their recently constructed DPW facility. The site 

for future expansion of the 

amenities. A zoning designation of Expedited Permit District will not be a constraint for the development 

g the maintenance facility at Jewett Avenue is the distance 

enter. The location is approximately 8 miles from the JWO 

mile away. This adds deadhead 

(revenue service) to the 

and greatly impact the FRTA’s 

. Although the total acreage of the site is large in 

sites, the actual land available for the Facility is limited due to topography 

raints and no noise sensitive areas are located in 
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Chosen Site 

Based on the site selection analysis, t

in Greenfield, Massachusetts. Each site 

matrix, Site #4 received the highest ranking

The primary reason that this site is recommended 

therefore the lowest annual operating 

Industrial zoning is compatible to the 

aforementioned requirements, including adequate bus a

maintenance bays and storage, and is easily ready to develop. 

The main disadvantage of locating the maintenance facility at the Bendix site is the presence of potential 

hazardous materials onsite and the impact on FRTA

regulatory procedures with MassDEP.. 

Taking the operational feasibility and space program into consideration, a preliminary concept site and 

floor plan was developed for the preferred site. The site has more 

was set to maximize site access while minimizing the actual area of the property to be developed. The 

access point to the site is provided from 

the future. With minimal width currently available for development of two way traffic lanes, a land 

taking may be required from the adjacent property (cemetery) along Wisdom Way for safe access to the 

site. Currently, Laurel Street would meet the access requirements of

The final site design is subject to change based on cost considerations and any issues identified as the 

site planning progresses.  

  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Based on the site selection analysis, the selected site is located at 180 Laurel Street (Besley

, Massachusetts. Each site imposes some constraints on the project. As shown on the 

received the highest ranking.  

is recommended is because it is closest to the JWO  Transit Center

operating deadhead costs of the four sites . Also, the site’s 

zoning is compatible to the proposed project (land use). The proposed site meets most of the 

aforementioned requirements, including adequate bus and staff/visitor parking, adequate

maintenance bays and storage, and is easily ready to develop.  

The main disadvantage of locating the maintenance facility at the Bendix site is the presence of potential 

hazardous materials onsite and the impact on FRTA’s schedule due to the ongoing remediation and 

regulatory procedures with MassDEP..  

Taking the operational feasibility and space program into consideration, a preliminary concept site and 

floor plan was developed for the preferred site. The site has more than ample acreage so the criterion 

was set to maximize site access while minimizing the actual area of the property to be developed. The 

access point to the site is provided from Laurel street, keeping an option for access via. 

ith minimal width currently available for development of two way traffic lanes, a land 

taking may be required from the adjacent property (cemetery) along Wisdom Way for safe access to the 

Currently, Laurel Street would meet the access requirements of the project. 

final site design is subject to change based on cost considerations and any issues identified as the 
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(Besley-Bendix Site) 

As shown on the 

Transit Center, 

he site’s designated 

The proposed site meets most of the 

adequate space for 

The main disadvantage of locating the maintenance facility at the Bendix site is the presence of potential 

’s schedule due to the ongoing remediation and 

Taking the operational feasibility and space program into consideration, a preliminary concept site and 

than ample acreage so the criterion 

was set to maximize site access while minimizing the actual area of the property to be developed. The 

Laurel street, keeping an option for access via. Wisdom Way in 

ith minimal width currently available for development of two way traffic lanes, a land 

taking may be required from the adjacent property (cemetery) along Wisdom Way for safe access to the 

final site design is subject to change based on cost considerations and any issues identified as the 
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Table 5: Comparison Matrix 

FRANKLIN REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE A

SITE EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Site Location Topography 

 Site size 

 Site Configuration 

 Land Use (suitable to 

neighborhood)/Zoning

 Expansion Capability

 Easements on Site 

Transportation Proximity to Central Hub

 Proximity to bus routes 

and main thoroughfares

 Impact on Existing 

Traffic 

 Large Vehicular Access 

to Site 

Environmental Wetlands Constraints

 Flood plain Constraints

 Historical / 

Archeological 

Importance 

 Noise Impact 

 Hazardous Material

Costs Operating and 

Maintenance Cost 

TOTAL SCORES  

RANKING  

Meets Design Objective

Neutral 

Does not Meet Design Objective

  

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

FRANKLIN REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS FACILITY 

COMPARISON MATRIX 

Site #1 

15 

 Jewett Ave, 

Deerfield, MA 

Site #2 

215  

Shelburne Rd,  

Greenfield, MA 

Site #3

1385 

Bernardston Rd,

Greenfield, MA

1 1 

1 0 

 1 0 

Land Use (suitable to 

neighborhood)/Zoning 

0 1 

Expansion Capability 1 0 

 1 -1 

Proximity to Central Hub -1 1 

Proximity to bus routes 

in thoroughfares 

1 1 

Impact on Existing 1 1 

Large Vehicular Access 1 1 

Wetlands Constraints 1 -1 

Flood plain Constraints 1 1 

1 1 

-1 1 

Hazardous Material 0 0 

 

-1 1 

8 8 

3 2 

 

SCORING SYSTEM 

Meets Design Objective 

Does not Meet Design Objective -
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Site #3 

1385 

Bernardston Rd, 

Greenfield, MA 

Site #4 

180  

Laurel St, 

Greenfield, MA 

-1 1 

1 1 

-1 1 

-1 1 

0 0 

1 0 

0 1 

1 1 

0 0 

-1 1 

-1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 -1 

0 1 

2 11 

4 1 

1 

0 

-1 
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Conclusion and Recommendations

The Site Selection Analysis concludes that Site

the highest number of listed criteria, barring any unknown environmental challenges that may be 

present at the site and is the best site for 

site is recommended because it: 

• is the closest to the John W. Olver Transit Center;

• has the lowest deadhead cost;

• is located in an Industrial zoned district;  

• has no wetlands, flood hazard or similar other environmental

• has configuration that allows safe bus access to the facility and required space to provide 

maintenance for vehicles, with adequate acres for the facility and its appurtenances; 

• is serviced by public sewer and water, gas and electricity; and, 

• is owned by the Town of Greenfield.

 

 

Vehicle Maintenance and Operations Facility 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

concludes that Site #4 located in Greenfield, MA at 180 Laurel Street

the highest number of listed criteria, barring any unknown environmental challenges that may be 

present at the site and is the best site for a new FRTA Vehicle Maintenance and Operations

is the closest to the John W. Olver Transit Center; 

has the lowest deadhead cost; 

is located in an Industrial zoned district;   

has no wetlands, flood hazard or similar other environmental issues; 

has configuration that allows safe bus access to the facility and required space to provide 

maintenance for vehicles, with adequate acres for the facility and its appurtenances; 

is serviced by public sewer and water, gas and electricity; and,  

owned by the Town of Greenfield. 
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180 Laurel Street meets 

the highest number of listed criteria, barring any unknown environmental challenges that may be 

Operations Facility. This 

has configuration that allows safe bus access to the facility and required space to provide 

maintenance for vehicles, with adequate acres for the facility and its appurtenances;  
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Conceptual Site Layout Plans 
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FTA 
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FTA – Categorical Exclusion Checklist 
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Date ______________________________________ 

 

Grant Applicant ____________________________ 
[NOTE:  Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 1506.5, applicants or applicants’ 
contractors may prepare NEPA documents for submittal to federal agencies.  

However, the applicant is responsible for submitting accurate and complete 
documentation to FTA.  Please prepare a transmittal letter or statement to 

accompany the CE verifying that you have reviewed the information 
contained in the document when you transmit it to FTA. The transmittal 

should include the following statement:   
“in submitting the _(project name)_ categorical exclusion (CE) to the FTA, 

the applicant _(insert name/agency info)_ affirms that it has reviewed and 
supports the information presented documenting the proposed action as 

meeting the criteria for a CE in accordance with 23 CFR Part 
771.117(d)(_insert # here). Following independent review and verification 

by FTA, applicant _(insert DOT name/info)_ requests that it be notified of 
the acceptability of its submission. PLEASE DELETE THIS NOTE AND ALL 
HIGHLIGHTED INFORMATION BELOW BEFORE SUBMITTAL TO FTA.THE HIGHLIGHTED 

INFORMATION BELOW IS ONLY MEANT TO ASSIST THE APPLICANT WITH INFORMATION 
TO INCLUDE AS PART OF THE DOCUMENTATION, NOT SERVE AS LANGUAGE TO BE 

USED.] 

 

INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR PROBABLE  

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION 
(SECTION 771.117(d)) 

 

 

____A. DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Describe type of project and transit nexus 

(include applicable FTA Transit Programs supported by this project).  This 

description should include the proposed use, property size, parcel history, 

ownership information, acreage, and previous and current studies. 

 

• Include a brief discussion summarizing the need for the project (e.g., congestion, state of good repair).  

 

• Explain in common language how implementation of the project will address the project need, and its 

proposed use.  Include a complete description of the project components such as property size, history, 

ownership information (land management authority), acreage, and document previously conducted 

studies if applicable.  

 

• Include as many specifics as possible such as number of buses, cars, employees using the facility. 

 

_____B. LOCATION (INCLUDING ADDRESS):   Attach a site map, land use plan or 

diagram, which identifies the land uses and resources on the site and the adjacent or 

nearby land uses and resources.  This is used to determine the probability of impact 

on sensitive receptors (such as schools, hospitals, residences) and on protected 

resources.  This must include adjacent parcels. 

 

• The project limits must be clearly marked.  Include all streets and features specifically called out in the 

“project description.”  If the project work occurs at more than one location, include those locations on 

the map, as well as on adjacent parcels.   

 

• Land use plans, and zoning maps can be obtained from the tax assessor, city, county, or metropolitan 

planning organizations.   



_____C.  METROPOLITAN PLANNING AND AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY:  Is the  

proposed project "included" in the current adopted MPO plan, either explicitly or  

in a grouping of projects or activities?  What is the conformity status of that plan?  

Is the proposed project, or are appropriate phases of the project, included in the 

TIP?   What is the conformity status of the TIP?  If the project is not located within 

MPO boundaries, then indicate in narrative response. 

 

• Refer to the non&attainment/maintenance area maps at: http://epa.gov/airquality/greenbk/index.html to 

determine if the project is located in an area that meets all National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

 

• Document the name of the non&attainment or maintenance area if the project is located in one, and the 

pollutant(s) of concern within the project area. 

 

_____D. ZONING:   Description of zoning and land use and consistency with proposed use.   

Describe in narrative why project is compatible with current land use and/or 

zoning.  In cases where additional ordinances exist describe ordinance and explain 

project compatibility.  

 

• Land use plans, and zoning maps can be obtained from the tax assessor, city, county, or metropolitan 

planning organizations.  May provide a letter from appropriate city/county/town official. 

 

_____E.  TRAFFIC IMPACTS: Describe potential traffic impacts, including whether the  

  existing  roadways have adequate capacity to handle increased bus and other  

  vehicular traffic.  Also include description of ingress, egress and safety. 

 

• Determine if the project will result in any construction&related impacts such as lane closures, detours, 

or dust abatement requirements.   Briefly describe construction&related traffic impacts, and traffic 

control measures required to minimize impacts for construction.  May provide a letter from the traffic 

engineer or other appropriate official verifying traffic impacts.  

 

 

_____F.  CO HOT SPOTS:   If there are serious traffic impacts at any affected intersection, 

and if the area is nonattainment for CO, demonstrate that CO hot spots will not  

result.  In nonattainment areas, IAC concurrence and documentation must be 

attached. If project is not in a non>attainment area for CO, state in narrative.  

 

• Refer to the non&attainment/maintenance area maps at: http://epa.gov/airquality/greenbk/index.html to 

determine if the project is located in an area that meets all National Ambient Air Quality Standards.   

 

 

_____G. HISTORIC RESOURCES:   Describe any cultural, historic, or archaeological 

resource that is located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project and the 

impact of the project on the resource.  Include documentation from the National 

Register of Historic Places website (http://www.nps.gov/nr ).  If a historic resource is 

located in the vicinity of the property (historic site is visible from property), State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) or Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) 

concurrence should be included.  In addition, SHPO/THPO concurrence is required 

if archeological resources are located on property.  If no historic or archaeological 

resource is located in the vicinity of property, please state and provide 

documentation per website. 

 

• For more about Section 106 consultations: http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html.  If the project has 

potential effects to NRHP&eligible or listed projects, the Section 106 process must be followed:  

http://www.achp.gov/regsflow/html  

 



• Refer to the Section 106 consultation letter(s) and identify site eligibility.  List each site in narrative.  

Attach consultation letters to checklist.  If NO prehistoric or historic resources are present within the 

project’s area of potential effect (APE), attach the SHPO/THPO concurrence letter to checklist.   

 

• Projects involving modifications to historic buildings or structures should comply with the Secretary of 

the Interior Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Structures, which is available from the 

SHPO/THPO and http://www.nps.gov/hps/TPS/tax/rhb/stand.htm . 

 

 

_____H. NOISE:    Assess the noise impacts using the FTA Noise and Vibration Manual 

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf). 

Compare the distance between the center of the proposed project and the nearest 

noise receptor to the screening distance for the type of project per the manual.  If 

the screening distance is not achieved, attach a "General Noise Assessment" with 

conclusions. 

 

_____I. VIBRATION:   Assess the vibration impacts using the FTA Noise and Vibration 

Manual 

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf). If the 

proposed project involves new or relocated steel tracks, compare the distance 

between the center of the proposed project and the nearest vibration receptor to the 

screening distance for this type of project in FTA’s guidelines.  If the screening 

distance is not achieved, attach a "General Vibration Assessment" with conclusions.  

If the project does not involve new or relocated steel tracks, then there will be no 

vibration impacts.  If so, please state in narrative. 

 

_____J. ACQUISITIONS & RELOCATIONS REQUIRED:   Describe land acquisitions and 

displacements of residences and businesses. Include current use, ownership 

information and date of property acquisition (if applicable).  Please note if FTA 

funds are used to acquire property or the property is used as local match the 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 

(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate/ua/ualic.htm) must be followed and 

documented. 

 

_____K.  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:   If real property is to be acquired, has a Phase I  

site assessment for contaminated soil and groundwater been performed?   

If a Phase II site assessment is recommended, has it been performed?  What steps 

will be taken to ensure that the community in which the project is located is 

protected from contamination during construction and operation of the project?  

State the results of consultation with the cognizant State agency regarding the 

proposed remediation?  

 

• If there are any known hazardous materials sites or previous land uses with a potential for hazardous 

materials remaining within the project area or right&of&way, including existing structures have been 

previously painted, or road striping removed (RCRA http://www.epa.gov/osw/inforesources/online/ ), 

a Phase I/Phase II hazardous materials study must be performed.  

Map: http://www.epa.gov/wastes/hazard/correctiveaction/eis/eimap.htm  

 

• The hazardous materials documentation should be attached or provided in narrative, including 

concurrence with the local/state agency clean&up or mitigation plan.   

 



 

_____L. COMMUNITY DISRUPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE:    Provide a 

socioeconomic profile (and socioeconomic census map) of the affected community.  

Describe the impacts of the proposed project on the community.  Identify any 

community resources that would be affected and the nature of the effect.    Identify 

if there would be any impact to minority and/or low>income communities and 

identify if there would be any disproportionate and adverse effect to these 

communities as a result of the proposed project (Executive Order 12898).  If project 

is not located in a distressed socioeconomic area, provide narrative and census map 

documentation (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2.htm). 

 

• If this project will have NO effects to the community or its population, document in narrative.  

 

• Determine if any temporary, adverse, or permanent effects on any businesses, residents, or landowners 

will occur as a result of this project. This could include effects to access, relocations, and 

neighborhood continuity. If effects will occur, determine if there are any protected populations. These 

populations include: 

 

� Minorities – refer to census tables for correct categories 

� Low&income –population whose median household income is at or below the US Department 

of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines 

� Age, gender, and disability 

 

• To determine if any of the above populations are present in the project area, find the census tract and 

block groups for the project area, which can be found with the property address, on the US Census 

website: 
http://factfinder.census.gov/jsp/saff/SAFFInfo.jsp?_pageId=gn7_maps 
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=DEC&_submenuId=datasets_0&_lang=en 

The EPA’s EJ View tool is also useful for evaluating project sites for Environmental Justice: 
http://epamap14.epa.gov/ejmap/entry.html  

 

 

_____M. USE OF PUBLIC PARKLAND AND RECREATION AREAS:   Indicate parks and 

recreational areas on the site map.  If the activities and purposes of these resources 

will be affected by the proposed project, state how and provide concurrence from 

the appropriate government authority having jurisdiction over the asset(s) should 

be included.  If the proposed project is not located in or in the vicinity of a public 

parkland and recreation areas, please state such and provide documentation (map). 

 

• Based on the definitions of use outlined in 23 CFR § 774, determine if the project will result in an 

actual (direct), temporary, or constructive (proximity impacts) use of the Section 4(f) resource. Locate 

Section 4(f) properties on project vicinity map.  http://www.section4f.com/home.htm 

 

 

_____N. IMPACTS ON WETLANDS:  Show potential wetlands on the site map.  Describe 

the project’s impact to on>site and adjacent wetlands.   If the project impacts 

wetlands, please provide mitigation efforts.  If the project is not located on wetlands 

or will not impact any wetland areas, please state and provide documentation (map).  

 

• Determine if wetlands or other Jurisdictional Waters of the US are present in the project area: 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/23cfr777.htm Locate wetlands, streams, and/or open waters on project vicinity 

map.  
 

• Review FHWA Wetland Policy http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/wetland/wet_guid.htm to determine 

applicability.  If wetlands or other jurisdictional waters of the US are impacted, a Section 404 Permit 

may be required. http://www.epa.gov/wetlands/pdf/reg_authority_pr.pdf.  If waters have been 



delineated (http://www.usace.army.mil/cecw/pages/reg_supp.aspx) and determined to be under the 

jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers, include the Corps File Number (or attach Nationwide 

Permit (NWP)), or state in narrative if waters are NOT under Corps jurisdiction.  

 

• Include any state requirements. 

 

• Determine if the wetland(s) will be avoided by the project, if no mitigation is necessary for avoidance, 

explain how/why the area will be avoided (for example: at bottom of slope where no work will occur.)  

Include all applicable mitigation measures specific to the wetland (s) including mitigation necessary 

for avoidance, 

 

_____O. FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS:   Is the proposed project located within the 100>year or 

500>year floodplain?  If so, address possible flooding of the proposed project site 

and flooding induced by proposed project due to its taking of floodplain capacity. In 

addition, please provide documentation on how project will be designed to restore 

floodplain capacity.  If project is not located in the 100> year or 500>year floodplain, 

please state and provide documentation (map). 

 

• Determine if the project is within a 100&year floodplain.  Review FEMA 100&year FIRMs on the 

FEMA website: 

http://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/info?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=&

1&content=firmetteHelp_0&title=FIRMette%20Tutorial   

 

• Include all floodplain FIRM numbers that occur in the project area and the effective or revision date 

for each FIRM. Include the FEMA FIRM numbers for the project area, even if the 100&year floodplain 

has not been delineated.   

 

• If a determination cannot be made whether or not the project is within a 100&year floodplain, contact 

the county flood control district or the local floodplain manager for assistance.  

 

• If the project is within a floodplain, determine if the floodplain will be impacted by the project. 

Impacts typically occur when topography within the floodplain is substantially modified either by 

placement or removal of materials within the floodplain. If the project will impact a 100&year 

floodplain, provide an explanation of project impacts in the narrative. Additionally, follow the 

requirements of 23 CFR Part 650(A). 

 

_____P. IMPACTS ON WATER QUALITY, NAVIGABLE WATERWAYS, & COASTAL 

ZONES:   If any of these are implicated, provide detailed analysis.   If not, please 

state and provide documentation (how can they get documentation).   

 

• Water Quality:  Determine if project area is in a sole&source aquifer, if not document in narrative: 

http://cfpub.epa.gov/safewater/sourcewater/sourcewater.cfm?action=SSA.  Refer to the current 

EPA/FHWA MOU regarding the Sole Source Aquifer review pursuant to Section 1424(e) of the Safe 

Drinking Water Act to determine if an EPA review is required: 

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/sdwa.html.  FTA must notify the EPA of all projects located in a sole 

source aquifer that do not require a Safe Drinking Water Act Section 1424(e) review by the EPA.  

Include any mitigation measures required by the state or EPA.  

 

• Wild and Scenic River:  Determine if a recommendation for listing, or designated, Wild and or Scenic 

River is present in the vicinity: http://www.rivers.gov/wildriverslist.html. Note on CE if NO Rivers are 

present, and if project is located near a river and it will NOT be impacted.   

 

• If a designated wild and scenic river, or a river recommended for listing, occurs within the project area, 

insert the name of the river. If the project will affect the river, determine if the project will have an 

adverse effect on the river as outlined in Guide for Identifying Potential Adverse Effects: 



http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/vol1/doc15c.pdf.  Coordinate with the agency responsible 

for managing the river. After coordination is complete, describe the potential impacts to the river, 

explain why the effects are not adverse, and include information on the agency 

coordination/concurrence (for example: NPS) with the effect determination.  

 

• Mitigation to minimize effects to rivers designated—or recommended for designation— to the Wild 

and Scenic River System must be developed in coordination with FTA and the agency responsible for 

managing the river prior to submittal of the environmental document. 

 

• Navigable Water and Coastal Zones:  The documentation of navigable waterways and coastal zones 

(Waters) can be found on the FEMA 100&year FIRMS from the FEMA website: 

http://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/info?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=&

1&content=firmetteHelp_0&title=FIRMette%20Tutorial.  State in narrative if Waters are present 

within the project area, but will not be impacted (for example, will be avoided by construction).  If 

Waters are impacted, state the location on project vicinity map where they will occur with mitigation 

or attach permits if applicable.  Include impaired waters found: http://www.epa.gov/owow/tmdl/.  

   

_____Q. IMPACTS ON ECOLOGICALLY>SENSITIVE AREAS AND ENDANGERED 

SPECIES:   Describe any natural areas (woodlands, prairies, wetlands, rivers, lakes, 

streams, designated wildlife or waterfowl refuges, and geological formations) on or 

near the proposed project area.   If present, state the results of consultation with the 

state department of natural resources and US Fish and Wildlife Service on the 

impacts to these natural areas and on threatened and endangered fauna and flora 

that may be affected.   

 

• http://www.fws.gov/Endangered/ 

 

• http://www.fws.gov/ecos/ajax/tess_public/pub/stateOccurrence.jsp.  States will have their own list of 

protected and endangered species. Document what species are listed in the project area, and attach 

FWS and state documentation, as well as any measures taken to protect sensitive biological resources.  

This includes discussion with the state addressing their concerns, and how mitigation measures were 

addressed (for example: nesting boxes for migratory bird species attached to bus barn.) Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act, http://www.fws.gov/pacific/migratorybirds/mbta.htm. 

 

• If project vicinity is on tribal lands, the Tribal governments should be consulted for sensitive biological 

resources, and concurrence or directives should be included with CE documentation.  

 

_____R. IMPACTS ON SAFETY AND SECURITY:  Describe the measures that would need 

to be taken to provide for the safe and secure operation of the project after its 

construction.    

 

 

 _____S.  IMPACTS CAUSED BY CONSTRUCTION:  Describe the construction plan and  

identify impacts due to construction noise, utility disruption, debris and spoil  

disposal, air and water quality, safety and security, and disruptions of traffic and 

access to property.   If applicable, please include any National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System best practice measures (http://cfpub.epa.gov/NPDES/).  

 

• NPDES Permit is required if project vicinity in a unique or impaired watershed.  Include the name of 

the water and coordinate with EPA and relevant state agency to identify applicable best management 

practices, and add the mitigation to narrative, and concurrence if appropriate:  

http://iaspub.epa.gov/waters10/attains_nation_cy.control?p_report_type=T#imp_water_by_state.  



 

 

The action described above meets the criteria for a NEPA categorical exclusion (CE) in accordance  

 

with 23 CFR Part 771.117(d) ( >insert # here, as appropriate>). 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Subject to the qualifications and limitations stated in Section 1 of this report, TRC 

Environmental Corporation (TRC) was retained by STV Incorporated (STV) (also known as 

“Client”) on behalf of The Massachusetts Department Of Transportation and/or Franklin 

Regional Transit Authority (FRTA) (also known as “User”) to perform a Phase I Environmental 

Site Assessment (ESA) of the property located at 15 Jewett Ave, South Deerfield, Franklin 

County, Massachusetts (herein referred to as the “Site”).  TRC’s assessment was conducted in 

connection with the Client’s planned purchase of the Site.  The Phase I ESA described in this 

report was performed in accordance with the scope and limitations of the American Society of 

Testing and Materials Practice E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-13).  Limiting 

conditions and/or deviations from the ASTM E 1527-13 standard are described in Sections 1.3 

and 7.7 of this report.   

 

The 16-acre site was acquired in 2006 by the Town of Deerfield. The town is not currently using 

the site which is vacant of any structure. The Site currently has reminisce of a former pickle 

factory located in the center of the Site. The factory had been demolished, before being acquired 

by the Town. The site is relatively flat and surrounded by mostly residential properties. 

Construction debris and a dumpster are currently onsite. 

  

As a result of the Phase I ESA, including but not limited to our visual observation of the Site; 

review of historical information, environmental databases, and information provided by the User; 

interviews with current Site representative(s); and TRC’s professional judgment, no evidence of 

recognized environmental conditions (RECs) or controlled recognized environmental conditions 

(CRECs) associated with the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard were identified.  

 

Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) 

 

FURTHER RESEARCH ON “PICKLING FACTORY” IS ONGOING. OTHER 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY CURRENT OWNER MAY WOULD BE USEFUL TO 

CONFIRM THE FOLLOWING REC’s 

 

REC No. 1: File review indicates the property was used as a pickling factory for a majority of its 

developed history. Hazardous chemical use at the facility is currently unknown. The potential 

exists for contamination to be present from chemicals used on the property. 

 

REC No. 2: A former UST for gasoline was present on the property. The removal conditions and 

location are unknown. The potential exists for contamination to be present from the gasoline 

UST on the property. 

 

REC No. 3: File review indicate the picking facility was built and expanded throughout the 20th 

cenrtry. The building has been demolished with no record provided on the demolition. The Site 

currently has debris piles on site possible from demolition. The potential exists for contamination 

to be present in the debris currently on the property. 
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This Executive Summary is part of this complete report; any findings, opinions or conclusions in 

this Executive Summary are made in context with the complete report.  TRC recommends that 

the User read the entire report for all supporting information related to findings, opinions and 

conclusions. 

 

Legal Notice 

This document was prepared by TRC solely for the benefit of the User.  With regard to third-

party recipients of this document, neither TRC, nor the Client, nor the User, nor any of their 

respective parents, affiliates or subsidiaries, nor any person acting on their behalf: (a) makes any 

warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to the use of any information or methods disclosed 

in this document; or (b) assumes any liability with respect to the use of any information or 

methods disclosed in this document.  Any third-party recipient of this document, by its 

acceptance or use of this document, releases TRC, the Client, the User, and their parents, 

affiliates and subsidiaries, from any liability for direct, indirect, economic, incidental, 

consequential or special loss or damage whether arising in contract, warranty, express or implied, 

tort, or otherwise, and irrespective of fault, negligence, and strict liability. 

 

 

 

 

DRAFT



Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report 

MassDOT/FRTA-15 Jewett Ave  November 2014 

 

MassDOT Contract No. 81772 3 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) has prepared this Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment (ESA) for STV Incorporated (STV) (also known as “Client”) on behalf of The 

Massachusetts Department Of Transportation and/or Franklin Regional Transit Authority 

(FRTA) (also known as “User”) (hereinafter “Client” and “User”).   

 

This report was prepared for and may be relied upon by Client for the purposes set forth herein; 

it may not be relied on by any party other than the Client and reliance may not be assigned 

without the express approval of TRC.  Authorization for third party reliance on this report will be 

considered by TRC if requested by the Client.  TRC reserves the right to deny reliance on this 

report by third parties. 

 

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Services 

The following Phase I ESA was performed for the property located at 15 Jewett St, Deerfield, 

Franklin County, Massachusetts (hereinafter the “Site”).  A Site location map is included as 

Figure 1.  This Phase I ESA has been prepared by TRC in accordance with the American 

Society for Testing and Materials E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-13) and is 

intended for the sole use of STV and MassDOT/FRTA. 

 

The purpose of this assessment is to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at 

the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  The completion of this Phase I ESA 

report may be used to satisfy one of the requirements for the User to qualify for the innocent 

landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective purchaser limitations pursuant 

to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 

thereby constituting all appropriate inquiries into the previous ownership and uses of the 

property consistent with good commercial or customary practice as defined by 42 U.S.C. 

§9601(35)(B) of CERCLA. 

 

TRC understands that this assessment is not funded with a federal grant awarded under the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Brownfields Assessment and 

Characterization program.   

 

The Scope of Services for this Phase I ESA included the following tasks: 

 

 Site and vicinity reconnaissance; 

 Site and vicinity description and physical setting; 

 Historical source review and description of historical Site conditions; 

 Interviews with owners, operators, and/or occupants of the Site, and/or local officials; 

 Review of environmental databases and regulatory agency records; 

 Review of previous environmental reports/documentation, as applicable; 

 Preparation of a report summarizing findings, opinions and conclusions. 
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Pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, recommendations to conduct Phase II sampling or 

other assessment activities are not required to be included in this report.  TRC can provide such 

recommendations upon request.  

 

1.2 Additional Services  

Items outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard include, but are not limited to, the 

following:   

 

 Asbestos-containing building materials 

 Radon  

 Lead-based paint 

 Lead in drinking water 

 Wetlands 

 Regulatory compliance 

 Cultural and historic resources 

 Industrial hygiene 

 Health and safety 

 Ecological resources 

 Endangered species 

 Indoor air quality unrelated to releases 

of hazardous substances or petroleum 

products into the environment 

 Biological agents 

 Mold 

 

No additional services were performed outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  

 

1.3 Deviations to ASTM E 1527-13 Standard 

 

The following significant deviations or deletions to the ASTM standard were made during this 

Phase I ESA: 

 

 No information was requested from the Town of South Deerfield/Deerfield at the request 

of the Client; 

 

 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Site Location and Legal Description 

The approximately 16-acre Site is located at 15 Jewett Ave in South Deerfield, Franklin County, 

Massachusetts, in a mixed commercial/residential area.  The Site is described by the Deerfield 

tax assessor as parcel 6269-212, is zoned as commercial/industrial, and is currently owned by 

The Town of Deerfield.  A Site location map is included as Figure 1. 

 

2.2 Site Improvements 

Current on-site improvements are listed in the following table.  A Site layout plan is included as 

Figure 2. 
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Table 2.1 - Site Improvements 

Site Feature Description 

Buildings (stories) None 

Construction date(s) NA 

Exterior areas Unpaved 

On-site roads/rail lines N/A 

Other large equipment N/A 

Potable water supply Unknown 

Sewage disposal system(s) Unknown 

Heating/Cooling system fuel 

source(s)  
NA 

Back-up fuel source(s) N/A 

Electricity supplier(s) Unknown 

Storm water system The site has retention/detention basins in the southern portion.  

 

2.3 Current and Historical Site Use 

Current Site Use(s) 

The 16-acre site was acquired in 2006 by the Town of Deerfield. The town is not currently using 

the site which is vacant of any structure. The Site currently has reminisce of a former pickle 

factory located in the center of the Site. The factory had been demolished, before being acquired 

by the Town. The site is relatively flat and surrounded by mostly residential properties. 

Construction debris and a dumpster are currently onsite. 

2.3.1 Previous Owner and Operator Information  

Based on information provided by the historical record review (Section 4), historical Site 

ownership and operator information is provided in the tables below. 

 

Table 2.2 - Previous Owner and Operator Information 

Site Owner From To 
D .M. Jewett, INC At least 1929 Unknown 

Cains Pickles INC Unknown 2002 

Oxford Foods INC 2002 2006 

Sugarloaf Property Development LLC 2006 2008 

The Town of Deerfield  2008 Present 

 

Site Operator Description From To 
Various Operators Pickle Factory 1929 2006 

Sugarloaf Property 

Development LLC 

Vacant Lot 2006 2008 

The Town of Deerfield Vacant lot 2008 Present 
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2.4 Physical Setting 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map, Mt Toby and 

Williamsburg 7.5-Minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massachusetts quadrangle dated 

1981, photo revised September 29, 2014] (Figure 1), the Site is located adjacent to an unnamed 

stream, the Site topographic elevation is approximately 196 feet above mean sea level (MSL), 

and local topography slopes very slightly to the west.  The topographic downward slope 

observed at the Site during the Site reconnaissance is generally towards the west.  Based on local 

topography and historical environmental reports provided to TRC, as applicable, the assumed 

direction of shallow ground water flow is to the southeast, towards the Connecticut River.  

However, a subsurface investigation would be required to determine actual ground water flow 

direction.   

 

The database radius report supplied by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) of Milford, 

Connecticut was reviewed to obtain information regarding the dominant soil composition in the 

Site vicinity.  This information is summarized below:   

 

Hydric Status:  Soil does not meet the requirements for a hydric soil. 

Soil Surface Texture: Loamy Sand 

Soil Component Name: Windsor 

Deeper Soil Types: Stratifies, sapric material, extremely gravelly – sand, coarse 

sand, silt loam 

Please refer to the Geocheck Physical Setting Source Summary of the EDR report presented in 

Appendix A for further information regarding the soil composition in the Site vicinity.  

According to EDR, the Site is not located in a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

flood zone. 

 

 

3.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION 

According to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, certain tasks that may help identify the presence of 

RECs associated with the Site are generally conducted by the Phase I ESA User.  These tasks 

include: providing, or authorizing the environmental professional to obtain, recorded land title 

records for environmental liens or activity and land use limitations (AULs); providing 

specialized knowledge related to RECs at the Site (e.g., information about previous ownership or 

environmental litigation); providing commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information 

within the local community about the property that is material to RECs in connection with the 

property; and informing the environmental professional if, as believed by the User, the purchase 

price of the property is lower than the fair market value due to contamination.  A list of requested 

information was included in TRC’s ASTM Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Proposal (see 

Section 1.1).  Information provided by the User pursuant to that request is listed in Section 8.0 A 

copy of the User questionnaire is included in Appendix B 
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3.1 Title & Judicial Records for Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 

In addition to reviewing the EDR report (discussed in Section 4.2), local municipal records 

(Section 4.4), and the Massachusetts Land Records on-line database (Section 4.4), TRC obtained 

supplemental information regarding AUL-listed properties within Greenfield from the MassDEP. 

No evidence of AULs associated with the Site were identified. 

 

3.2 Specialized Knowledge 

The User did not provide any specialized knowledge related to RECs at the Site. 

 

3.3 Property Value Reduction Issues 

The User did not provide any valuation reduction issues regarding the Site. 

 

3.4 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 

No commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information was provided to TRC by the User. 

 

3.5 Reason for Conducting Phase I 

It is TRC’s understanding that the User requires a Phase I to determine suitability of the Site as a 

potential location for the Franklin Regional Transit Authority’s proposed Operations and 

Maintenance Facility. 

 

4.0 RECORDS REVIEW 

 

4.1 Historical Use Information  

Information regarding Site and vicinity historical uses was obtained from various publicly 

available and practically reviewable sources including:  

 Aerial photographs (scale: 1” = varies) dated 1962, 1966, 1970, 1981, 1990, 1992, 

1997,2006, 2008, 2010, and 2012;  

 Sanborn fire insurance maps dated 1929, and 1950; 

 Topographic maps dated 1886, 1895, 1901, 1941, 1947, 1955, 1971, and 1990;  

 City directories dated 1973, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2008 and 2013; 

 Local municipal records;   

 An environmental database report; and  

 Interviews with Site representative and regulatory agency official(s).   

Historical research documentation is included in Appendix C.   

 

 

4.1.1 Site History 
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Operational History 

 

Table 4.1 - Site History 

Year Site History 

1929-2006 

The Site was used as a Pickle Factory until it was demolished in the mid-2000s. The facility 

also housed a Tabaco barn used to air dry tobacco. The Pickle Factory also housed chemicals 

for pickling. A 2,000 gallon gasoline UST was installed in 1986 and removed in 1995. No 

documentation of the removal was found.   

2006-Present The site has been vacant and owned by the Town of Deerfield 

 

It does not appear that topographic contours in the Site area have significantly changed during 

the time period reviewed.  

 

Hazardous Substances  

 

Hazardous substances including raw materials; finished products and formulations; hazardous 

wastes; hazardous constituents and pollutants including intermediates and byproducts that were 

historically present at the Site are listed in the following table.  Current hazardous substances and 

petroleum products observed during the Site reconnaissance - including unidentified substance 

containers (when open or damaged, and containing unidentified substances suspected of being 

hazardous or petroleum products) - are discussed in Section 5.2. 

 

Table 4.2 - Historical Hazardous Substance Use 

Material Name 

Approximate 

Former Quantity 

(gallons/lbs.) 

Former Storage Containers  

Gasoline 2,000 gallon UST 

Coolants Unknown 

Unknown storage (potentially used for the former pickling 

factory) this could potentially be hex chrome, ammonia or 

Freon 

Hydraulic fluid Unknown 

Unknown storage (potentially used for the former pickling 

factory) Possibility of PCB in hydraulic or electrical 

systems 

Oil/Petroleum  Unknown 
Unknown storage (potentially used for the former pickling 

factory) heating 

Lead, Bisphenol, 

Solvents, and Inks 
Unknown Unknown Storage (If can were made and labeled onsite) 

Acids (Acetic acid)  Unknown 
Unknown Storage (potentially diluted for the pickling 

process) 

 

Chemical listed are typical for historic pickling facilities. 
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4.1.2 Adjoining Property History 

Table 4.3 - Adjoining Property History 

Year Adjoining Property History 

North 
The properties north of the site have been a mix of commercial and residential since the 

1920’s. 

East 
The properties are a majority residential since the 1920’s, The Town of South Deerfield 

maintain properties  for maintenance facility and garages built in 1948 and 2013. 

South The properties have been residential since at least 1929 

West A majority of the properties have been residential since at least 1929 

 

 

4.1.3 Surrounding Property History 

Table 4.4 - Surrounding Property History 

Year Surrounding Property History 

1929- Present  
The surrounding properties generally appear to consist of residential and commercial 

properties. 

 

4.2 Database Report & Environmental Record Review 

A database search report that identifies properties listed on state and federal databases within the 

ASTM-required radii of the Site was obtained from EDR and is included in Appendix A.   

 

The environmental database report identified 45 properties/listings.  These properties included 

those that could be mapped and those that could not (i.e., orphan properties).   

 

4.2.1 Subject Site  

Site information included in the database search report is summarized in the following table:  

 

Site Facility Name(s) and/or 

Listed Address(es) 
Cains Foods LP, 15 Jewett Ave, South Deerfield, MA 

EDR Map No(s). A5 

Database(s) UST 

Description/ID No(s). U003654598 

Database Review Summary UST removed in 1998. The location and removal conditions are unknown. 
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4.2.2 Adjoining & Surrounding Property Record Review 

TRC evaluated the following factors to determine whether additional environmental records 

should be reviewed with respect to the potential for contaminant migration from the adjoining 

and surrounding properties: 

 

(1) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis ground water 

migration based on the local topography, and the assumed ground water depth and 

southeast shallow ground water flow direction; 

 

(2) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis vapor 

migration based on readily available information pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 

standard including soil and geological characteristics; contaminant characteristics; 

contaminated plume migration data; and significant conduits that might provide 

preferential pathways for vapor migration such as major utility corridors, sanitary sewers, 

storm sewers, and significant natural conduits such as Karst terrain (vapor migration may 

also be influenced by the age and design of infrastructure features associated with these 

conduits);  

 

(3)Property case status (i.e., Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

[MassDEP] has issued a No Further Action letter [or Response Action Outcome [RAO] 

Statement [or current equivalent] has been submitted); 

 

(4) Type of database and whether the presence of contamination is known; and  

 

(5) The distance between the listed property and the Site. 

 

Based on this evaluation, TRC limited the review of additional environmental records to the 

properties listed below, since the potential for contamination to be migrating to the Site from the 

other properties identified by the database search is considered low.   

 

4.2.2.1 Adjoining Properties  

Adjoining property information included in the database search report is summarized in the 

following table(s):  

 

Facility Name(s) and/or 

Listed Address(es) 
Deerfield Highway Dept. 5 Jewett Ave, South Deerfield, MA 01373 

EDR Map No(s). B7 

Database(s) Lust, Release 

Description/ID No(s) MassDEP 1-0012498, Lust S103383027 
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Database Review Summary A release of oil at the Town Garage. RAO Class A2 issued 12/04/1998 

 

Based on the above-listing(s), TRC conducted a file review for the Deerfield Highway Dept. 5 

Jewett Ave, South Deerfield, MA 01373 of available files maintained at the MassDEP. The site 

is located    

 

This site is located down gradient of the Site. The Site is located away from the presumed 

groundwater flow of the highway department garage. The release was next to a garage used by 

the Town of Deerfield Highway Department. The Site was issued an RAO Class A2 in 1998. The 

garage is not currently used and expected to be demolished in the future. 

 

4.3 Other Environmental Record Sources 

Per the ASTM standard, local or additional state records were reviewed to enhance and 

supplement the ASTM-required federal and state records reviewed and discussed earlier in this 

report.  These additional records include state agency lists of: waste disposal facilities; 

brownfield properties; hazardous waste/contaminated facilities; registered storage tanks; records 

of emergency release reports; and records of contaminated public wells.  Local sources that were 

contacted to obtain this information include: Department of Health; Fire Department; Building 

Permit/Inspection Department; land records (for AULs).  Information from these sources is 

discussed below: 

 

Table 4.5 - Other Environmental Record Sources 

STATE REGULATORY 

AGENCY LISTIES/ 

DEPARTMENTS 
Available Information 

Department of Health/ 

Environmental Division 

TRC contacted the South Deerfield Health Department. No information was 

available pertain to 15 Jewett Ave 

Fire Department 

TRC contacted the South Deerfield Fire Department. No response to date. This 

information would be useful in evaluating the former gasoline UST removal and 

use of chemicals at the former pickle factory.  

Land Records Massachusetts Land Records from 1946 to Present 

 

 

5.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

5.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

Mr. Stephen Brown, conducted a Site reconnaissance of accessible areas on and around the Site 

on October 9, 2014 for the purpose of identifying potential RECs, and was accompanied by STV, 

FRTA, and MBTA.  Photographs taken during the reconnaissance are provided in Appendix D.  

A Site layout plan is included as Figure 2.   
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During the Site reconnaissance, several ground hazardous in the form of holes and piping were 

present throughout the site.  The Site became difficult to traverse but is not expected to impact 

the results of this Phase I ESA. 

 

5.2 Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Unless otherwise noted, the items listed in the table below appeared in good condition with no 

visual evidence of staining, deterioration or a discharge of hazardous materials; and there are no 

records of a release in these areas.  Items where further description is warranted are discussed in 

the section(s) following the table.  

 

Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 

(Current/

Historic/

No) 

Description 

Hazardous material storage or 

handling areas  
No (see Section 5.2.1) 

Aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) 

and associated piping  
No  

Underground storage tanks (USTs) 

and associated piping  
Yes Piping is present throughout the site.  

Drums & containers (≥5 gallons)  Yes (2) 55 gallon drums presumed empty after inspection.  

Odors No  

Pools of liquid, including surface 

water bodies and sumps (handling 

hazardous substances or substances 

likely to be hazardous only) 

No  

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) / 

Transformers 
No  

Stains or corrosion No  

Drains & sumps No  

Pits, ponds & lagoons No  

Stressed vegetation No  

Historic fill or any other fill material  No  

Wastewater (including storm water 

or any discharge into a drain, ditch, 

underground injection system, or 

stream on or adjacent to the Site) 

No  

Wells (including dry wells, irrigation 

wells, injection wells, abandoned 

wells, or other wells) 

Yes Located throughout the site 

Septic systems or cesspools No  

Soil Piles Yes 
Soil Stockpiles are located in the eastern portion of the site. 

Possibly from pickle factory demolition. 

Construction Debris Yes 
Construction debris and a dumpster are located in the 

eastern portion of the site. Metal scrap, pavement, and  

Piping  Yes 

Piping is present throughout the center portion of the site, 

were former pickling factory was present. Pipes are above 

and below surface grade. 
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Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 

(Current/

Historic/

No) 

Description 

Wood debris Yes 
Large piles of cut trees are located in the north eastern 

portion of the site. 

 

 

5.3 Adjoining and Surrounding Properties Reconnaissance 

5.3.1 Adjoining Properties 

During the Site reconnaissance, TRC viewed the adjoining properties from the Site and publicly 

accessible areas (e.g., public roadways, etc.).   

 

Table 5.2 - Adjoining Properties Reconnaissance 

Direction 

from Site 
Current Land Use Description 

North Heavily wooded areas and residential properties. 

East 

A newly constructed maintenance facility and older garage structures were along the eastern site 

property owned and operated by the town of Deerfield Highway Department. The Highway 

department have tanks onsite for diesel and gasoline.  

South Residential properties 

West Residential properties 

 

5.3.2 Surrounding Properties 

 

Surrounding properties generally include residential to the south and west. The north and eastern 

properties are a mix of residential/commercial, such as town own garages and small businesses. 

 

6.0 INTERVIEWS 

The following persons were interviewed to obtain historically and/or environmentally-pertinent 

information regarding RECs associated with the Site.   

  

 [Name And Position/Title]  [ALSO INCLUDE DURATION OF OCCUPANCY, IF 

APPLICABLE] – Key Site Manager (as defined by the ASTM standard and identified by 

the property owner/User) 

 [Name And Position/Title] 

 [Name And Position/Title] 

 Etc. 

 

The information provided by each is discussed and referenced in the text or provided below.  

Other references and sources of information are included in Appendix E. 
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7.0 FINDINGS, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Potential findings can include RECs, historical RECs (HRECs), controlled RECs (CRECs) and 

de minimis conditions, pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.   

 

RECs are defined as the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 

products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under conditions 

indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a 

future release to the environment.   

 

CRECs are defined as a REC resulting from a past release of hazardous substances or petroleum 

products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (for 

example, as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-

based criteria established by regulatory authority), with hazardous substances or petroleum 

products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required controls (for 

example, property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or 

engineering controls). 

 

HRECs are defined as a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has 

occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the 

applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory 

authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (for example, property use 

restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls). 

 

De minimis conditions are defined as a condition that generally does not present a threat to 

human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement 

action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.  Conditions determined 

to be de minimis conditions are not RECs nor CRECs. 

 

TRC has performed a Phase I ESA in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM E 

1527-13 at the property located at 15 Jewett Ave, Deerfield, Franklin County, Massachusetts 

(Site), see Appendices F and G.  Deviations from this standard are described in Sections 1.3 and 

7.6 of this report.   

 

7.1 RECs and CRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs (including CRECs) in connection with the 

Site, except for the following: 

 

REC No. 1: File review indicates the property was used as a pickling factory for a majority of its 

developed history. Hazardous chemical use at the facility is currently unknown. The potential 

exists for contamination to be present from chemicals used on the property. 
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REC No. 2: A former UST for gasoline was present on the property. The removal conditions and 

location are unknown. The potential exists for contamination to be present from the gasoline 

UST on the property. 

 

REC No. 3: File review indicate the picking facility was built and expanded throughout the 20th 

cenrtry. The building has been demolished with no record available on the demolition. The Site 

currently has debris piles on site possible from demolition. The potential exists for contamination 

to be present in the debris currently on the property. 

 

It is TRC’s opinion that a subsurface investigation would be necessary to confirm the presence of 

hazardous materials in the environmental associated with the identified REC. 

 

7.2 HRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of HRECs in connection with the Site.  

 

7.3 De Minimis Conditions 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of de minimis conditions in connection with the Site, 

except for the following: 

 

 Piles of construction debris. 

 

7.4 Data Gaps 

TRC has made an appropriate inquiry into the commonly known and reasonably ascertainable 

resources concerning the historical ownership and use of the Site back to the first development 

per 40 CFR Part 312.24 (Reviews of Historical Sources of Information).  The following Data gap 

was identified during this assessment: 

 

Between the time period 1929 and 1950 little information on the site could be obtained 

Based on further review of land records, the data gap would not be considered significant.   

 

 

7.5 Limiting Conditions and Deviations 

7.5.1 Accuracy and Completeness 

The ASTM E 1527-13 standard recognizes inherent limitations for Phase I ESAs that apply to 

this report, including: 

 

 Uncertainty Not Eliminated – No Phase I ESA can wholly eliminate uncertainty 

regarding the potential for RECs in connection with a property.  Data gaps identified 

during this Phase I ESA are listed in Section 7.5. 

 

 Not Exhaustive – A Phase I ESA is not an exhaustive investigation.  
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 Past Uses of the Property – A review of standard historical sources at intervals less than 

five years is not required.  

 

The Client is advised that the Phase I ESA conducted at the Site is a limited inquiry into a 

property’s environmental status, cannot wholly eliminate uncertainty, and is not an exhaustive 

assessment to discover every potential source of environmental liability at the Site.  Therefore, 

TRC does not make a statement i) of warranty or guarantee, express or implied for any specific 

use; ii) that the Site is free of RECs or environmental impairment; iii) that the Site is “clean”; or 

iv) that impairments, if any, are limited to those that were discovered while TRC was performing 

the Phase I ESA.  This limiting statement is not meant to compromise the findings of this report; 

rather, it is meant as a statement of limitations within the ASTM standard and intended scope of 

this assessment.  Specific limiting conditions identified during the Site reconnaissance are 

described in Section 5.1.  Subsurface conditions may differ from the conditions implied by 

surface observations, and can be evaluated more thoroughly through intrusive techniques that are 

beyond the scope of this assessment.  Information in this report is not intended to be used as a 

construction document and should not be used for demolition, renovation, or other construction 

purposes.   

 

This report presents TRC’s site reconnaissance observations, findings, and conclusions as they 

existed at the time of the Site reconnaissance.  TRC makes no representation or warranty that the 

past or current operations at the property are, or have been, in compliance with all applicable 

federal, state and local laws, regulations and codes.  TRC makes no guarantees as to the accuracy 

or completeness of information obtained from others during the course of this Phase I ESA 

report.  It is possible that information exists beyond the scope of this assessment, or that 

information was not provided to TRC. Additional information subsequently provided, 

discovered, or produced may alter findings or conclusions made in this Phase I ESA report.  TRC 

is under no obligation to update this report to reflect such subsequent information.  The findings 

presented in this report are based upon reasonably ascertainable information and observed Site 

conditions at the time of the assessment.   

 

This report does not warrant against future operations or conditions, nor does it warrant against 

operations or conditions present of a type or at a location not assessed.  Regardless of the 

findings stated in this report, TRC is not responsible for consequences or conditions arising from 

facts that were not fully disclosed to TRC during the assessment. 

 

An independent data research company provided the government agency database referenced in 

this report.  Information regarding surrounding area properties was requested for approximate 

minimum search distances and was assumed to be correct and complete unless obviously 

contradicted by TRC’s observations or other credible referenced sources reviewed during the 

assessment. 

 

TRC is not a professional title insurance or land surveyor firm and makes no guarantee, explicit 

or implied, that any land title records acquired or reviewed, or any physical descriptions or 

depictions of the property in this report, represent a comprehensive definition or precise 

delineation of property ownership or boundaries. 
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7.5.2 Warranties and Representations 

This report does not warrant against: (1) operations or conditions which were not evident from 

visual observations or historical information provided; (2) conditions which could only be 

determined by physical sampling or other intrusive investigation techniques; (3) locations other 

than the client-provided addresses and/or legal parcel description; or (4) information regarding 

off-site location(s) (with possible impact to the Site) not published in publicly available records. 

 

7.5.3 Continued Validity/User Reliance 

This report is presumed to be valid, in accordance with, and subject to, the limitations specified 

in the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, for a period of 180 days from completion, or until the Client 

obtains specific information that may materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this 

report, or until the Client is notified by TRC that it has obtained specific information that may 

materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this report.  Additionally, pursuant to the 

ASTM E 1527-13 standard, this report is presumed valid if completed less than 180 days prior to 

the date of acquisition of the property or (for transactions not involving an acquisition) the date 

of the intended transaction.  

 

7.5.4 Significant Assumptions 

During this Phase I ESA, TRC relied on database information; interviews with Site 

representatives, regulatory officials, and other individuals having knowledge of Site operations; 

and information provided by the User as requested in our authorized Scope of Work.  TRC has 

assumed that the information provided is true and accurate.  Reliance on electronic database 

search reports is subject to the limitations set forth in those reports.  TRC did not independently 

verify the information provided.  TRC found no reason to question the validity of the information 

received unless explicitly noted elsewhere in this report.  If other information is discovered 

and/or if previous reports exist that were not provided to TRC, our conclusions may not be valid. 

 

 

8.0 REFERENCES 

Table 8.1 - References Information 

Description/Title 

of Document(s) 

Received or 

Agency Contacted 

Date 

Information 

Request 

Filled/Date of 

Agency 

Contact 

Information 

Updated 
Reference Source 

Topographic maps dated 

1886, 1895, 1901, 1941, 

1947, 1955, 1971 and 

1990; 

Request No. 

4074751.4 on 

September 24, 

2014 

Current EDR 

Aerial photographs Request No. Current  
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Table 8.1 - References Information 

Description/Title 

of Document(s) 

Received or 

Agency Contacted 

Date 

Information 

Request 

Filled/Date of 

Agency 

Contact 

Information 

Updated 
Reference Source 

(scale: varies) dated 

1962, 1966, 1970, 1981, 

1990, 1992, 1997, 2006, 

2008, 2010,  and 2012; 

 

4074751.20 on 

September 24, 

2014 

EDR 

City directories dated 

1973, 1992, 1995, 1999, 

2003, 2008, and 2013; 

Request No. 

407475115 on 

September 24, 

2014 

Current EDR 

Sanborn fire insurance 

maps dated 1929 and 

1950; 

Request No. 

4074751.13 on 

September 24, 

2014 

Current EDR 

MassDEP Reportable 
Release Sites 

10/20/2014 Current MassDEP Website (eDEP) 

American Society for 

Testing and Materials 

(ASTM). Standard 

Practice for 

Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I 

Environmental Site 

Assessment Process, 

ASTM Designation 

E1527-13.  2013. 

NA Current ASTM 

 

9.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

No additional services were performed during this Phase I ESA. 

DRAFT



 

 

FIGURES 

 

DRAFT



Site Location

SUGARLOAF STREET
SO

UT
H 

DE
ER

FIE
LD

 BY
PA

SS ELM STREET
GRAVES STREET

THAYER STREET

KING PHILIP AVENUE

WEST STREET

SO
UT

H 
MA

IN
 ST

RE
ET

PLEASANT STREET

EASTERN AVENUE

NORTH
 MAIN

 ST
REE

T

CRESTVIEW DRIVE

EL
M 

CI
RC

LE

CONWAY STREET

MOUNTAIN ROAD

RA
ILR

OA
D 

ST
RE

ET

PARK STREET

NO
RT

H 
ST

RE
ET BRAEBURN ROAD

CEMETERY ROAD
JEWETT AVENUE

CONWAY STREET

0 500 1,000
Feet

$
Massachusetts

Map
Location

Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA  01854
978-970-5600

FIGURE 2R:
\P

roj
ec

ts\
GI

S_
20

14
\21

92
35

_D
ee

rfie
ld\

mx
d\F

ig2
_S

ite
_D

ee
rfie

ld_
20

14
_0

9_
30

.m
xd

SEPT 2014

SITE LOCATION MAP
 15 JEWETT AVENUE
 DEERFIELD, MA

Approximate Site Boundary

DRAFT

SPBrown
Callout
Former Pickle Factory and piping

SPBrown
Oval

SPBrown
Callout
Debris & Soil piles

SPBrown
Callout
Deerfield Highway Dept. Garage 

SPBrown
Callout
Well location



Site Location

Copyright:© 2013 National Geographic Society, i-cubed

0 1,000 2,000
Feet

$
Massachusetts

Map
Location

Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA  01854
978-970-5600

FIGURE 1R:
\P

roj
ec

ts\
GI

S_
20

14
\21

92
35

_D
ee

rfie
ld\

mx
d\F

ig1
_S

ite
Lo

cu
s_

De
erf

iel
d_

20
14

_0
9_

29
.m

xd

Mt Toby and Williamsburg 7.5-Minute
USGS Topographic Quadrangles, 1981 SEPT 2014

SITE LOCATION MAP
 15 JEWETT AVENUE
 DEERFIELD, MA

Approximate Site Boundary

DRAFT



D
CONNECTICUT

DEERFIELD

WHATELY

MASSDEP PRIORITY RESOURCES MAP 
15 JEWETT AVENUE

DEERFIELD, MA

Source:  MassGIS/EOEA

FIGURE 3

500 FEET & 0.5 MILE RADII

O
0 500 1,000 1,500

Feet

Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA  01854
978-970-5600

Public Water Supplies: Ground, Surface, Non-Community (NTNC, TNC) &% &( &(&%

Approved Zone II, IWPA, Surface Water Supply Zone A
Protected Open Space, ACEC

EPA Sole Source Aquifer, FEMA 100 Yr. Floodplain, DEP Solid Waste Facility
Non-Potential Drinking Water Source Area:  Medium, High Yield
Potentially Productive Aquifers: Medium, High Yield

Boundaries: County and Town

Roads: Limited Access, Multi-Lane, Major/Minor, Track, Trail
Railroad, Pipline, Powerline \\\ !! ! ! !!

Wetland, Salt Wetland, Submerged Wetland, Open Water, Reservoir, Tidal Flat/Shoal

Major Basin, Sub Basin, Perennial Stream, Intermittent Stream, 
Shoreline, Man made Shore, Dam, Aqueduct

Priority Habitat, Certified Vernal Pool [́ SEPT
2014

DRAFT





 

 
 

DRAFT 

PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL 

SITE ASSESSMENT 
 

Site Property  

215 Shelburne Rd 

Greenfield, MA 

 

 

 

November, 2014 

TRC Project No: 219235.0000.0000 

Prepared For: 

MassDOT 

10 Park Plaza, Suite 4160 

Boston, MA 02116 

 

Prepared By: 

TRC 

2 Liberty Square, 6th Floor 

Boston, MA 02109 

Phone: 617.350.3444 

Fax: 617.350.3443 

 

 

Christopher McDermott 

Program Director 

TRC Environmental Professional 

 

 

                                                                                  

Stephen Brown 

TRC Engineer 

 Patrick Egan 

Senior Project Manager 

TRC Project Manager   

 

DRAFT



Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report 

MassDOT/FRTA-215 Shelburne Rd  October XX, 2014 

 

MassDOT Contract No. 81772 i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page No. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...........................................................................................................1 

1.0 INTRODUCTION..............................................................................................................3 

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF SERVICES ...........................................................................3 

1.2 ADDITIONAL SERVICES .............................................................................................4 

1.3 DEVIATIONS TO ASTM E 1527-13 STANDARD .........................................................4 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION ........................................................................................................4 

2.1 SITE LOCATION AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION ................................................................4 

2.2 SITE IMPROVEMENTS ................................................................................................4 

2.3 CURRENT AND HISTORICAL SITE USE .......................................................................5 

2.3.1 Current Site Use(s) ......................................................................................5 

2.3.2 Previous Owner and Operator Information ................................................5 

2.4 PHYSICAL SETTING ...................................................................................................5 

3.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION ..............................................................................6 

3.1 TITLE & JUDICIAL RECORDS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL LIENS OR ACTIVITY AND USE 

LIMITATIONS .............................................................................................................6 

3.2 SPECIALIZED KNOWLEDGE .......................................................................................7 

3.3 PROPERTY VALUE REDUCTION ISSUES .....................................................................7 

3.4 COMMONLY KNOWN OR REASONABLY ASCERTAINABLE INFORMATION ..................7 

3.5 REASON FOR CONDUCTING PHASE I ..........................................................................7 

4.0 RECORDS REVIEW ........................................................................................................7 

4.1 HISTORICAL USE INFORMATION ...............................................................................7 

4.1.1 Site History...................................................................................................8 

4.1.2 Adjoining Property History..........................................................................9 

4.1.3 Surrounding Property History .....................................................................9 

4.2 DATABASE REPORT & ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD REVIEW ......................................9 

4.2.1 Subject Site ...................................................................................................9 

4.2.2 Adjoining & Surrounding Property Record Review ..................................10 

4.2.2.1 Adjoining Properties ................................................................ 10 

4.3 PREVIOUS REPORTS ................................................................................................11 

4.4 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES ..........................................................12 

5.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE ............................................................................................12 

5.1 METHODOLOGY AND LIMITING CONDITIONS ..........................................................12 

5.2 INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR SITE OBSERVATIONS ......................................................12 

5.2.1 Hazardous Substances ...............................................................................13 

5.3 ADJOINING AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES RECONNAISSANCE ............................14 

5.3.1 Adjoining Properties ..................................................................................14 

5.3.2 Surrounding Properties .............................................................................14 

6.0 INTERVIEWS..................................................................................................................14 

7.0 FINDINGS, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS ..........................................................15 

DRAFT



Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report 

MassDOT/FRTA-215 Shelburne Rd  October XX, 2014 

 

MassDOT Contract No. 81772 ii 

7.1 RECS AND CRECS .................................................................................................15 

7.2 HRECS ...................................................................................................................16 

7.3 DE MINIMIS CONDITIONS ........................................................................................16 

7.4 DATA GAPS .............................................................................................................16 

7.5 LIMITING CONDITIONS AND DEVIATIONS ................................................................16 

7.5.1 Accuracy and Completeness ......................................................................16 

7.5.2 Warranties and Representations ................................................................17 

7.5.3 Continued Validity/User Reliance .............................................................17 

7.5.4 Significant Assumptions .............................................................................18 

8.0 REFERENCES .................................................................................................................18 

9.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES.............................................................................................19 

 

Tables 

Table 2.1 - Site Improvements ........................................................................................................ 4 

Table 2.2 - Previous Owner and Operator Information .................................................................. 5 

Table 4.1 - Site History ................................................................................................................... 8 

Table 4.2 - Historical Hazardous Substance Use ............................................................................ 8 

Table 4.3 - Adjoining Property History .......................................................................................... 9 

Table 4.4 - Surrounding Property History ...................................................................................... 9 

Table 4.5 - Other Environmental Record Sources ........................................................................ 12 

Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations ...................................................................... 13 

Table 5.2 - Current Site Hazardous Substances ............................. Error! Bookmark not defined. 

Table 5.3 - Site Underground Storage Tanks................................. Error! Bookmark not defined. 

Table 5.4 - Site Aboveground Storage Tanks ................................ Error! Bookmark not defined. 

Table 5.5 - Adjoining Properties Reconnaissance ........................................................................ 14 

Table 8.1 - References Information .............................................................................................. 18 

 

Figures 

Figure 1: Site Location Map 

Figure 2: Site Layout Plan [Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, 

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community] 

Figure 3: MassDEP Priority Resources Map 

 

Appendices  

Appendix A: Database Radius Report 

Appendix B: User Questionnaire(s) 

Appendix C: Historical Research Documentation 

Appendix D: Photograph Log 

Appendix E: Other reference information 

Appendix F: TRC Staff and Environmental Professional Qualifications/Resumes 

Appendix G: Environmental Professional Statement 

 

DRAFT



Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report 

MassDOT/FRTA-215 Shelburne Rd  October XX, 2014 

 

MassDOT Contract No. 81772 1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Subject to the qualifications and limitations stated in Section 1 of this report, TRC 

Environmental Corporation (TRC) was retained by STV Incorporated (STV) (also known as 

“Client”) on behalf of The Massachusetts Department Of Transportation and/or Franklin 

Regional Transit Authority (FRTA) (also known as “User”) to perform a Phase I Environmental 

Site Assessment (ESA) of the property located at 215 Shelburne Rd in Greenfield, Franklin 

County, Massachusetts (herein referred to as the “Site”).  TRC’s assessment was conducted in 

connection with the Client’s planned purchase of the Site.  The Phase I ESA described in this 

report was performed in accordance with the scope and limitations of the American Society of 

Testing and Materials Practice E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-13).  Limiting conditions and/or 

deviations from the ASTM E 1527-13 standard are described in Sections 1.3 and 7.7 of this 

report.   

 

The approximately 4.6-acre Site currently is owned and recently operated by Western Mass 

Electric Company as a service center. The Site has offices, garages and paved parking areas. The 

Site and buildings are currently vacant of any items or material.  

 

As a result of the Phase I ESA, including but not limited to our visual observation of the Site; 

review of historical information, environmental databases, and information provided by the User; 

interviews with current Site representative(s); and TRC’s professional judgment, the following 

recognized environmental conditions (RECs) and/or controlled recognized environmental 

conditions (CRECs) associated with the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard were 

identified: 

 

Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) 

 

REC No. 1: File review indicates surface soil contamination was present on the adjacent property 

north of the site. Prior to the mid-1990 this property was part of the current Site. The potential 

exists for contamination to be present from chemicals previously used on the property. 

 

This Executive Summary is part of this complete report; any findings, opinions or conclusions in 

this Executive Summary are made in context with the complete report.  TRC recommends that 

the User read the entire report for all supporting information related to findings, opinions and 

conclusions. 

 

Legal Notice 

This document was prepared by TRC solely for the benefit of the User.  With regard to third-

party recipients of this document, neither TRC, nor the Client, nor the User, nor any of their 

respective parents, affiliates or subsidiaries, nor any person acting on their behalf: (a) makes any 

warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to the use of any information or methods disclosed 

in this document; or (b) assumes any liability with respect to the use of any information or 

methods disclosed in this document.  Any third-party recipient of this document, by its 

acceptance or use of this document, releases TRC, the Client, the User, and their parents, 
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affiliates and subsidiaries, from any liability for direct, indirect, economic, incidental, 

consequential or special loss or damage whether arising in contract, warranty, express or implied, 

tort, or otherwise, and irrespective of fault, negligence, and strict liability. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) has prepared this Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment (ESA) for STV Incorporated (STV) (also known as “Client”) on behalf of The 

Massachusetts Department Of Transportation and/or Franklin Regional Transit Authority 

(FRTA) (also known as “User”) (hereinafter “Client” and “User”).   

 

This report was prepared for and may be relied upon by Client for the purposes set forth herein; 

it may not be relied on by any party other than the Client and reliance may not be assigned 

without the express approval of TRC.  Authorization for third party reliance on this report will be 

considered by TRC if requested by the Client.  TRC reserves the right to deny reliance on this 

report by third parties. 

 

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Services 

The following Phase I ESA was performed for the property located at 215 Shelburne Rd, 

Greenfield 01301, Franklin County, Massachusetts (hereinafter the “Site”).  A Site location map 

is included as Figure 1.  This Phase I ESA has been prepared by TRC in accordance with the 

American Society for Testing and Materials E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-13) and is 

intended for the sole use of STV and MassDOT/FRTA. 

 

The purpose of this assessment is to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at 

the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  The completion of this Phase I ESA 

report may be used to satisfy one of the requirements for the User to qualify for the innocent 

landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective purchaser limitations pursuant 

to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 

thereby constituting all appropriate inquiries into the previous ownership and uses of the 

property consistent with good commercial or customary practice as defined by 42 U.S.C. 

§9601(35)(B) of CERCLA. 

 

TRC understands that this assessment is not funded with a federal grant awarded under the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Brownfields Assessment and 

Characterization program.   

 

The Scope of Services for this Phase I ESA included the following tasks: 

 

 Site and vicinity reconnaissance; 

 Site and vicinity description and physical setting; 

 Historical source review and description of historical Site conditions; 

 Interviews with owners, operators, and/or occupants of the Site, and/or local officials; 

 Review of environmental databases and regulatory agency records; 

 Review of previous environmental reports/documentation, as applicable; 

 Preparation of a report summarizing findings, opinions and conclusions. 
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Pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, recommendations to conduct Phase II sampling or 

other assessment activities are not required to be included in this report.  TRC can provide such 

recommendations upon request.  

 

1.2 Additional Services  

Items outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard include, but are not limited to, the 

following:   

 

 Asbestos-containing building materials 

 Radon  

 Lead-based paint 

 Lead in drinking water 

 Wetlands 

 Regulatory compliance 

 Cultural and historic resources 

 Industrial hygiene 

 Health and safety 

 Ecological resources 

 Endangered species 

 Indoor air quality unrelated to releases 

of hazardous substances or petroleum 

products into the environment 

 Biological agents 

 Mold 

 

No additional services were performed outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  

 

1.3 Deviations to ASTM E 1527-13 Standard 

Notwithstanding additions to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, as listed in Sections 1.2 and 9, if 

applicable, no significant deviations or deletions to the ASTM standard were made during this 

Phase I ESA. 

 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Site Location and Legal Description 

The approximately 4.6-acre Site is located at 215 Shelburne Rd, Franklin County, Greenfield, 

Massachusetts, in a mixed commercial area.  The Site is described by the Greenfield tax assessor 

as R25-37, is zoned as commercial and is currently owned by Western Mass Electric.  A Site 

location map is included as Figure 1. 

 

2.2 Site Improvements 

Current on-site improvements are listed in the following table.  A Site layout plan is included as 

Figure 2. 

 

Table 2.1 - Site Improvements 

Site Feature Description 

Buildings (stories) 
Single-story commercial office building and garage are located in the 

center portion of the Site. A 12x16 shed is also located on the property.  
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Table 2.1 - Site Improvements 

Site Feature Description 

Construction date(s) 1966 and  2009 

Exterior areas Paved and Landscaped 

On-site roads/rail lines N/A 

Other large equipment None 

Potable water supply Municipal water supplier / 

Sewage disposal system(s) Municipal  

Heating/Cooling system fuel 

source(s)  
Electric  

Back-up fuel source(s) N/A 

Electricity supplier(s) North East Utility  

Storm water system 
Storm water is channeled offsite to a drainage easement located across 

from Colrain Street. The drainage easement is east of the Site, 

 

2.3 Current and Historical Site Use 

2.3.1 Current Site Use(s) 

The approximately 4.6-acre Site currently is owned and recently operated by Western Mass 

Electric Company as a service center. The Site has offices, garages and paved parking areas. The 

Site and buildings are currently vacant of any items or material.  

2.3.2 Previous Owner and Operator Information  

Based on information provided by the User (Section 3), the historical record review (Section 4), 

and/or interviews conducted during this Phase I (Section 6), historical Site ownership and 

operator information is provided in the tables below. 

 

Table 2.2 - Previous Owner and Operator Information 

Site Owner From To 
Leo & Medora Lively  9/12/1947 3/6/1964 

Natick MA 1995 Realty Corp (purchased a portion of site creating 

42 Colrain St, Greenfield MA) 

5/9/1997 NA 

Western Mass Electric Company (WMECO) 3/6/1964 Present 

 

Site Operator Description From To 
Leo & Medora Lively  No development history  Unknown 1964 

WMECO Electrical Service Center 1964 Present 

 

 

2.4 Physical Setting 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map, Shelburne Falls and 

Greenfield 7.5-Minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massachusetts quadrangle dated 1981, 
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photo revised September 29, 2014 (Figure 1), the Site is located west/southwest from a drainage 

easement, the Site topographic elevation is approximately 193 feet above mean sea level (MSL), 

and local topography slopes to the east.  The topographic downward slope observed at the Site 

during the Site reconnaissance is generally towards the east.  Based on local topography and 

historical environmental reports provided to TRC, as applicable, the assumed direction of 

shallow ground water flow is to the east/northeast, towards the drainage easement across from BJ 

Wholesale on Colrain Road.  However, a subsurface investigation would be required to 

determine actual ground water flow direction.   

 

The database radius report supplied by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) of Milford, 

Connecticut was reviewed to obtain information regarding the dominant soil composition in the 

Site vicinity.  This information is summarized below:   

 

Hydric Status:  Soil does not meet the requirements for a hydric soil. 

Soil Surface Texture: Gravelly – sandy loam, fine sandy loam, muck, loamy fine sand, 

extremely gravelly – sand, silt loam, and mucky – loamy sand.  

Soil Component Name: WINDSOR 

Deeper Soil Types: Stratified, sapric material, extremely gravelly – sand, course 

sand, and silt loam. 

 

Please refer to the Geocheck Physical Setting Source Summary of the EDR report presented in 

Appendix A for further information regarding the soil composition in the Site vicinity.  

According to MassGIS/EOEA shown on Figure 3, the Site is not located in a Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) flood zone. 

 

 

3.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION 

 

According to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, certain tasks that may help identify the presence of 

RECs associated with the Site are generally conducted by the Phase I ESA User.  These tasks 

include: providing, or authorizing the environmental professional to obtain, recorded land title 

records for environmental liens or activity and land use limitations (AULs); providing 

specialized knowledge related to RECs at the Site (e.g., information about previous ownership or 

environmental litigation); providing commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information 

within the local community about the property that is material to RECs in connection with the 

property; and informing the environmental professional if, as believed by the User, the purchase 

price of the property is lower than the fair market value due to contamination.  A list of 

requested information was included in TRC’s ASTM Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

Proposal (see Section 1.1).  Information provided by the User pursuant to that request is listed in 

Section 8.0 A copy of the User questionnaire is included in Appendix B 

 

3.1 Title & Judicial Records for Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 

In addition to reviewing the EDR report (discussed in Section 4.2), local municipal records 

(Section 4.4), and the Massachusetts Land Records on-line database (Section 4.4), TRC obtained 
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supplemental information regarding AUL-listed properties within Greenfield from the MassDEP. 

No evidence of AULs associated with the Site was identified. 

 

3.2 Specialized Knowledge 

The User did not provide any specialized knowledge related to RECs at the Site. 

 

3.3 Property Value Reduction Issues 

The User did not provide any indication that they were aware of any property valuation reduction 

issues regarding the Site. 

 

3.4 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 

TRC was supplied with commonly known and/or reasonably ascertainable information regarding 

the Site by CBRE New England while meeting with the User.  This information was used during 

this Phase I ESA and has been incorporated in this report as applicable. 

 

3.5 Reason for Conducting Phase I 

It is TRC’s understanding that the User requires a Phase I to determine suitability of the Site as a 

potential location for The Franklin Regional Transit Authority’s Operations and Maintenance 

Facility.  

 

 

4.0 RECORDS REVIEW 

 

4.1 Historical Use Information  

Information regarding Site and vicinity historical uses was obtained from various publicly 

available and practically reviewable sources including:  

 Aerial photographs (scale: varies) dated 1966, 1981, 1987, 1992, 1995, 2006, 2008, 2010, 

and 2012;  

 Sanborn fire insurance maps were not available;  

 Topographic maps dated 1890, 1894, 1937, 1941, 1950, 1954, 1961, 1968, 1978, 1979, 

and 1990;  

 City directories dated 1961, 1967, 1973, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2008 and 2013; 

 Local municipal records;   

 An environmental database report; and  

 Interviews with Site representative and regulatory agency official(s), as necessary.   

Historical research documentation is included in Appendix C.   

 

Historical Sanborn® Fire Insurance Maps (Sanborn Maps) were originally produced for 

assessing fire insurance liability in urban areas in the United States.  The maps provide detailed 

information (i.e., building construction, facility occupants, storage tank locations, and hazardous 
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material storage areas), which can be used as a resource to document land use and structural 

change over time.  Research concerning the availability of Sanborn Maps in the vicinity of the 

Site was conducted by EDR; however, EDR stated that Sanborn Map coverage does not exist for 

the Site or nearby surrounding area.  The absence of maps for a specific area may signify the 

area was not significantly developed at the time at which the maps were published. 

 

4.1.1 Site History 

Operational History 

 

Table 4.1 - Site History 

Year Site History 

-1966 The Site property appeared to be used for commercial shops and/or residential housing. 

1966 – 2014 

The original Site building was constructed in the central portion of the Site, with surrounding 

asphalt pavement and landscaped areas; and was operated by WMECO. Diesel AST and UST 

(1976), waste oil tank (1966) and dielectric oil tanks (unknown) where installed onsite and 

removed in the 1990’s.    

 

The Site was subdivided and sold in 1997 to create the current property north of the Site with a 

street address of 42 Colrain Rd, Greenfield, MA.  

 

Hazardous Substances  

 

Hazardous substances including raw materials; finished products and formulations; hazardous 

wastes; hazardous constituents and pollutants including intermediates and byproducts that were 

historically present at the Site are listed in the following table.  Current hazardous substances and 

petroleum products observed during the Site reconnaissance - including unidentified substance 

containers (when open or damaged, and containing unidentified substances suspected of being 

hazardous or petroleum products) - are discussed in Section 5.2. 

 

Table 4.2 - Historical Hazardous Substance Use 

Material Name 

Approximate 

Former Quantity 

(gallons/lbs.) 

Former Storage Containers  

Regular Gasoline  10,000 gallons UST 

Diesel 5,000 gallons UST 

Dielectric Oil Unknown 

Tanks and Stored Transformers (Transformers were 

indicated to be housed in the detached garage in the western 

portion of the site) 

Waste Oil Separator  500 gallons UST 
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4.1.2 Adjoining Property History 

Table 4.3 - Adjoining Property History 

Year Adjoining Property History 

North 

This property was once part of the existing site until 1997; The WMECO used this location as 

a storage yard for transformers, utility pole storage, truck storage, and chemical storage since 

1966. A Phase 1 was performed on the site in 1995. The purchased portion was remediated and 

converted into a commercial shopping building and paved parking area. 

East An auto dealer since at least 1971. 

South 
The property has been used as a shopping center and market at least since 1961, the site has 

food stores, gas stations, and commercial shops.  

West 
A single family home has been on the site since the 1950’s and is currently used as an urban 

residential property. 

 

4.1.3 Surrounding Property History 

Table 4.4 - Surrounding Property History 

Year Surrounding Property History 

North  Residential properties have been present from the 1960’s to present.  

East Since the 1960’s a major roadway has existed in this area to the present. 

West Undeveloped land until the mid 1960’s. 

South The Mowhawk Trail and residential properties are present since 1941. 

 

 

4.2 Database Report & Environmental Record Review 

A database search report that identifies properties listed on state and federal databases within the 

ASTM-required radii of the Site was obtained from EDR and is included in Appendix A.   

 

The environmental database report identified 48 properties/listings {including the Site and/or 

adjoining properties}.  These properties included those that could be mapped and those that 

could not (i.e., orphan properties). The Site and the adjoining properties were not listed in the 

database search report. 

 

4.2.1 Subject Site 

Site information included in the database search report is summarized in the following table:  

 

Site Facility Name(s) and/or 

Listed Address(es) 
Northeast Utilities Garage 215 Shelburne Rd, Greenfield, MA 
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EDR Map No(s). A5 

Database(s) Release, Spills 

Description/ID No(s). MassDEP 1-0000577 

Database Review Summary 

Environmental Compliance Services conducted a site evaluation in which 3 

groundwater monitoring wells were installed. LSP determined No Further Actions 

are required.  

 

4.2.2 Adjoining & Surrounding Property Record Review 

TRC evaluated the following factors to determine whether additional environmental records 

should be reviewed with respect to the potential for contaminant migration from the adjoining 

and surrounding properties: 

 

(1) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis ground water 

migration based on the local topography, and the assumed ground water depth and 

East/northeast shallow ground water flow direction; 

 

(2) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis vapor 

migration based on readily available information pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 

standard including soil and geological characteristics; contaminant characteristics; 

contaminated plume migration data; and significant conduits that might provide 

preferential pathways for vapor migration such as major utility corridors, sanitary sewers, 

storm sewers, and significant natural conduits such as Karst terrain (vapor migration may 

also be influenced by the age and design of infrastructure features associated with these 

conduits);  

 

(3) Property case status (i.e., Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

[MassDEP] has issued a No Further Action letter [or Response Action Outcome [RAO] 

Statement [or current equivalent] has been submitted); 

 

(4) Type of database and whether the presence of contamination is known; and  

 

(5) The distance between the listed property and the Site. 

 

Based on this evaluation, TRC limited the review of additional environmental records to the 

properties listed below, since the potential for contamination to be migrating to the Site from the 

other properties identified by the database search is considered low.   

 

4.2.2.1 Adjoining Properties  

Adjoining property information included in the database search report is summarized in the 

following table(s):  
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Facility Name(s) and/or 

Listed Address(es) 
BJ Wholesale Club, 42 Colrain Rd, Greenfield, MA 

EDR Map No(s). Listed as 215 Shelburne, Greenfield, MA 

Database(s) SHWS, RELEASE, SPILLS, HW GEN 

Description/ID No(s) MassDEP 1-10619 

Database Review Summary 

BENZO[A]PYRENE, BENZO[B]FLUORANTHENE, 

BENZ[A]ANTHRACENE, PHENOL, PENTACHLORO, TPH were found is 

surface soil in expedience of the MCP.  

 

 

Based on the above-listing(s), TRC conducted a file review for the property currently located at 

42 Colrain Rd, Greenfield MA, of available files maintained at the MassDEP.   

 

A Phase 1 ESA was performed by GZA on the portion of the property currently north of the 

WMECO Service Center. The report concluded the following environmental concerns: 

 

   The Site has been used as an equipment storage yard for the Western Massachusetts 

Electrical Company service center. Storage at the yard has included transformers, 

dielectric oil, diesel fuel and telephone poles. 

 

    Surficial soil contamination with arsenic, pentachlorophenol, TPH and other constituents 

has been detected at the site. This contamination has been reported to the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection. Further action is required to resolve the 

contamination with the department. (Soil contamination was only sampled at current site 

of 42 Colrain Rd.) 

 

    Three underground storage tanks (gasoline, diesel and waste oil) were removed from the 

adjacent service center. Low levels of gasoline and diesel constituents detected at the Site 

may have been associated with these tanks. 

 

The Site has since been issued a RAO Class A2 and no further action has been taken.  

 

4.3 Previous Reports 

The following environmental reports regarding the Site were provided for TRC’s review by 

MassDEP:   

 

 April, 1995, “Draft” Environmental Site Assessment for the Proposed BJ’s Wholesale 

Club, Prepared by GZA GeoEnviromental, Inc. 

 November 15 1995, Phase I – Initial Site Investigation Report Western Massachusetts 

Electrical Company (Release Tracking # 1-10619), Prepared by Environmental 

Compliance Services, Inc. 
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Information provided in these reports is summarized throughout this report.   

 

4.4 Other Environmental Record Sources 

Per the ASTM standard, local or additional state records were reviewed to enhance and 

supplement the ASTM-required federal and state records reviewed and discussed earlier in this 

report.  These additional records include state agency lists of: waste disposal facilities; 

brownfield properties; hazardous waste/contaminated facilities; registered storage tanks; records 

of emergency release reports; and records of contaminated public wells.  Local sources that were 

contacted to obtain this information include: Department of Health; Fire Department; Building 

Permit/Inspection Department; land records (for AULs.  Information from these sources is 

discussed below:   

Table 4.5 - Other Environmental Record Sources 

STATE REGULATORY 

AGENCY LISTIES/ 

DEPARTMENTS 
Available Information 

Department of Health/ 

Environmental Division 
TRC contacted the Greenfield Health Department no information available. 

Fire Department 
TRC contacted Jon Whitney from the Greenfield Fire Department. Information 

was found on 3 UST’s and is presented through the report. 

Building Permit/Inspection/ 

Construction/Engineering 

Department 

Parcel Details 215 Shelburne Rd from the town of Greenfield’s Website. 

Land Records Massachusetts Land Records  

 

 

5.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

5.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

Mr. Stephen Brown TRC Engineer, conducted a Site reconnaissance of accessible areas on and 

around the Site on October 9, 2014 for the purpose of identifying potential RECs, and was 

accompanied by John B. Reed realtor of CBRE: New England who provided access to the 

property and answered questions during the reconnaissance.  Photographs taken during the 

reconnaissance are provided in Appendix D.  A Site layout plan is included as Figure 2.   

 

During the Site reconnaissance, the adjacent storage garage was not able to be entered due to the 

site representative not having a key. This limiting condition is not expected to impact the results 

of this Phase I ESA since a window to the building indicated no items inside.  

 

5.2 Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Unless otherwise noted, the items listed in the table below appeared in good condition with no 

visual evidence of staining, deterioration or a discharge of hazardous materials; and there are no 
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records of a release in these areas.  Items where further description is warranted are discussed in 

the section(s) following the table.  

 

 

Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 

(Current/Hist

oric/No) 

Description 

Hazardous material storage or 

handling areas  
Yes (see Section 5.2.1) 

Aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) 

and associated piping  
No  

Underground storage tanks (USTs) 

and associated piping  
No  

Drums & containers (≥5 gallons)  No  

Odors No  

Pools of liquid, including surface 

water bodies and sumps (handling 

hazardous substances or substances 

likely to be hazardous only) 

No  

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) / 

Transformers 
No  

Stains or corrosion No  

Drains & sumps No  

Pits, ponds & lagoons No  

Stressed vegetation No  

Historic fill or any other fill material  No  

Wastewater (including storm water 

or any discharge into a drain, ditch, 

underground injection system, or 

stream on or adjacent to the Site) 

No  

Wells (including dry wells, irrigation 

wells, injection wells, abandoned 

wells, or other wells) 

Yes 
Site has 3 monitoring wells located in and outside of 

the northern garage bay.(shown in Photo Log) 

Septic systems or cesspools No  

   

   

 

5.2.1 Hazardous Substances  

Hazardous substances including raw materials; finished products and formulations; hazardous 

wastes; hazardous constituents and pollutants including intermediates and byproducts that are 

currently present at the Site; and unidentified substance containers (when open or damaged, and 

containing unidentified substances suspected of being hazardous or petroleum products) are not 

currently present at the site.  
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5.3 Adjoining and Surrounding Properties Reconnaissance 

5.3.1 Adjoining Properties 

 

During the Site reconnaissance, TRC viewed the adjoining properties from the Site and publicly 

accessible areas (e.g., public roadways, etc.).   
 

Table 5.2 - Adjoining Properties Reconnaissance 

Direction 

from Site 
Current Land Use Description 

North BJ Wholesale Club and parking lot are directly north of the site 

East Colrain road is east of the site with a drainage easement and auto dealer across the street.  

South Across from Shelburne Road West is a large shopping center. 

West The property to the west is heavily wooded and contains a residential home.  

 

5.3.2 Surrounding Properties 

 

Surrounding properties generally include mixed commercial to the north, south; and east. The 

surrounding property to the west is rural residential.   

 

6.0 INTERVIEWS 

[ASTM REQUIRES INTERVIEWS WITH THE KEY SITE MANAGER AND OWNER; ALL 

TENANTS IF LESS THAN FIVE IN A BUILDING (“A REASONABLE ATTEMPT SHALL BE 

MADE”); MAJOR TENANTS THAT ARE LIKELY TO USE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IF 

MORE THAN FIVE TENANTS; PAST OWNER IF IDENTIFIED DURING THE COURSE OF 

THE ASSESSMENT; AND ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS TO AN ABANDONED 

PROPERTY.  ASTM-REQUIRED INTERVIEWEES THAT WERE NOT ABLE TO BE 

INTERVIEWED SHOULD BE NOTED IN THE DATA GAP SECTION (SECTION 7.5)] 

 

The following persons were interviewed to obtain historically and/or environmentally-pertinent 

information regarding RECs associated with the Site.  Interview documentation is included in 

Appendix X [THIS LAST SENTENCE CAN BE DELETED IF NOT APPLICABLE].  

  

 [Name And Position/Title]  [ALSO INCLUDE DURATION OF OCCUPANCY, IF 

APPLICABLE] – Key Site Manager (as defined by the ASTM standard and identified by 

the property owner/User) 

 [Name And Position/Title] 

 [Name And Position/Title] 

 Etc. 

 

The information provided by each is discussed and referenced in the text or provided below.  

Other references and sources of information are included in Appendix E. 
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7.0 FINDINGS, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Potential findings can include RECs, historical RECs (HRECs), controlled RECs (CRECs) and 

de minimis conditions, pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.   

 

RECs are defined as the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 

products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under conditions 

indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a 

future release to the environment.   

 

CRECs are defined as a REC resulting from a past release of hazardous substances or petroleum 

products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (for 

example, as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-

based criteria established by regulatory authority), with hazardous substances or petroleum 

products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required controls (for 

example, property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or 

engineering controls). 

 

HRECs are defined as a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has 

occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the 

applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory 

authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (for example, property use 

restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls). 

 

De minimis conditions are defined as a condition that generally does not present a threat to 

human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement 

action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.  Conditions determined 

to be de minimis conditions are not RECs nor CRECs. 

 

TRC has performed a Phase I ESA in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM E 

1527-13 at the property located at 215 Shelburne Rd, Franklin County, Greenfield, 

Massachusetts (Site), see Appendices F and G.  Deviations from this standard are described in 

Sections 1.3 and 7.6 of this report.   

 

7.1 RECs and CRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs (including CRECs) in connection with the 

Site, except for the following: 

 

REC No. 1 

 

File review indicates surface soil contamination was present on the adjacent property north of the 

site. Prior to the mid-1990 this property was used as a storage yard for the WMECO property. 

Due to connection and use of the two properties the potential exists for contamination to be 

present. 
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It is TRC’s opinion that a subsurface investigation would be necessary to confirm the presence of 

hazardous materials in the environmental associated with the identified REC. 

 

7.2 HRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of HRECs in connection with the Site.  

 

7.3 De Minimis Conditions 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of de minimis conditions in connection with the Site.  

 

7.4 Data Gaps 

TRC has made an appropriate inquiry into the commonly known and reasonably ascertainable 

resources concerning the historical ownership and use of the Site back to the first development 

per 40 CFR Part 312.24 (Reviews of Historical Sources of Information).  No data gaps were 

identified during this assessment. 
 

7.5 Limiting Conditions and Deviations 

7.5.1 Accuracy and Completeness 

The ASTM E 1527-13 standard recognizes inherent limitations for Phase I ESAs that apply to 

this report, including: 

 

 Uncertainty Not Eliminated – No Phase I ESA can wholly eliminate uncertainty 

regarding the potential for RECs in connection with a property.  Data gaps identified 

during this Phase I ESA are listed in Section 7.5. 

 

 Not Exhaustive – A Phase I ESA is not an exhaustive investigation.  

 

 Past Uses of the Property – A review of standard historical sources at intervals less than 

five years is not required.  

 

The Client is advised that the Phase I ESA conducted at the Site is a limited inquiry into a 

property’s environmental status, cannot wholly eliminate uncertainty, and is not an exhaustive 

assessment to discover every potential source of environmental liability at the Site.  Therefore, 

TRC does not make a statement i) of warranty or guarantee, express or implied for any specific 

use; ii) that the Site is free of RECs or environmental impairment; iii) that the Site is “clean”; or 

iv) that impairments, if any, are limited to those that were discovered while TRC was performing 

the Phase I ESA.  This limiting statement is not meant to compromise the findings of this report; 

rather, it is meant as a statement of limitations within the ASTM standard and intended scope of 

this assessment.  Specific limiting conditions identified during the Site reconnaissance are 

described in Section 5.1.  Subsurface conditions may differ from the conditions implied by 

surface observations, and can be evaluated more thoroughly through intrusive techniques that are 
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beyond the scope of this assessment.  Information in this report is not intended to be used as a 

construction document and should not be used for demolition, renovation, or other construction 

purposes.   

 

This report presents TRC’s site reconnaissance observations, findings, and conclusions as they 

existed at the time of the Site reconnaissance.  TRC makes no representation or warranty that the 

past or current operations at the property are, or have been, in compliance with all applicable 

federal, state and local laws, regulations and codes.  TRC makes no guarantees as to the accuracy 

or completeness of information obtained from others during the course of this Phase I ESA 

report.  It is possible that information exists beyond the scope of this assessment, or that 

information was not provided to TRC.  Additional information subsequently provided, 

discovered, or produced may alter findings or conclusions made in this Phase I ESA report.  TRC 

is under no obligation to update this report to reflect such subsequent information.  The findings 

presented in this report are based upon reasonably ascertainable information and observed Site 

conditions at the time of the assessment.   

 

This report does not warrant against future operations or conditions, nor does it warrant against 

operations or conditions present of a type or at a location not assessed.  Regardless of the 

findings stated in this report, TRC is not responsible for consequences or conditions arising from 

facts that were not fully disclosed to TRC during the assessment. 

 

An independent data research company provided the government agency database referenced in 

this report.  Information regarding surrounding area properties was requested for approximate 

minimum search distances and was assumed to be correct and complete unless obviously 

contradicted by TRC’s observations or other credible referenced sources reviewed during the 

assessment. 

 

TRC is not a professional title insurance or land surveyor firm and makes no guarantee, explicit 

or implied, that any land title records acquired or reviewed, or any physical descriptions or 

depictions of the property in this report, represent a comprehensive definition or precise 

delineation of property ownership or boundaries. 

 

7.5.2 Warranties and Representations 

This report does not warrant against: (1) operations or conditions which were not evident from 

visual observations or historical information provided; (2) conditions which could only be 

determined by physical sampling or other intrusive investigation techniques; (3) locations other 

than the client-provided addresses and/or legal parcel description; or (4) information regarding 

off-site location(s) (with possible impact to the Site) not published in publicly available records. 

 

7.5.3 Continued Validity/User Reliance 

This report is presumed to be valid, in accordance with, and subject to, the limitations specified 

in the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, for a period of 180 days from completion, or until the Client 

obtains specific information that may materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this 

report, or until the Client is notified by TRC that it has obtained specific information that may 
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materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this report.  Additionally, pursuant to the 

ASTM E 1527-13 standard, this report is presumed valid if completed less than 180 days prior to 

the date of acquisition of the property or (for transactions not involving an acquisition) the date 

of the intended transaction.  

 

7.5.4 Significant Assumptions 

During this Phase I ESA, TRC relied on database information; interviews with Site 

representatives, regulatory officials, and other individuals having knowledge of Site operations; 

and information provided by the User as requested in our authorized Scope of Work.  TRC has 

assumed that the information provided is true and accurate.  Reliance on electronic database 

search reports is subject to the limitations set forth in those reports.  TRC did not independently 

verify the information provided.  TRC found no reason to question the validity of the information 

received unless explicitly noted elsewhere in this report.  If other information is discovered 

and/or if previous reports exist that were not provided to TRC, our conclusions may not be valid. 

 

 

8.0 REFERENCES 

Table 8.1 - References Information 

Description/Title 

of Document(s) 

Received or 

Agency Contacted 

Date 

Information 

Request 

Filled/Date of 

Agency 

Contact 

Information 

Updated 
Reference Source 

Topographic maps dated 

1890, 1894, 1937, 1941, 

1950, 1954, 1961, 1968, 

1978, 1979, and 1990; 

Request No. 

4074751.4 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

Aerial photographs 

(scale: varies) dated 

1966, 1981, 1987, 1992, 

1995, 2006, 2008, 2010, 

and 2012;  

Request No. 

4074751.10 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

City directories dated 

1961, 1967, 1973, 

1992, 1995, 1999, 

2003, 2008 and 2013; 

Request No. 

40747516 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

Sanborn fire insurance 

maps were not 

available; 

Request No. 

4074751.3 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

MassDEP Reportable 
Release Sites 

10/15/2014 Current MassDEP Website (eDEP) 

American Society for 

Testing and Materials 

(ASTM). Standard 

NA Current ASTM 
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Table 8.1 - References Information 

Description/Title 

of Document(s) 

Received or 

Agency Contacted 

Date 

Information 

Request 

Filled/Date of 

Agency 

Contact 

Information 

Updated 
Reference Source 

Practice for 

Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I 

Environmental Site 

Assessment Process, 

ASTM Designation 

E1527-13.  2013. 

 

9.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

 

No additional services were performed during this Phase I ESA. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Subject to the qualifications and limitations stated in Section 1 of this report, TRC 

Environmental Corporation (TRC) was retained by STV Incorporated (STV) (also known as 

“Client”) on behalf of The Massachusetts Department Of Transportation and/or Franklin 

Regional Transit Authority (FRTA) (also known as “User”) to perform a Phase I Environmental 

Site Assessment (ESA) of the property located at 1385 Bernardston Rd in Greenfield, Franklin 

County, Massachusetts (herein referred to as the “Site”).  TRC’s assessment was conducted in 

connection with the Client’s planned purchase of the Site.  The Phase I ESA described in this 

report was performed in accordance with the scope and limitations of the American Society of 

Testing and Materials Practice E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-13).  Limiting 

conditions and/or deviations from the ASTM E 1527-13 standard are described in Sections 1.3 

and 7.7 of this report.   

 

The approximately 14-acre Site is owned and recently operated by Indoor Action an indoor 

athletic facility. The site currently has offices, a warehouse structure, dome “inflatable” indoor 

sports complex, and basketball courts. The site also has a communication tower that houses 

antennas. 

 

As a result of the Phase I ESA, including but not limited to our visual observation of the Site; 

review of historical information, environmental databases, and information provided by the User; 

interviews with current Site representative(s); and TRC’s professional judgment, no evidence of 

recognized environmental conditions (RECs) or controlled recognized environmental conditions 

(CRECs) associated with the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard were identified.   

 

This Executive Summary is part of this complete report; any findings, opinions or conclusions in 

this Executive Summary are made in context with the complete report.  TRC recommends that 

the User read the entire report for all supporting information related to findings, opinions and 

conclusions. 

 

Legal Notice 

This document was prepared by TRC solely for the benefit of the User.  With regard to third-

party recipients of this document, neither TRC, nor the Client, nor the User, nor any of their 

respective parents, affiliates or subsidiaries, nor any person acting on their behalf: (a) makes any 

warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to the use of any information or methods disclosed 

in this document; or (b) assumes any liability with respect to the use of any information or 

methods disclosed in this document.  Any third-party recipient of this document, by its 

acceptance or use of this document, releases TRC, the Client, the User, and their parents, 

affiliates and subsidiaries, from any liability for direct, indirect, economic, incidental, 

consequential or special loss or damage whether arising in contract, warranty, express or implied, 

tort, or otherwise, and irrespective of fault, negligence, and strict liability. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) has prepared this Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment (ESA) for STV Incorporated (STV) (also known as “Client”) on behalf of The 

Massachusetts Department Of Transportation and/or Franklin Regional Transit Authority 

(FRTA) (also known as “User”) (hereinafter “Client” and “User”).   

 

This report was prepared for and may be relied upon by Client for the purposes set forth herein; 

it may not be relied on by any party other than the Client and reliance may not be assigned 

without the express approval of TRC.  Authorization for third party reliance on this report will be 

considered by TRC if requested by the Client.  TRC reserves the right to deny reliance on this 

report by third parties. 

 

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Services 

The following Phase I ESA was performed for the property located at 1385 Bernardston Rd, 

Greenfield 01301, Franklin County, Massachusetts (hereinafter the “Site”).  A Site location map 

is included as Figure 1.  This Phase I ESA has been prepared by TRC in accordance with the 

American Society for Testing and Materials E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-13) and is 

intended for the sole use of STV and MassDOT/FRTA. 

 

The purpose of this assessment is to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at 

the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  The completion of this Phase I ESA 

report may be used to satisfy one of the requirements for the User to qualify for the innocent 

landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective purchaser limitations pursuant 

to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 

thereby constituting all appropriate inquiries into the previous ownership and uses of the 

property consistent with good commercial or customary practice as defined by 42 U.S.C. 

§9601(35)(B) of CERCLA. 

 

TRC understands that this assessment is not funded with a federal grant awarded under the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Brownfields Assessment and 

Characterization program.   

 

The Scope of Services for this Phase I ESA included the following tasks: 

 

 Site and vicinity reconnaissance; 

 Site and vicinity description and physical setting; 

 Historical source review and description of historical Site conditions; 

 Interviews with owners, operators, and/or occupants of the Site, and/or local officials; 

 Review of environmental databases and regulatory agency records; 

 Review of previous environmental reports/documentation, as applicable; 

 Preparation of a report summarizing findings, opinions and conclusions. 
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Pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, recommendations to conduct Phase II sampling or 

other assessment activities are not required to be included in this report.  TRC can provide such 

recommendations upon request.  

 

1.2 Additional Services  

Items outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard include, but are not limited to, the 

following:   

 

 Asbestos-containing building materials 

 Radon  

 Lead-based paint 

 Lead in drinking water 

 Wetlands 

 Regulatory compliance 

 Cultural and historic resources 

 Industrial hygiene 

 Health and safety 

 Ecological resources 

 Endangered species 

 Indoor air quality unrelated to releases 

of hazardous substances or petroleum 

products into the environment 

 Biological agents 

 Mold 

 

No additional services were performed outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  

 

1.3 Deviations to ASTM E 1527-13 Standard 

Notwithstanding additions to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, as listed in Sections 1.2 and 9, if 

applicable, no significant deviations or deletions to the ASTM standard were made during this 

Phase I ESA. 

 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Site Location and Legal Description 

The approximately 14-acre Site is located at 1385 Bernardston Rd, Greenfield 01301, Franklin 

County, Massachusetts, in a rural area.  The Site is described by the Greenfield tax assessor as ID 

R10-8A, is zoned as commercial, and is currently owned by Indoor Action and/or Jeffrey 

Coulson.  A Site location map is included as Figure 1. 

 

2.2 Site Improvements 

Current on-site improvements are listed in the following table.  A Site layout plan is included as 

Figure 2. 

 

Table 2.1 - Site Improvements 

Site Feature Description 

Buildings (stories) 
Two single-story commercial buildings and a large dome (inflatable) 

sports complex. 
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Table 2.1 - Site Improvements 

Site Feature Description 

Construction date(s) 1999 and 1990 

Exterior areas Gravel 

On-site roads/rail lines N/A 

Other large equipment Communication Tower 

Potable water supply Municipal 

Sewage disposal system(s) On-site septic system 

Heating/Cooling system fuel 

source(s)  
Propane gas 

Back-up fuel source(s) Electric Heat 

Electricity supplier(s) [supplier name] 

Storm water system No storm water systems currently onsite.  

 

2.3 Current and Historical Site Use 

2.3.1 Current Site Use(s) 

The approximately 14-acre Site is owned and recently operated by Indoor Action an indoor 

athletic facility. The site currently has offices, a warehouse structure, dome “inflatable” indoor 

sports complex, and basketball courts. The site also has a communication tower that houses 

antennas. 

 

2.3.2 Previous Owner and Operator Information  

Based on information provided by the User (Section 3), the historical record review (Section 4), 

and/or interviews conducted during this Phase I (Section 6), historical Site ownership and 

operator information is provided in the tables below. 

 

Table 2.2 - Previous Owner and Operator Information 

Site Owner From To 
Samuel & Linda Kaeppel - 1/22/1988 

United Savings Bank 1/22/1988 3/3/1993 

Joseph White  3/3/1993 11/30/1994 

United Savings Bank 11/30/1994 12/30/1996 

Indoor Action/Jeffrey L Coulson 12/30/1996 6/4/1999 

James Trill 6/4/1999 12/11/2002 

Indoor Action/Jeffrey L Coulson 12/11/2002 Present 

 

Site Operator Description From To 
Multiples Owners/Occupants  Commercial RV 

repair/Warehouse 

1990 1999 

Indoor Action/Jeffrey L Coulson Commercial Athletic Complex  1999 Present 
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2.4 Physical Setting 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map, Bernardston 7.5-

Minute USGS, Massachusetts quadrangle dated 1981, photo revised September 30, 2014] 

(Figure 1), the Site is located approximately 250 feet east of a small stream located near the rail 

road, the Site topographic elevation is approximately 358 feet above mean sea level (MSL), and 

local topography slopes to the west.  The topographic downward slope observed at the Site 

during the Site reconnaissance is generally towards the Northwest.  Based on local topography 

and historical environmental reports provided to TRC, as applicable the assumed direction of 

shallow ground water flow is to the northwest, towards a small stream located near the rail road.  

However, a subsurface investigation would be required to determine actual ground water flow 

direction.   

 

The database radius report supplied by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) of Milford, 

Connecticut was reviewed to obtain information regarding the dominant soil composition in the 

Site vicinity.  This information is summarized below:   

 

Hydric Status:  Soil does not meet the requirements for a hydric soil. 

Soil Surface Texture: loamy sand 

Soil Component Name: WINDSOR 

Deeper Soil Types: Stratified, sapric material, extremely gravelly – sand, coarse 

sand, and silt loam.  

 

Please refer to the Geocheck Physical Setting Source Summary of the EDR report presented in 

Appendix A for further information regarding the soil composition in the Site vicinity.  

According to MassGIS/EOEA shown on Figure 3, the Site is not located in a Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) flood zone. 

 

 

3.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION 

According to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, certain tasks that may help identify the presence of 

RECs associated with the Site are generally conducted by the Phase I ESA User.  These tasks 

include: providing, or authorizing the environmental professional to obtain, recorded land title 

records for environmental liens or activity and land use limitations (AULs); providing 

specialized knowledge related to RECs at the Site (e.g., information about previous ownership or 

environmental litigation); providing commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information 

within the local community about the property that is material to RECs in connection with the 

property; and informing the environmental professional if, as believed by the User, the purchase 

price of the property is lower than the fair market value due to contamination.  A list of 

requested information was included in TRC’s ASTM Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

Proposal (see Section 1.1).  Information provided by the User pursuant to that request is listed in 

Section 8.0 A copy of the User questionnaire is included in Appendix B 
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3.1 Title & Judicial Records for Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 

In addition to reviewing the EDR report (discussed in Section 4.2), local municipal records 

(Section 4.4), and the Massachusetts Land Records on-line database (Section 4.4), TRC obtained 

supplemental information regarding AUL-listed properties within Greenfield from the MassDEP. 

No evidence of AULs associated with the Site was identified. 

 

3.2 Specialized Knowledge 

The User was not aware of specialized knowledge related to RECs at the Site. 

 

3.3 Property Value Reduction Issues 

The User was not aware of property valuation reduction issues regarding the Site. 

 

3.4 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 

TRC was supplied with commonly known and/or reasonably ascertainable information regarding 

the Site by STV.  This information was used during this Phase I ESA and has been incorporated 

in this report as applicable. 

 

3.5 Reason for Conducting Phase I 

It is TRC’s understanding that the User requires a Phase I to determine suitability of the Site as a 

potential location for The Franklin Regional Transit Authority’s Operations and Maintenance 

Facility. 

 

4.0 RECORDS REVIEW 

 

4.1 Historical Use Information  

Information regarding Site and vicinity historical uses was obtained from various publicly 

available and practically reviewable sources including: 

 Aerial photographs (scale: varies) dated 1961, 1966, 1981, 1992, 1998, 2006, 2008, 2010, 

and 2012;  

 Sanborn fire insurance maps were not available;  

 Topographic maps dated 1890, 1894, 1946, 1961, 1977, 1990 and 1998;  

 City directories dated 2013, 2008, 2003, 1999, 1995, 1992, 1973, 1967 and 1961; 

 Local municipal records;   

 An environmental database report; and  

 Interviews with Site representative and regulatory agency official(s), as necessary.   

Historical research documentation is included in Appendix C.   

 

Historical Sanborn® Fire Insurance Maps (Sanborn Maps) were originally produced for 

assessing fire insurance liability in urban areas in the United States.  The maps provide detailed 
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information (i.e., building construction, facility occupants, storage tank locations, and hazardous 

material storage areas), which can be used as a resource to document land use and structural 

change over time.  Research concerning the availability of Sanborn Maps in the vicinity of the 

Site was conducted by EDR; however, EDR stated that Sanborn Map coverage does not exist for 

the Site or nearby surrounding area.  The absence of maps for a specific area may signify the 

area was not significantly developed at the time at which the maps were published. 

 

4.1.1 Site History 

Operational History 

 

Table 4.1 - Site History 

Year Site History 

 – 1990 
The Site appears to be used for agricultural purposes; no structures are present. The site was 

partially graded at some point prior to 1990.  

1990 – 1995 

A 2 unit single story 464,797 square foot warehouse built in 1990, originally built as an RV 

repair shop, was constructed with access ways and landscaping. Instillation of a 

communications tower east of the warehouse.   

1995 – 2000 
Indoor Action constructed a 130,680 square foot single story office building in 1999, basketball 

courts and large inflatable dome structure. The dome structure houses athletic courts.  

2000 – 2005 The site is being used as a commercial sports complex and a communication tower.  

2005 – 2010 A 4’ x 8’ free standing sign was added to the property. Upgrades to tower antennas. 

2010 – Present Additional upgrades to the communication tower.  

 

It does not appear that topographic contours in the Site area have significantly changed during 

the time period reviewed.  

 

Hazardous Substances  

 

Hazardous substances including raw materials; finished products and formulations; hazardous 

wastes; hazardous constituents and pollutants including intermediates and byproducts were not 

found in historical records. Current hazardous substances and petroleum products observed 

during the Site reconnaissance - including unidentified substance containers (when open or 

damaged, and containing unidentified substances suspected of being hazardous or petroleum 

products) - are discussed in Section 5.2. 
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4.1.2 Adjoining Property History 

Table 4.2 - Adjoining Property History 

Direction Adjoining Property History 

North The adjoining property to the north is residential and had no history of development. 

East A main roadway/highway has been present in this location from at least 1961. 

South The property to the south has been used as residential/commercial land from at least 1961. 

West The property to the south has been used as residential/commercial land from at least 1961. 

 

4.1.3 Surrounding Property History 

Table 4.3 - Surrounding Property History 

Direction Surrounding Property History 

North  
The surrounding area north of the property was and most likely used for agriculture with a 

railroad present since the 1890’s.  

East The area east is undeveloped forest with no history of development.  

West 
The western area to the site has been used as apparent agriculture land from at least 1961 to the 

present. A railroad has been present since the 1890’s. 

South This area has been occupied by residential and farm use from at least 1961 to the present. 

 

 

4.2 Database Report & Environmental Record Review 

A database search report that identifies properties listed on state and federal databases within the 

ASTM-required radii of the Site was obtained from EDR and is included in Appendix A.   

 

The environmental database report identified 26 properties/listings. These properties included 

those that could be mapped and those that could not (i.e., orphan properties). The Site and 

majority of the adjacent properties were not listed in the environmental database report. 

 

4.2.1 Adjoining & Surrounding Property Record Review 

TRC evaluated the following factors to determine whether additional environmental records 

should be reviewed with respect to the potential for contaminant migration from the adjoining 

and surrounding properties: 

 

(1) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis ground water 

migration based on the local topography, and the assumed ground water depth and 

northwest shallow ground water flow direction; 
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(2) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis vapor 

migration based on readily available information pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 

standard including soil and geological characteristics; contaminant characteristics; 

contaminated plume migration data; and significant conduits that might provide 

preferential pathways for vapor migration such as major utility corridors, sanitary sewers, 

storm sewers, and significant natural conduits such as Karst terrain (vapor migration may 

also be influenced by the age and design of infrastructure features associated with these 

conduits);  

 

(3) Property case status (i.e., Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

[MassDEP] has issued a No Further Action letter [or Response Action Outcome [RAO] 

Statement [or current equivalent] has been submitted); 

 

(4)  Type of database and whether the presence of contamination is known; and  

 

(5) The distance between the listed property and the Site. 

 

Based on this evaluation, TRC limited the review of additional environmental records to the 

properties listed below, since the potential for contamination to be migrating to the Site from the 

other properties identified by the database search is considered low.   

 

 

4.3 Other Environmental Record Sources 

Per the ASTM standard, local or additional state records were reviewed to enhance and 

supplement the ASTM-required federal and state records reviewed and discussed earlier in this 

report.  These additional records include state agency lists of: waste disposal facilities; 

brownfield properties; hazardous waste/contaminated facilities; registered storage tanks; records 

of emergency release reports; and records of contaminated public wells.  Local sources that were 

contacted to obtain this information include: Department of Health; Fire Department; Building 

Permit/Inspection Department; land records (for AULs).  Information from these sources is 

discussed below:   

 

Table 4.4 - Other Environmental Record Sources 

STATE REGULATORY 

AGENCY LISTIES/ 

DEPARTMENTS 
Available Information 

Department of Health/ 

Environmental Division 

TRC contacted the Greenfield Health Department. No information available 

except on the septic system on the Site. 

Fire Department 
TRC contacted Jon Whitney from the Greenfield Fire Department. Nno records 

on storage of hazardous waste available.  

Building Permit/Inspection/ 

Construction/Engineering 

Department 

Parcel Details 1385 Bernardston Rd (summarized, local building, permits from 

2001 to present) from the town of Greenfield’s Website. 
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Table 4.4 - Other Environmental Record Sources 

STATE REGULATORY 

AGENCY LISTIES/ 

DEPARTMENTS 
Available Information 

Land Records Massachusetts Land Records from 1988 to Present 

 

 

5.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

5.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

Mr. Stephen Brown TRC Engineer, conducted a Site reconnaissance of accessible areas on and 

around the Site on October 9, 2014 for the purpose of identifying potential RECs, and was 

accompanied by Jeffrey Coulson current property owner of Indoor action who provided access to 

the property and answered questions during the reconnaissance.  Photographs taken during the 

reconnaissance are provided in Appendix D.  A Site layout plan is included as Figure 2.   

 

5.2 Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Unless otherwise noted, the items listed in the table below appeared in good condition with no 

visual evidence of staining, deterioration or a discharge of hazardous materials; and there are no 

records of a release in these areas.  Items where further description is warranted are discussed in 

the section(s) following the table.  

 

Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 

(Current/

Historic/

No) 

Description 

Hazardous material storage or 

handling areas  
No (see Section 5.2.1) 

Aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) 

and associated piping  
Yes (4) 250 gallon AST containing propane.  

Underground storage tanks (USTs) 

and associated piping  
No  

Drums & containers (≥5 gallons)  No Empty 55 gallon drum used for trash 

Odors No  

Pools of liquid, including surface 

water bodies and sumps (handling 

hazardous substances or substances 

likely to be hazardous only) 

No  

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) / 

Transformers 
No  

Stains or corrosion No  

Drains & sumps No  

Pits, ponds & lagoons No  
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Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 

(Current/

Historic/

No) 

Description 

Stressed vegetation No  

Historic fill or any other fill material  No  

Wastewater (including storm water 

or any discharge into a drain, ditch, 

underground injection system, or 

stream on or adjacent to the Site) 

No  

Wells (including dry wells, irrigation 

wells, injection wells, abandoned 

wells, or other wells) 

No  

Septic systems or cesspools Yes 
The site has a septic system onsite, east of the dome 

structure.  

Concrete pillars and other debris Yes 
Construction debris and concrete pillars were found in the 

woods east of the dome.  

   

 

5.2.1 Hazardous Substances  

Hazardous substances including raw materials; finished products and formulations; hazardous 

wastes; hazardous constituents and pollutants including intermediates and byproducts that are 

currently present at the Site; and unidentified substance containers (when open or damaged, and 

containing unidentified substances suspected of being hazardous or petroleum products) are 

listed in the following table. 

Table 5.2 - Current Site Hazardous Substances 

Material Name 

Approximate 

Quantity On-Site 

During 

Reconnaissance 

(gallons/lbs.) 

Storage Containers & Conditions* 

Propane  1,000 gallons 
250 gallon AST next to the warehouse building and (3) 250 

gallon AST next to the dome. All in excellent condition.  
 

* - Definition of conditions 

Compromised: Obvious holes in container or visual evidence of a release. 

Poor: Container appears dented, bulging, rusted, or visual evidence of spillage. 

Fair: Container appears intact with visual traces of rust. 

Good: No visual evidence of container damage. 

Excellent: Container appears like new. 

 

 

Table 5.3 - Adjoining Properties Reconnaissance 

Direction 

from Site 
Current Land Use Description 

North Dense woods.  
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Table 5.3 - Adjoining Properties Reconnaissance 

Direction 

from Site 
Current Land Use Description 

East Woods sloping down to Interstate 91 

South The property to the south is used as an antique store and possible auto dealer. 

West RV repair shop is located northwest of the property.  

 

5.2.2 Surrounding Properties 

Surrounding properties include mixed commercial/residential to the north, west and south. The 

area to east of the site has Interstate 91. 

 

6.0 INTERVIEWS 

The following persons were interviewed to obtain historically and/or environmentally-pertinent 

information regarding RECs associated with the Site.   

  

 Jeffrey L Coulson Owner/Operator of Indoor Action – Key Site Manager (as defined by 

the ASTM standard and identified by the property owner/User) 

 

The information provided by each is discussed and referenced in the text or provided below.  

Other references and sources of information are included in Appendix E. 

 

 

7.0 FINDINGS, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Potential findings can include RECs, historical RECs (HRECs), controlled RECs (CRECs) and 

de minimis conditions, pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.   

 

RECs are defined as the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 

products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under conditions 

indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a 

future release to the environment.   

 

CRECs are defined as a REC resulting from a past release of hazardous substances or petroleum 

products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (for 

example, as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-

based criteria established by regulatory authority), with hazardous substances or petroleum 

products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required controls (for 

example, property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or 

engineering controls). 

 

HRECs are defined as a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has 

occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the 

applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory 
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authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (for example, property use 

restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls). 

 

De minimis conditions are defined as a condition that generally does not present a threat to 

human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement 

action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.  Conditions determined 

to be de minimis conditions are not RECs nor CRECs. 

 

TRC has performed a Phase I ESA in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM E 

1527-13 at the property located at 1385 Bernardston Rd, Greenfield, Franklin County, 

Massachusetts (Site), see Appendices F and G.  Deviations from this standard are described in 

Sections 1.3 and 7.6 of this report.   

 

7.1 RECs and CRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs (including CRECs) in connection with the 

Site.  

 

7.2 HRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of HRECs in connection with the Site. 

 

7.3 De Minimis Conditions 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of de minimis conditions in connection with the Site, 

except for the following: 

 

 Concrete pillar and other construction related debris. 

 

7.4 Data Gaps 

TRC has made an appropriate inquiry into the commonly known and reasonably ascertainable 

resources concerning the historical ownership and use of the Site back to the first development 

per 40 CFR Part 312.24 (Reviews of Historical Sources of Information).  No significant data gabs 

are identified during this assessment since the sight was not developed until 1990.  
 

7.5 Other Noteworthy Issues  

Other noteworthy issues identified during this Phase I ESA that, while not strictly a REC, HREC, 

CREC, or de minimis condition, in TRC’s opinion warrant further discussion include the 

following: 

 

 UST’s (Propane) installed and removed onsite. UST’s for propane are not regulated by 

the Town of Deerfield or federal government. 
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7.6 Limiting Conditions and Deviations 

7.6.1 Accuracy and Completeness 

The ASTM E 1527-13 standard recognizes inherent limitations for Phase I ESAs that apply to 

this report, including: 

 

 Uncertainty Not Eliminated – No Phase I ESA can wholly eliminate uncertainty 

regarding the potential for RECs in connection with a property.  Data gaps identified 

during this Phase I ESA are listed in Section 7.5. 

 

 Not Exhaustive – A Phase I ESA is not an exhaustive investigation.  

 

 Past Uses of the Property – A review of standard historical sources at intervals less than 

five years is not required.  

 

The Client is advised that the Phase I ESA conducted at the Site is a limited inquiry into a 

property’s environmental status, cannot wholly eliminate uncertainty, and is not an exhaustive 

assessment to discover every potential source of environmental liability at the Site.  Therefore, 

TRC does not make a statement i) of warranty or guarantee, express or implied for any specific 

use; ii) that the Site is free of RECs or environmental impairment; iii) that the Site is “clean”; or 

iv) that impairments, if any, are limited to those that were discovered while TRC was performing 

the Phase I ESA.  This limiting statement is not meant to compromise the findings of this report; 

rather, it is meant as a statement of limitations within the ASTM standard and intended scope of 

this assessment.  Specific limiting conditions identified during the Site reconnaissance are 

described in Section 5.1.  Subsurface conditions may differ from the conditions implied by 

surface observations, and can be evaluated more thoroughly through intrusive techniques that are 

beyond the scope of this assessment.  Information in this report is not intended to be used as a 

construction document and should not be used for demolition, renovation, or other construction 

purposes.   

 

This report presents TRC’s site reconnaissance observations, findings, and conclusions as they 

existed at the time of the Site reconnaissance.  TRC makes no representation or warranty that the 

past or current operations at the property are, or have been, in compliance with all applicable 

federal, state and local laws, regulations and codes.  TRC makes no guarantees as to the accuracy 

or completeness of information obtained from others during the course of this Phase I ESA 

report.  It is possible that information exists beyond the scope of this assessment, or that 

information was not provided to TRC.  Additional information subsequently provided, 

discovered, or produced may alter findings or conclusions made in this Phase I ESA report.  TRC 

is under no obligation to update this report to reflect such subsequent information.  The findings 

presented in this report are based upon reasonably ascertainable information and observed Site 

conditions at the time of the assessment.   

 

This report does not warrant against future operations or conditions, nor does it warrant against 

operations or conditions present of a type or at a location not assessed.  Regardless of the 
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findings stated in this report, TRC is not responsible for consequences or conditions arising from 

facts that were not fully disclosed to TRC during the assessment. 

 

An independent data research company provided the government agency database referenced in 

this report.  Information regarding surrounding area properties was requested for approximate 

minimum search distances and was assumed to be correct and complete unless obviously 

contradicted by TRC’s observations or other credible referenced sources reviewed during the 

assessment. 

 

TRC is not a professional title insurance or land surveyor firm and makes no guarantee, explicit 

or implied, that any land title records acquired or reviewed, or any physical descriptions or 

depictions of the property in this report, represent a comprehensive definition or precise 

delineation of property ownership or boundaries. 

 

7.6.2 Warranties and Representations 

This report does not warrant against: (1) operations or conditions which were not evident from 

visual observations or historical information provided; (2) conditions which could only be 

determined by physical sampling or other intrusive investigation techniques; (3) locations other 

than the client-provided addresses and/or legal parcel description; or (4) information regarding 

off-site location(s) (with possible impact to the Site) not published in publicly available records. 

 

7.6.3 Continued Validity/User Reliance 

This report is presumed to be valid, in accordance with, and subject to, the limitations specified 

in the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, for a period of 180 days from completion, or until the Client 

obtains specific information that may materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this 

report, or until the Client is notified by TRC that it has obtained specific information that may 

materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this report.  Additionally, pursuant to the 

ASTM E 1527-13 standard, this report is presumed valid if completed less than 180 days prior to 

the date of acquisition of the property or (for transactions not involving an acquisition) the date 

of the intended transaction.  

 

7.6.4 Significant Assumptions 

During this Phase I ESA, TRC relied on database information; interviews with Site 

representatives, regulatory officials, and other individuals having knowledge of Site operations; 

and information provided by the User as requested in our authorized Scope of Work.  TRC has 

assumed that the information provided is true and accurate.  Reliance on electronic database 

search reports is subject to the limitations set forth in those reports.  TRC did not independently 

verify the information provided.  TRC found no reason to question the validity of the information 

received unless explicitly noted elsewhere in this report.  If other information is discovered 

and/or if previous reports exist that were not provided to TRC, our conclusions may not be valid. 
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8.0 REFERENCES 

Table 8.1 - References Information 

Description/Title 

of Document(s) 

Received or 

Agency Contacted 

Date 

Information 

Request 

Filled/Date of 

Agency 

Contact 

Information 

Updated 
Reference Source 

Topographic maps dated 

1890, 1894, 1946, 1961, 

1977, 1990 and 1998; 

Request No. 

4074509.4 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

Aerial photographs 

(scale: varies) dated 

1961, 1966, 1981, 1992, 

1998, 2006, 2008, 2010, 

and 2012; 

 

Request No. 

4074509.9 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

City directories dated 

2013, 2008, 2003, 1999, 

1995, 1992, 1973, 1967 

and 1961; 

Request No. 

4074509 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

Sanborn fire insurance 

maps were not 

available; 

Request No. 

4074509.3 on 

September 23, 

2014 

Current EDR 

MassDEP Reportable 
Release Sites 

10/10/2014 Current MassDEP Website (eDEP) 

American Society for 

Testing and Materials 

(ASTM). Standard 

Practice for 

Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I 

Environmental Site 

Assessment Process, 

ASTM Designation 

E1527-13.  2013. 

NA Current ASTM 

 

9.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

No additional services were performed during this Phase I ESA. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Subject to the qualifications and limitations stated in Section 1 of this report, TRC 
Environmental Corporation (TRC) was retained by STV Incorporated (STV; hereinafter the 
“Client”) on behalf of The Massachusetts Department Of Transportation (MassDOT) and/or 
Franklin Regional Transit Authority (FRTA; hereinafter the “User”) to perform a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property located at 180 Laurel Street in Greenfield, 
Franklin County, Massachusetts (herein referred to as the “Site”).  TRC’s assessment was 
conducted in connection with the Client’s potential purchase of the Site.  The Phase I ESA 
described in this report was performed in accordance with the scope and limitations of the 
American Society of Testing and Materials Practice E 1527-13 Standard Practice for 
Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM 
E 1527-13).  Limiting conditions and/or deviations from the ASTM E 1527-13 standard are 
described in Sections 1.3 and 7.7 of this report.   
 
The irregularly-shaped, approximately 17.3-acre Site was acquired by S.L. Financial of ILL, 
LLC through foreclosure.  Approximately 40-50% of the Site is developed as impervious area 
including a parking lot, roads, and buildings, and is zoned industrial/residential.  The southern 
portion of the site includes a 94,000 square foot single-story building, which housed the Former 
Besly/Bendix Products business.  The building is currently vacant.  The western portion of the 
Site (west of Laurel Street) is currently used as new automobile storage.  A 700-squre foot 
single-story garage-style building is located in the central portion of the property.     
 
The Site was being utilized as metalworking facility in 1961 when it was purchased by Bendix 
Corporation (formally known then as Treadwell Tap & Die Company) in 1961 at which time the 
current facility was constructed. According to the US EPA’s “Consent for Access to Property for 
a Removal Action” in March 2011: “In 1982, Bendix Corp., a predecessor to Honeywell 
International Inc. (Honeywell), purchased the property and sold it to B.C. Acquisition, a 
subsidiary of Besly Products, in 1984. Besly Products merged with Allied Signal Inc., which is 
known as Honeywell International, Inc., (Honeywell).”  
 
While under the operation of Bendix in 1984, there was a release of trichloroethene (TCE) that is 
tracked by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) under release 
tracking number (RTN) 1-0000079, which led to the removal of 724 tons of soil, operation of a 
groundwater pump-and-treat system, and in-situ chemical oxidation to remediate groundwater.  
Besly sold the property to Repal Inc. in 1998 and while owned by Repal there were two smaller 
releases that achieved Class A-1 and A-2 response action outcome (RAO) statements, closing 
these releases under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP; 310 CMR 40.0000).  
 
As a result of the Phase I ESA, including but not limited to our visual observation of the Site; 
review of historical information, environmental databases, and information provided by the User; 
interviews with current Site representative(s); and TRC’s professional judgment, the following 
recognized environmental conditions (RECs) and/or controlled recognized environmental 
conditions (CRECs) associated with the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard were 
identified: 
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Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) 
 
REC No. 1  
TRC’s file review indicated on-going groundwater treatment for a release of trichloroethene 
(TCE) to Site groundwater (see Figure 2A for the approximate TCE plume in 2007).  A 
groundwater treatment system operated at the site from 1991 to July 2011.  Currently, in-situ 
chemical oxidation injections occur on a monthly basis by Honeywell.  In addition, due to the 
historical use of the property, the potential exists for residual soil contamination, beneath and 
outside the building.  The documented presence of groundwater contamination and the likely 
presence of contaminated soils beneath and around the Site building constitute a REC for this 
Site. 
 
REC No. 2 
During Site reconnaissance, approximately 50 plastic drums and five rusted metal drums were 
observed onsite along with dumping of large piles of wood and other discarded materials (Figure 
2B). Many of the drums did not have labels, and neither the contents of the drums nor their dates 
of disposal could be discerned during Site reconnaissance. The presence of discarded objects and 
drums indicates that uncontrolled disposals have taken place on Site that could lead to additional 
sources of subsurface contamination. Without further information indicating that the dumping on 
Site has not created a release of oil and/or hazardous chemical, this finding constitutes a REC for 
the Site. 
 
HREC No. 1 
TRC’s file review indicated that, on July 24, 2001, two 100-gallon saddle fuel tanks ruptured and 
virgin diesel fuel was released to the paved surface of the parking lot. Approximately 4.2 gallons 
of diesel fuel was reported to spill.  The release was spread by the water used to contain the fire, 
and a small amount of soil was impacted along the edge of the paved surface.  Immediate 
Response Action (IRA) activities included the removal of 2.94 tons of contaminated soil and 
3.47 tons of petroleum impacted wood chips.  The release achieved MCP closure with a Class A-
2 RAO.  This finding constitutes a HREC for the Site. 
 
HREC No. 2 
File review indicated that in July of 2006, during the delivery of hydrogen peroxide to the Site, 
approximately six gallons of 50% hydrogen peroxide solution was spilled onto the gravel portion 
of the driveway.  Following the release, the impacted area was watered down.  Composite 
samples found pH levels consistent with background levels of soil in the immediate area.  The 
release achieved MCP closure with a Class A-1 RAO statement.  This finding constitutes a 
Historical REC for the Site. 
  
This Executive Summary is part of this complete report; any findings, opinions or conclusions in 
this Executive Summary are made in context with the complete report.  TRC recommends that 
the User read the entire report for all supporting information related to findings, opinions and 
conclusions. 
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Legal Notice 

This document was prepared by TRC solely for the benefit of the User.  With regard to third-
party recipients of this document, neither TRC, nor the Client, nor the User, nor any of their 
respective parents, affiliates or subsidiaries, nor any person acting on their behalf: (a) makes any 
warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to the use of any information or methods disclosed 
in this document; or (b) assumes any liability with respect to the use of any information or 
methods disclosed in this document.  Any third-party recipient of this document, by its 
acceptance or use of this document, releases TRC, the Client, the User, and their parents, 
affiliates and subsidiaries, from any liability for direct, indirect, economic, incidental, 
consequential or special loss or damage whether arising in contract, warranty, express or implied, 
tort, or otherwise, and irrespective of fault, negligence, and strict liability. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) has prepared this Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) for STV Incorporated (STV; hereinafter the “Client”) on behalf of the 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) and/or Franklin Regional Transit 
Authority (FRTA; hereinafter the “User”). 
 
This report was prepared for and may be relied upon by Client and User for the purposes set 
forth herein; it may not be relied on by any party other than the Client and/or User and reliance 
may not be assigned without the express approval of TRC.  Authorization for third party reliance 
on this report will be considered by TRC if requested by the Client.  TRC reserves the right to 
deny reliance on this report by third parties 
 
1.1 Purpose and Scope of Services 

The following Phase I ESA was performed for the property located at 180 Laurel Street in 
Greenfield, Franklin County, Massachusetts (hereinafter the “Site”).  A Site location map is 
included as Figure 1.  This Phase I ESA has been prepared by TRC in accordance with the 
American Society for Testing and Materials E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E 1527-13) and is 
intended for the sole use of STV and MassDOT/FRTA. 
 
The purpose of this assessment is to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at 
the Site, as defined by the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  The completion of this Phase I ESA 
report may be used to satisfy one of the requirements for the User to qualify for the innocent 
landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective purchaser limitations pursuant 
to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
thereby constituting all appropriate inquiries into the previous ownership and uses of the 
property consistent with good commercial or customary practice as defined by 42 U.S.C. 
§9601(35)(B) of CERCLA. 
 
The Scope of Services for this Phase I ESA included the following tasks: 
 

• Site and vicinity reconnaissance; 
• Site and vicinity description and physical setting; 
• Historical source review and description of historical Site conditions; 
• Interviews with owners, operators, and/or occupants of the Site, and/or local officials; 
• Review of environmental databases and regulatory agency records; 
• Review of previous environmental reports/documentation, as applicable; 
• Preparation of a report summarizing findings, opinions and conclusions. 

 
Pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, recommendations to conduct Phase II sampling or 
other assessment activities are not required to be included in this report.  TRC can provide such 
recommendations upon request.  
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1.2 Additional Services  

Items outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard include, but are not limited to, the 
following:   

 
• Asbestos-containing building materials 
• Radon  
• Lead-based paint 
• Lead in drinking water 
• Wetlands 
• Regulatory compliance 
• Cultural and historic resources 
• Industrial hygiene 

• Health and safety 
• Ecological resources 
• Endangered species 
• Indoor air quality unrelated to releases 

of hazardous substances or petroleum 
products into the environment 

• Biological agents 
• Mold 

 
No additional services were performed outside the scope of the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  
 
1.3 Deviations to ASTM E 1527-13 Standard 

The following significant deviations or deletions to the ASTM standard were made during this 
Phase I ESA: 
 

• No access to the building interior was obtained due to unsafe conditions.  Therefore, 
inspection of the entire Site could not be conducted at the time of the Site 
Reconnaissance.   
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Site Location and Legal Description 

The approximately 17.3-acre Site is located at 180 Laurel Street in Greenfield, Franklin County, 
Massachusetts, in a mixed commercial/industrial/residential area.  The Site is described by the 
Town of Greenfield tax assessor as Map 41R, Lot 2, is zoned as industrial/residential, and is 
currently owned by S.L. Financial of ILL, LLC.  A Site location map is included as Figure 1. 
 
2.2 Current and Historical Site Use 

2.2.1 Current Site Use(s) 

The irregularly-shaped, approximately 17.3-acre Site was acquired by S.L. Financial of ILL, 
LLC through foreclosure.  Approximately 40-50% of the Site is developed as impervious area 
including a parking lot, roads, and buildings, and is zoned industrial/residential.  The southern 
portion of the site includes a 94,000 square foot single-story building, which housed the Former 
Besly/Bendix Products business.  The building is currently vacant.  The western portion of the 
Site (west of Laurel Street) is currently used as new automobile storage.  A 700-squre foot 
single-story garage-style building is located in the central portion of the property.     
 
2.3 Site Improvements 

Current on-site improvements are listed in the following table.  A Site layout plan is included as 
Figure 2B. 
 

Table 2.1 - Site Improvements 

Site Feature Description 

Buildings (stories) 

One 94,000-square foot, single-story, slab with concrete block industrial 
building located in the southern portion of the Site, and one 700-square 
foot single-story garage-style building located in the central portion of the 
Site 

Construction date(s) 1961 

Exterior areas Paved parking lot, paved unnamed road, and remainder of the Site is 
vegetated.  

On-site roads/rail lines An unnamed road off of Laurel Street runs west to east on northern portion 
of Site.  

Other large equipment N/A 
Potable water supply Municipal 
Sewage disposal system(s) Municipal 
Heating/Cooling system fuel 
source(s)  Oil 

Back-up fuel source(s) N/A 
Electricity supplier(s) N/A 

Storm water system Discovered a stormwater drain on southern portion of Site and an outlet 
culvert on northern portion of the Site during Site reconnaissance.  
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2.3.1 Previous Owner and Operator Information  

Based on information provided by the User (Section 3), the historical record review (Section 4), 
and/or interviews conducted during this Phase I (Section 6), historical Site ownership and 
operator information is provided in the tables below. 
 

Table 2.2 - Previous Owner and Operator Information 

Site Owner From To 
Frederick E. Peffer Unknown August 24, 1935 
Town of Greenfield August 24, 1935 December 24, 1942 
Patrick N. Ryan December 24, 1942 June 7, 1951 
Joseph Bolduc  June 7, 1951 November 9, 1953 
The Quinnehtuk Company November 9, 1953 July 19, 1961 
Treadwell Tap & Die Company (predecessor to Bendix)  July 19, 1961 1982 
Bendix Corp. (predecessor  1982 September 5, 1984 
B.C. Acquisition, subsidiary of Besly Products, Inc. (Besly) September 5, 1984 June 1, 1998 
Repal Inc. June 1, 1998 April 21, 2009 
SL Financial April 21, 2009 Present 

 
Site Operator Description From To 

Frederick E. Peffer Unknown Unknown August 24, 1935 
Town of Greenfield Unknown August 24, 1935 December 24, 1942 
Patrick N. Ryan Unknown December 24, 1942 June 7, 1951 
Joseph Bolduc Unknown June 7, 1951 November 9, 1953 
The Quinnehtuk Company Unknown November 9, 1953 July 19, 1961 
Treadwell Tap & Die Company Metalworking (building 

constructed in 1961) 
July 19, 1961 1982 

Bendix Corp., Metalworking 1982 September 5, 1984 
B.C. Acquisition, subsidiary of 
Besly Products, Inc. (Besly) 

Metalworking September 5, 1984 June 1, 1998 

Repal Inc. Store and process wood pallets June 1, 1998 April 21, 2009 
SL Financial Foreclosure April 21, 2009 Present 

 
 
2.4 Physical Setting 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map, Greenfield, 7.5-
Minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles, Massachusetts quadrangle dated 1990 (Figure 1), the 
Site is located on a relatively flat terrace approximately 2,600 feet north of Sheldon Brook and 
Deerfield River and approximately 3,000 feet south-southwest of the Green River, the Site 
topographic elevation is approximately 260 feet above mean sea level (MSL), and local 
topography slopes very slightly to the east.  The topographic downward slope observed at the 
Site during the Site reconnaissance is generally towards the east.  Based on historical 
environmental reports reviewed by TRC, the depth to groundwater is greater than 40 feet beneath 
the Site and the direction of ground water flow is to the northeast, towards Green River.  There is 
a groundwater divide just to the south of the Site across which the direction of groundwater flow 
is to the southeast toward Deerfield River.  
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The database radius report supplied by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) of Shelton, 
Connecticut was reviewed to obtain information regarding the dominant soil composition in the 
Site vicinity.  This information is summarized below:   
 

Hydric Status:  Soil does not meet the requirements for a hydric soil. 
Soil Surface Texture: Loamy Sand 
Soil Component Name: WINDSOR 
Deeper Soil Types: Stratified, sapric material 

 
Please refer to the Geocheck Physical Setting Source Summary of the EDR report presented in 
Appendix A for further information regarding the soil composition in the Site vicinity.  
According to EDR and Mass Priority Resource Map (Figure 3), the Site is not located in a 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zone.  A 25 acre closed and capped 
landfill is located approximately 1,500 feet southeast of the property.  Currently, a 2-MW 
photovoltaic array is located on the closed landfill grounds.     
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3.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION 
 
According to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, certain tasks that may help identify the presence of 
RECs associated with the Site are generally conducted by the Phase I ESA User.  These tasks 
include: providing, or authorizing the environmental professional to obtain, recorded land title 
records for environmental liens or activity and land use limitations (AULs); providing 
specialized knowledge related to RECs at the Site (e.g., information about previous ownership or 
environmental litigation); providing commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information 
within the local community about the property that is material to RECs in connection with the 
property; and informing the environmental professional if, as believed by the User, the purchase 
price of the property is lower than the fair market value due to contamination.  A list of 
requested information was included in TRC’s ASTM Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
Proposal (see Section 1.1).  TRC made a reasonable effort to obtain this information but did not 
receive a User questionnaire. A copy of the User questionnaire is included in Appendix B. 
 
3.1 Title & Judicial Records for Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 

In addition to reviewing the EDR report (discussed in Section 4.2), local municipal records 
(Section 4.4), and the Massachusetts Land Records on-line database (Section 4.4), TRC obtained 
supplemental information regarding AUL-listed properties within Greenfield from the MassDEP. 
The deed for the Site is recorded by the Franklin District Register of Deeds as Book 5658, Page 
342. No evidence of AULs associated with the Site were identified. 
 
3.2 Specialized Knowledge 

No information was available at the time of this investigation as the User questionnaire was not 
returned to TRC prior to completion of this report.   
 
3.3 Property Value Reduction Issues 

No information was available at the time of this investigation as the User Questionnaire was not 
returned to TRC prior to completion of this report.   
 
3.4 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 

No information was available at the time of this investigation as the User Questionnaire was not 
returned to TRC prior to completion of this report. 
  
3.5 Reason for Conducting Phase I 

It is TRC’s understanding that the User requires a Phase I to determine suitability of the Site as a 
potential location for the Franklin Regional Transit Authority’s proposed Operations and 
Maintenance Facility. 
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4.0 RECORDS REVIEW 

4.1 Historical Use Information  

Information regarding Site and vicinity historical uses was obtained from various publicly 
available and practically reviewable sources including:  
 

• Aerial photographs (scale: 1” = varies) dated 1942, 1952, 1966, 1966, 1981, 1987, 1992, 
1995, 2006, 2008, 2010, and 2012;  

• Topographic maps dated 1890, 1894, 1941, 1954, 1968, 1979, and 1990;  
• City directories dated 1988, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2008 and 2013; 
• Local municipal records; and, 
• An environmental database report. 

 
Historical research documentation is included in Appendix C.   
 
Historical Sanborn® Fire Insurance Maps (Sanborn Maps) were originally produced for 
assessing fire insurance liability in urban areas in the United States.  The maps provide detailed 
information (i.e., building construction, facility occupants, storage tank locations, and hazardous 
material storage areas), which can be used as a resource to document land use and structural 
change over time.  Research concerning the availability of Sanborn Maps in the vicinity of the 
Site was conducted by EDR; however, EDR stated that Sanborn Map coverage does not exist for 
the Site or nearby surrounding area.  The absence of maps for a specific area may signify the 
area was not significantly developed at the time at which the maps were published. 
 
4.1.1 Site History 

Operational History 
 

Table 4.1 - Site History 

Year Site History 
1942-1960 Vacant land  

1961-1990 
A metalworking plant operated at the site, and included the milling and grinding of steel drill 
bits and taps.  Cutting oil and degreaser fluid were used at milling and grinding locations 
within the former plant.   

1990-1998  No operations 

1998-2006 The property was used to store and process wood pallets. 

2006-Present Vacant Former Besly industrial building.  Storage of new automobiles at the Former Besly 
employee parking lot.  Foreclosure in April of 2009. 
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It does not appear that topographic contours in the Site area have significantly changed during 
the time period reviewed.  
 
Hazardous Substances  
 
Hazardous substances including raw materials; finished products and formulations; hazardous 
wastes; hazardous constituents and pollutants including intermediates and byproducts were 
historically present at the Site, though reliable records documenting quantities and/or containers 
could not be obtained by TRC. Former reports prepared for the Site have indicated significant 
use of cutting oils and degreaser solvent during the period of operation by Bendix Industrial 
Tools (1961-1984). Reports indicated that cutting oils were collected in floor troughs that were 
bottomless and grinding fluids and TCE were disposed in a drywell on Site between 1962 and 
1978 (see Section 4.2.1).  Fire Department records identified drums with liquid acetone, toluene, 
Methyl Tert Butyl Ether (MTBE), and chromium in a white powder form were stored at the Site.  
Friable asbestos and asbestos-containing material (ACM) was identified inside the Former Besly 
building from pipe insulation that had fallen on the floors. According to a DEP letter dated 
October 20, 2011, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) completed a Removal Action at 
the Site which “included the removal of hazardous materials, talk powder, and the asbestos from 
the building, reducing the risks associated with the property.” 
 
4.1.2 Adjoining Property History 

Table 4.2 - Adjoining Property History 

Year Adjoining Property History 

North Fairview Street has been present since at least 1942; beyond the street is undeveloped land and 
residential properties since the 1950s.   

East Laurel Street, immediately east to a portion of the Site has been present since at least 1942; 
beyond is a cemetery, residential properties, and fairgrounds. 

South A cemetery has been present since at least 1942; beyond is Wisdom Way Road and residential 
properties 

West Highway Route 91, commercial properties, and residential properties have been present since 
the 1960s.  Prior, Boston and Main Railroad existed since at least the late 1800s.   

 
 
4.1.3 Surrounding Property History 

Table 4.3 - Surrounding Property History 

Year Surrounding Property History 

North  This area has consisted of minimal residential development since the early 1900’s to the 
present. 

East This area has consisted of residential development since the early 1900s to the present.  
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Table 4.3 - Surrounding Property History 

Year Surrounding Property History 
West This area has consisted of residential and light commercial development since the 1940s. 

South This area has consisted of residential development from at least 1920 to the present. 

 
4.2 Database Report & Environmental Record Review 

A database search report that identifies properties listed on state and federal databases within the 
ASTM-required radii of the Site was obtained from EDR and is included in Appendix A.   
 
The environmental database report identified 60 properties/listings.  These properties included 
those that could be mapped and those that could not (i.e., orphan properties).   
 
4.2.1 Subject Site  

Site information included in the database search report is summarized in the following table:  
 
Site Facility Name(s) and/or 
Listed Address(es) Besly Products Corporation, 180 Laurel Street, Greenfield, MA 

EDR Map No(s). A1-A10 

Database(s) SHWS, UST, RELEASE, BROWNFIELDS, Financial Assurance, RGA HWS, 
ERNS, FINDS, CERCLIS, RCRA NonGen/NLR 

Description/ID No(s). U001005422 

Database Review Summary 

RTN 1-0000079 – Release of TCE from a drywell and activities associated with 
the use of TCE in and around an AST.  Status of release is currently a Class C-1 
RAO for the Off-Property Parcel, submitted on December 17,  2007  
RTN 1-0014039 – Release of diesel fuel in association with a 100-gallon saddle 
fuel line rupture.  Status of release is a Class A-2 RAO, submitted on November 
28, 2001.   
RTN 1-0016330 – Release of Hydrogen Peroxide during delivery. Status of 
release is a Class A-1 RAO, submitted on March 15, 2007.   
 
According to the EDR Report, Besly had two USTs onsite: 
Tank No. 1 containing No. 4 fuel oil at a capacity of 20,000 gallons was installed 
on May 8, 1962 and confirmed to have been removed on December 8, 1994.  
Tank 2 containing hydraulic oil at a capacity of 8,000 gallons was installed May 
8, 1979 and confirmed to have been removed on December 8, 1994.  

 
Based on the above-listing(s), TRC conducted a review of available files maintained at the 
MassDEP pertaining to the above listed RTNs.  A summary of each RTN is as follows. 
 
RTN 1-0000079 
Soil and groundwater investigations in 1982 and 1983 identified TCE in Site soil and 
groundwater, likely resulting from disposal of TCE in a drywell located on the facility property. 
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According to a 1984 Hydrogeologic Investigation done by Environmental Resources 
Management, Inc., there was originally concern of a potential oil leak on the property. A drywell 
was installed east of the loading dock around 1965, with an approximate diameter of 10 feet and 
10-12 feet deep when installed. A 275 gallon TCE above ground storage tank on the south side 
of the plant in 1971 and another one installed next to the original in 1979 which pumped the TCE 
into a vapor degreaser. The degreaser was cleaned every six to eight weeks during its operation 
removing the spent TCE and disposing it in the dry well and/or behind the loading dock. 
Remedial activities performed in 1984 removed 724 tons of soil from the vicinity of the drywell 
and a nearby AST that was used to store TCE.  Further investigation showed that the 
contamination plume spread northeast from the Site toward the Green River (Figure 2A).  More 
information on the extent of TCE in groundwater can been found in the MACTEC November 
2007 RAO Statement – Off Property Parcel Report in Appendix E. A groundwater recovery and 
treatment system was installed in 1991 and operated until July 2001. Since July 2011, in-situ 
chemical oxidation injections, on-property monitoring of injection effectiveness, and limited off-
property monitoring of contaminant plume stability has been conducted by the potentially 
responsible part, Honeywell, which purchased Belsy.  A Partial Release Action Outcome (RAO) 
Statement was submitted to MassDEP in December of 2007 for the off-property parcels of the 
Release Site.  The remainder of Release Site is currently in Phase IV cleanup status.   
 
RTN 1-0014039 
The Site is the former employee parking lot of the Bendix Corporation.  The parking lot was 
subsequently used by Repal, Inc. for the storage and recycling of wooden pallets.  On July 24, 
2001, the chipping machine caught fire while it was being repaired by a welder.  A fuel line from 
one of the two 100-gallon saddle fuel tanks ruptured and virgin diesel fuel was released to the 
paved surface of the parking lot.  Approximately 4.2 gallons of diesel fuel was reported to spill.  
The release was spread by the water used to contain the fire, and a small amount of soil was 
impacted along the edge of the paved surface.  Immediate Response Action (IRA) activities 
included the removal of 2.94 tons of contaminated soil and 3.47 tons of petroleum impacted 
wood chips.  A Class A-2 RAO was submitted to MassDEP and closure of RTN 1-0014039 was 
achieved   
 
RTN 1-0016330 
On July of 2006, during the delivery of hydrogen peroxide to 180 the property, approximately 6 
gallons of 50% hydrogen peroxide solution were spilled onto the gravel portion of the driveway.  
Following the release, the impacted area was watered down.  Composite samples found pH 
levels consistent with background levels of soil in the immediate area.  Consequently, a Class A-
1 RAO statement was submitted to MassDEP and closure of RTN 1-0016330 was achieved.   
 
4.2.2 Adjoining & Surrounding Property Record Review 

TRC evaluated the following factors to determine whether additional environmental records 
should be reviewed with respect to the potential for contaminant migration from the adjoining 
and surrounding properties: 
 

 MassDOT Contract No. 81772 13 



Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report 
MassDOT/FRTA-180 Laurel Street  April 2015 
 

(1) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis ground water 
migration based on the local topography, and the assumed ground water depth and 
northeast shallow ground water flow direction; 

 
(2) Whether the property is up-gradient or down-gradient of the Site vis-à-vis vapor 

migration based on readily available information pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 
standard including soil and geological characteristics; contaminant characteristics; 
contaminated plume migration data; and significant conduits that might provide 
preferential pathways for vapor migration such as major utility corridors, sanitary sewers, 
storm sewers, and significant natural conduits such as Karst terrain (vapor migration may 
also be influenced by the age and design of infrastructure features associated with these 
conduits);  

 
(3) Property case status (i.e., RAO Statement [or current equivalent] has been submitted); 

 
(4) Type of database and whether the presence of contamination is known; and  
 
(5) The distance between the listed property and the Site. 

 
Based on this evaluation, TRC limited the review of additional environmental records to the 
properties listed below, since the potential for contamination to be migrating to the Site from the 
other properties identified by the database search is considered low.   
 
4.2.2.1 Surrounding Properties 

Surrounding property information included in the database search report is summarized in the 
following table(s):  
 
Facility Name(s) and/or 
Address(es) Tempeh Works, 74 Fairview Street, Greenfield, MA 

Approximate Location 
Relative to Site 1154 ft. NE 

EDR Map No(s). 11 

Database(s) UST, Financial Assurance 

Description/ID No(s). U002008001 

Presumed Hydrogeologic 
Setting Down gradient 

Database Review Summary Two UST’s removed (one 6,000 gal and one 550 gal), contents unknown. Based 
on presumed groundwater flow direction, this listing is unlikely to impact the Site. 
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Facility Name(s) and/or 
Address(es) New England Natural Bakers, 74 Fairview St E, Greenfield, MA 

Approximate Location 
Relative to Site 1,272 ft. NNE 

EDR Map No(s). 12 

Database(s) HW GEN 

Description/ID No(s). EPA Id: MV4137722239 

Presumed Hydrogeologic 
Setting Down gradient 

Database Review Summary Based on presumed groundwater flow direction and type of database listing, this 
listing is unlikely to impact the Site. 

 
Facility Name(s) and/or 
Address(es) Transfer Station/Greenfield Landfill, 86 Cumberland Road, Greenfield, MA 

Approximate Location 
Relative to Site 1,753 ft. SSE 

EDR Map No(s). B13, B14 

Database(s) Mercury, SWF/LF, AIRS 

Description/ID No(s). EDR No.: S109546315 and S113670392 

Presumed Hydrogeologic 
Setting Down gradient 

Database Review Summary 

This database finding is located in the vicinity of the Deerfield River. As a result, 
groundwater from this property is anticipated to flow toward the Deerfield River 
and away from the Site. Based on presumed groundwater flow direction, this 
listing is unlikely to impact the Site. 

 
 
 
4.3 Previous Reports 

The following environmental reports regarding the Site were reviewed by TRC on MassDEP’s 
online database: 

•    January 1984, Hydrogeologic Investigation: Bendix Industrial Tools Division Greenfield, 
Massachusetts, Prepared by Environmental Resources Management, Inc.  

•    December 1986, Preliminary Design of Proposed Ground Water Recovery and Treatment 
System: Besly Product, Inc. Greenfield, Massachusetts, Prepared by ERM-Northeast 

•    October 1990, Remedial Response Implementation Plan: Besly Products Site 
Remediation, Greenfield, Mass, Prepared by Allied-Signal, Inc.  
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•    November 2001, Class A-2 Response Action Outcome Statement: DEP RTN: 1-14039, 
Prepared by Coler & Colantonio Inc.  

•    November 2007, Response Action Outcome Statement: Off-Property Parcel: Former 
Besly/Bendix Products Site, Greenfield, Massachusetts: RTN: 1-00079 (Partial), 
Prepared by MACTEC 

•    February 2008, Post-Response Action Outcome Operation, Maintenance, and Monitoring 
Report July 2007-December 2007: Former Besly/Bendix Products Site, Greenfield, 
Massachusetts, Prepared by MACTEC 

•    March 2011, Consent for Access to Property for a Removal Action, Prepared by United 
States Environmental Protection Agency – Region 1 – New England 

4.4 Other Environmental Record Sources 

Per the ASTM standard, local or additional state records were reviewed to enhance and 
supplement the ASTM-required federal and state records reviewed and discussed earlier in this 
report.  These additional records include state agency lists of: waste disposal facilities; 
brownfield properties; hazardous waste/contaminated facilities; registered storage tanks; records 
of emergency release reports; and records of contaminated public wells.  Local sources that were 
contacted to obtain this information include: Department of Health; Fire Department; Building 
Permit/Inspection Department; land records (for AULs).  Information from these sources is 
discussed below: 
 

Table 4.4 - Other Environmental Record Sources 

MUNICIPAL/STATE 
REGULATORY 

AGENCY/ DEPARTMENT 
Available Information 

Department of Health/ 
Environmental Division 

TRC visited the Town of Greenfield Health Department on April 10, 2015 and 
was provided with documents pertaining to the Site.  The files provided consist of 
Violations, Incident Reviews, and Motions. These files were reviewed while 
writing this report and can be found in Appendix E.  

Fire Department 

TRC visited the Town of Greenfield Fire Department on April 10, 2015 and was 
provided with documents pertaining to the Site.  The files provided consist of 
Applications for Permits, Requests for Access, Incident and Inspection Reports, 
and Notices to Appear in Court. These files were reviewed while writing this 
report and can be found in Appendix E. 

Building Permit/Inspection/ 
Construction/Engineering 
Department 

TRC visited the Town of Greenfield Building and Planning Department on April 
10, 2015 and was provided with documents pertaining to the Site.  The files 
provided consist of Inspection Reports, Plan Approvals, and Restraining Orders. 
These files were reviewed while writing this report and can be found in Appendix 
E. 

Land Records 
TRC visited Massachusetts Land Records online on April 13, 2015 and seven (7) 
deeds and 13 other documents were found pertaining to the Site. These files can 
be found in Appendix E.  

Water/Sewer Division of 
Department of Public 
Works  

TRC contacted the Town of Greenfield Water/Sewer Division of the Department 
of Public Works on April 15, 2015 and no current files pertaining to the Site were 
found.  
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5.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

5.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

Ms. Annie Cornell, EIT (Engineer) conducted a Site reconnaissance of accessible areas on and 
around the Site on April 10, 2015 for the purpose of identifying potential RECs, and was 
accompanied by John Whitney, Captain of Fire Prevention for the Town of Greenfield, 
Massachusetts who provided access to the property and answered questions during the 
reconnaissance.  Photographs taken during the reconnaissance are provided in Appendix D.  A 
Site layout plan is included as Figure 2B.   
 
During the Site reconnaissance the following limiting factors were encountered: 
 

•    A thin layer, about a quarter of an inch, of snow covered several small areas across the 
Site; 

•    Access to the inside of the building was not granted to TRC due to concerns over 
structural  stability of the building; 

•    Numerous cars parked onsite preventing full investigation of ground surface of the Site;  
•    Access to the mitigation building was not granted to TRC, as Mr. Whitney did not have 

access to the keys thereto.  
 
The limiting condition of the snow on the Site and entrance into the mitigation building are not 
expected to impact the results of this Phase I ESA because the snow only covered a small portion 
of the site and the mitigation building is used for remediation purposes. However, the limiting 
condition of access to the building is expected to impact the results of this Phase I ESA because 
there is knowledge of prior contamination within the building. The limiting condition of the cars 
parked onsite is also expected to impact the results of this Phase I ESA because, as seen in 
historical aerials, historical dumping has occurred in the parking lot area.   
 
5.2 Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Unless otherwise noted, the items listed in the table below appeared in good condition with no 
visual evidence of staining, deterioration or a discharge of hazardous materials; and there are no 
records of a release in these areas.  Items where further description is warranted are discussed in 
the section(s) following the table.  
 

Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 
(Current/
Historic/

No) 

Description 

Hazardous material storage or 
handling areas  Historic (see Section 5.2.1) 
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Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 
(Current/
Historic/

No) 

Description 

Aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) 
and associated piping  Historic 

According to the Hydrogeologic Investigation done by 
Environmental Resources Management, Inc. in 1984 there 
was a 275-gallon steel tank storing TCE installed in 1971 
and a second AST installed next to the original in 1979. No 
records were identified as to the removal of said ASTs.   

Underground storage tanks (USTs) 
and associated piping  Historic 

According to the EDR Report and files provided to TRC by 
the Town of Greenfield Fire Department: 
• A 8,000-gallon steel UST containing hydraulic oil 

(installed May 8, 1979)  and a 20,000-gallon steel No. 4 
fuel oil UST (installed May 8, 1962) were removed from 
the southern area of the building on December 6, 1994 – 
the tank graves were reported “clean” at the time of UST 
removal.  

• Two tanks (of unknown size) were permitted to be on the 
Site on May 8, 1986. 

Drums & containers (≥5 gallons)  Current 

•Approximately 50 empty plastic 55-gallon drums were 
found on the grass area adjacent to the southern edge of 
the unnamed road – one label mentioned it was filled 
10/22/02 and was “White Distilled Vinegar.” Other 
smaller plastic drums and containers (> five gallons) were 
found in the same area.  

•Five other rusted and empty metal drums were found in 
various areas around the site (contents unknown).  

Odors No Not Applicable 
Pools of liquid, including surface 
water bodies and sumps (handling 
hazardous substances or substances 
likely to be hazardous only) 

No Not Applicable 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) / 
Transformers No Not Applicable 

Stains or corrosion No Not Applicable 

Drains & sumps Current/ 
Historic 

Previous investigations have indicated the presence of 
unlined floor troughs and a drywell on Site that were used 
for disposal of liquid wastes including oils and TCE. 

Pits, ponds & lagoons No Not Applicable 
Stressed vegetation No Not Applicable 
Historic fill or any other fill material  No Not Applicable 
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Table 5.1 - Interior and Exterior Site Observations 

Item 

Present 
(Current/
Historic/

No) 

Description 

Wastewater (including storm water 
or any discharge into a drain, ditch, 
underground injection system, or 
stream on or adjacent to the Site) 

Current 

•A stormwater drain was discovered during Site 
reconnaissance by the southeast corner of the building. 

•Five (5) yard Fire Hydrants and a sprinkler valve were 
discovered during Site reconnaissance in various 
locations on the Site. The Captain of Fire Prevention for 
Greenfield mentioned that according to his records, the 
hydrants haven’t been tested in years and therefore he felt 
uncomfortable opening them.  

•An underground injection system has been in place for 
RTN 1-0000079 since July 2011 just south of the 
mitigation building.  

Wells (including dry wells, irrigation 
wells, injection wells, abandoned 
wells, or other wells) 

Current/ 
 Historic 

•During Site reconnaissance, approximately 18 current 
(locked) groundwater observation wells were observed 
onsite. There were also well casings and removed wells 
observed onsite. According to Figure 2B of MACTECT’s 
RAO Statement – Off Property Parcel in 2007 (see  
Appendix E) there were 20 groundwater monitoring wells 
installed onsite.  

•During Site reconnaissance, injection wells south of the 
mitigation building were discovered.  

•Previous investigations have indicated the presence of 
unlined floor troughs and a drywell on Site that were used 
for disposal of liquid wastes including oils and TCE. 

Septic systems or cesspools No Not Applicable 

Furnace Current 
A large rusted furnace was observed along the unnamed 
road near the mitigation building. The furnace appears to be 
empty but door was too rusted over to be opened.  

Cars Current Numerous cars were stored in the onsite parking lot.  
 
5.2.1 Hazardous Substances  

No hazardous substances including raw materials; finished products and formulations; hazardous 
wastes; hazardous constituents and pollutants including intermediates and byproducts are 
currently present at the Site or identified during Site reconnaissance. Several drums of unknown 
contents were identified, which may contain hazardous substances. However, there is historical 
information pertaining to contamination that is still present at the Site, as mentioned in Section 
4.1.1 but was not visible during Site reconnaissance. 
 
5.3 Adjoining and Surrounding Properties Reconnaissance 

5.3.1 Adjoining Properties 

During the Site reconnaissance, TRC viewed the adjoining properties from the Site and publicly 
accessible areas (e.g., public roadways, etc.).  
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Table 5.2 - Adjoining Properties Reconnaissance 

Direction 
from Site Current Land Use Description 

North Residential buildings 
East Residential buildings 

South Graveyard and residential  
West Interstate 91 and railroad 

 
5.3.2 Surrounding Properties 

Surrounding properties generally include a mix of residential and commercial in all directions.  
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6.0 INTERVIEWS 
No facility or Site personnel were made available for TRC to interview. 
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7.0 FINDINGS, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Potential findings can include RECs, historical RECs (HRECs), controlled RECs (CRECs) and 
de minimis conditions, pursuant to the ASTM E 1527-13 standard.   
 
RECs are defined as the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 
products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under conditions 
indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a 
future release to the environment.   
 
CRECs are defined as a REC resulting from a past release of hazardous substances or petroleum 
products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (for 
example, as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-
based criteria established by regulatory authority), with hazardous substances or petroleum 
products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required controls (for 
example, property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or 
engineering controls). 
 
HRECs are defined as a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has 
occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the 
applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory 
authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (for example, property use 
restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls). 
 
De minimis conditions are defined as a condition that generally does not present a threat to 
human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement 
action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.  Conditions determined 
to be de minimis conditions are not RECs nor CRECs. 
 
TRC has performed a Phase I ESA in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM E 
1527-13 at the property located at 180 Laurel Street, Greenfield, Massachusetts (Site), see 
Appendices F and G.  Deviations from this standard are described in Sections 1.3 and 7.6 of this 
report.   
 
7.1 RECs and CRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs (including CRECs) in connection with the 
Site, except for the following: 
 
REC No. 1 
 
TRC’s file review indicated on-going groundwater treatment for a release of trichloroethene 
(TCE) to Site groundwater.  Figure 2A shows the approximate extent of the TCE plume in 2007.  
A groundwater treatment system operated at the site from 1991 to July 2011.  Currently, in-situ 
chemical oxidation injections occur on a monthly basis by Honeywell.  In addition, due to the 
historical use of the property, the potential exists for residual soil contamination, beneath and 
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outside the building.  The documented presence of groundwater contamination and the likely 
presence of contaminated soils beneath and around the Site building constitute a REC for this 
Site. 
 
REC No. 2 
 
During Site reconnaissance, approximately 50 plastic drums and five rusted metal drums were 
observed onsite along with dumping of large piles of wood and other discarded materials (Figure 
2B). Many of the drums did not have labels, and neither the contents of the drums nor their dates 
of disposal could be discerned during Site reconnaissance. The presence of discarded objects and 
drums indicates that uncontrolled disposals have taken place on Site that could lead to additional 
sources of subsurface contamination. Without further information indicating that the dumping on 
Site has not created a release of oil and/or hazardous chemical, this finding constitutes a REC for 
the Site. 
 
7.2 HRECs 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of HRECs in connection with the Site, except for the 
following: 
 
HREC No. 1 
 
TRC’s file review indicated that, on July 24, 2001, two 100-gallon saddle fuel tanks ruptured and 
virgin diesel fuel was released to the paved surface of the parking lot. Approximately 4.2 gallons 
of diesel fuel was reported to spill.  The release was spread by the water used to contain the fire, 
and a small amount of soil was impacted along the edge of the paved surface.  Immediate 
Response Action (IRA) activities included the removal of 2.94 tons of contaminated soil and 
3.47 tons of petroleum impacted wood chips.  The release achieved MCP closure with a Class A-
2 RAO.  This finding constitutes a HREC for the Site. 
 
HREC No. 2 
 
File review indicated that in July of 2006, during the delivery of hydrogen peroxide to the Site, 
approximately 6 gallons of 50% hydrogen peroxide solution were spilled onto the gravel portion 
of the driveway.  Following the release, the impacted area was watered down.  Composite 
samples found pH levels consistent with background levels of soil in the immediate area.  The 
release achieved MCP closure with a Class A-1 RAO statement.  This finding constitutes a 
HREC for the Site. 
 
7.3 De Minimis Conditions 

This assessment has revealed no evidence of de minimis conditions in connection with the Site; 
except for general refuse/trash observed as well as potential staining in the parking area from the 
stored cars onsite.  
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7.4 Data Gaps 

TRC has made an appropriate inquiry into the commonly known and reasonably ascertainable 
resources concerning the historical ownership and use of the Site back to the first development 
per 40 CFR Part 312.24 (Reviews of Historical Sources of Information).  Data gaps identified 
during this assessment include the following: 
 

1. No entry into both the on-site building and the mitigation building.  
2. Minimal snow cover in some areas.  
3. Cars parked onsite blocked visibility to a lot of the parking lot area.  
4. Lack of user and owner questionnaires 

 
Based on aerials of the site, Data Gaps No’s 2 and 3 are not considered significant.  However, 
based on historical use of the site, Data Gaps No’s 1, and 4 are considered significant Data Gaps. 
 
7.5 Limiting Conditions and Deviations 

7.5.1 Accuracy and Completeness 

The ASTM E 1527-13 standard recognizes inherent limitations for Phase I ESAs that apply to 
this report, including: 
 

• Uncertainty Not Eliminated – No Phase I ESA can wholly eliminate uncertainty 
regarding the potential for RECs in connection with a property.  Data gaps identified 
during this Phase I ESA are listed in Section 7.5. 

 
• Not Exhaustive – A Phase I ESA is not an exhaustive investigation.  
 
• Past Uses of the Property – A review of standard historical sources at intervals less than 

five years is not required.  
 
The Client is advised that the Phase I ESA conducted at the Site is a limited inquiry into a 
property’s environmental status, cannot wholly eliminate uncertainty, and is not an exhaustive 
assessment to discover every potential source of environmental liability at the Site.  Therefore, 
TRC does not make a statement i) of warranty or guarantee, express or implied for any specific 
use; ii) that the Site is free of RECs or environmental impairment; iii) that the Site is “clean”; or 
iv) that impairments, if any, are limited to those that were discovered while TRC was performing 
the Phase I ESA.  This limiting statement is not meant to compromise the findings of this report; 
rather, it is meant as a statement of limitations within the ASTM standard and intended scope of 
this assessment.  Specific limiting conditions identified during the Site reconnaissance are 
described in Section 5.1.  Subsurface conditions may differ from the conditions implied by 
surface observations, and can be evaluated more thoroughly through intrusive techniques that are 
beyond the scope of this assessment.  Information in this report is not intended to be used as a 
construction document and should not be used for demolition, renovation, or other construction 
purposes.   
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This report presents TRC’s site reconnaissance observations, findings, and conclusions as they 
existed at the time of the Site reconnaissance.  TRC makes no representation or warranty that the 
past or current operations at the property are, or have been, in compliance with all applicable 
federal, state and local laws, regulations and codes.  TRC makes no guarantees as to the accuracy 
or completeness of information obtained from others during the course of this Phase I ESA 
report.  It is possible that information exists beyond the scope of this assessment, or that 
information was not provided to TRC.  Additional information subsequently provided, 
discovered, or produced may alter findings or conclusions made in this Phase I ESA report.  TRC 
is under no obligation to update this report to reflect such subsequent information.  The findings 
presented in this report are based upon reasonably ascertainable information and observed Site 
conditions at the time of the assessment.   
 
This report does not warrant against future operations or conditions, nor does it warrant against 
operations or conditions present of a type or at a location not assessed.  Regardless of the 
findings stated in this report, TRC is not responsible for consequences or conditions arising from 
facts that were not fully disclosed to TRC during the assessment. 
 
An independent data research company provided the government agency database referenced in 
this report.  Information regarding surrounding area properties was requested for approximate 
minimum search distances and was assumed to be correct and complete unless obviously 
contradicted by TRC’s observations or other credible referenced sources reviewed during the 
assessment. 
 
TRC is not a professional title insurance or land surveyor firm and makes no guarantee, explicit 
or implied, that any land title records acquired or reviewed, or any physical descriptions or 
depictions of the property in this report, represent a comprehensive definition or precise 
delineation of property ownership or boundaries. 
 
7.5.2 Warranties and Representations 

This report does not warrant against: (1) operations or conditions which were not evident from 
visual observations or historical information provided; (2) conditions which could only be 
determined by physical sampling or other intrusive investigation techniques; (3) locations other 
than the client-provided addresses and/or legal parcel description; or (4) information regarding 
off-site location(s) (with possible impact to the Site) not published in publicly available records. 
 
7.5.3 Continued Validity/User Reliance 

This report is presumed to be valid, in accordance with, and subject to, the limitations specified 
in the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, for a period of 180 days from completion, or until the Client 
obtains specific information that may materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this 
report, or until the Client is notified by TRC that it has obtained specific information that may 
materially alter a finding, opinion, or conclusion in this report.  Additionally, pursuant to the 
ASTM E 1527-13 standard, this report is presumed valid if completed less than 180 days prior to 
the date of acquisition of the property or (for transactions not involving an acquisition) the date 
of the intended transaction.  
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7.5.4 Significant Assumptions 

During this Phase I ESA, TRC relied on database information; interviews with Site 
representatives, regulatory officials, and other individuals having knowledge of Site operations; 
and information provided by the User as requested in our authorized Scope of Work.  TRC has 
assumed that the information provided is true and accurate.  Reliance on electronic database 
search reports is subject to the limitations set forth in those reports.  TRC did not independently 
verify the information provided.  TRC found no reason to question the validity of the information 
received unless explicitly noted elsewhere in this report.  If other information is discovered 
and/or if previous reports exist that were not provided to TRC, our conclusions may not be valid. 
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8.0 REFERENCES 

Table 8.1 - References Information 

Description/Title 
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Received or 
Agency Contacted 

Date 
Information 

Request 
Filled/Date of 

Agency 
Contact 

Information 
Updated Reference Source 

Topographic maps dated 
1890, 1894, 1941, 1954, 

1968, 1979, and 1990   

Request No. 
4251052.4 on  
April 01, 2015 

 
Current 

 
EDR 

Aerial photographs 
(scale: varies) dated 
1942, 1952, 1966, 1966, 
1981, 1987, 1992, 1995, 
2006, 2008, 2010, and 
2012 

Request No. 
4251052.9 on 
April 01, 2015 

Current EDR 

City directories dated 
1988, 1992, 1995, 1999, 
2003, 2008 and 2013 

Request No. 
4251052.5 on 
April 02, 2015 

Current EDR 

Sanborn fire insurance 
maps (no coverage) 

Request No. 
4251052.3 on 
April 01, 2015 

Current EDR 

Radius Map Report / 
EDR – 180 Laurel 
Street 

Request No. 
4251052.2s on 
April 01, 2015 

Current Multiple federal and state agencies 

Besly Product Corp – 
EDR Site Report April 07,2015 Current Multiple federal and state agencies 

American Society for 
Testing and Materials 
(ASTM). Standard 
Practice for 
Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase I 
Environmental Site 
Assessment Process, 
ASTM Designation 
E1527-13.  2013. 

NA Current ASTM 

MassDEP Reportable 
Release Sites April 14, 2015 Current MassDEP Website (eDEP) 

Previous Reports March 2015 Current See Section 4.3 
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9.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES 
No additional services were performed during this Phase I ESA. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Franklin Regional Transit Authority is proposing to construct a new bus storage facility at 
one of four potential sites in the Towns of Greenfield and Deerfield, Massachusetts. A general 
noise impact assessment of each of the proposed Project alternatives was conducted utilizing the 
Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA, 
2006) guidance document.  The guidance sets forth the procedures required to assess the 
potential for noise impacts from transit projects.  Potential noise impacts are dependent on 
expected increases in noise due to a project over existing ambient conditions. 
 
1.1  General Information on Noise 
 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound resulting from vibrations in the air. Excessive noise can 
cause annoyance and adverse health effects. Annoyance can include sleep disturbance and 
speech interference. It can also distract attention and make activities more difficult to perform 
(EPA, 1978). 
 
The range of pressures that cause the vibrations that create noise is large. Noise is therefore 
measured on a logarithmic scale, expressed in decibels (dB). The frequency of a sound is the 
“pitch” (high or low). The unit for frequency is hertz (Hz). Most sounds are composed of a 
composite of frequencies. The normal human ear can usually distinguish frequencies from 20 Hz 
(low frequency) to about 20,000 Hz (high frequency), although people are most sensitive to 
frequencies between 500 Hz and 4000 Hz. The individual frequency bands can be combined into 
one overall dB level.  
 
Noise is typically measured on the A-weighted scale (dBA). The A-weighting scale was 
developed and has been shown to provide a good correlation with the human response to sound 
and is the most widely used descriptor for community noise assessments (Harris, 1991). The 
faintest sound that can be heard by a healthy ear is about 0 dBA, while an uncomfortably loud 
sound is about 120 dBA. In order to provide a frame of reference, some common sound levels 
are listed below. 
 

• Pile Driver at 100 feet   90 to 100 dBA 
• Chainsaw at 30 feet   90 dBA 
• Truck at 100 feet   85 dBA 
• Noisy Urban Environment  75 dBA 
• Lawn Mower at 100 feet  65 dBA 
• Average Speech   60 dBA 
• Typical Suburban Daytime  50 dBA 
• Quiet Office    40 dBA 
• Quiet Suburban nighttime  35 dBA 
• Soft Whisper at 15 feet  30 dBA  
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Common terms used in this noise analysis are defined below. 
 
Leq - The equivalent noise level over a specified period of time (i.e., 1-hour). It is a single value 
of noise that includes all of the varying noise energy in a given duration. 
 
Ldn - The equivalent 24-hour noise level with a 10 dB penalty added to sounds which occur 
between the hours of 10 pm and 7 am. 
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2.0 EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 
 
2.1 Methodology 
 
The FTA guidance document outlines calculations that should be used to estimate the existing 
ambient conditions at any given site. The method is based on the proximity of noise sensitive 
uses to major roadways (e.g., interstates) and rail lines.  If the noise sensitive uses are located far 
enough away from these types of sources, then the population density of the area is used to 
calculate existing ambient noise. Table 1 shows the existing noise exposure estimates, as 
provided by the FTA.  
 

Table 1: FTA Guidance for Estimating Existing Noise Exposure 

Source: FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006 
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2.2 Bernardston 
 
The Bernardston site is surrounded by agricultural areas and some sparse residential areas to the 
north. Interstate 91 runs southeast of the site, and per the FTA methodology, noise from the 
Interstate dominates the noise environment. Table 2 below shows the expected ambient sound 
levels utilizing each of the FTA criteria.  
 

Table 2: Existing Noise Exposure - Bernardston 
 

Existing Noise Exposure Criteria Daytime Leq Nighttime Leq Ldn 
Distance from 

Interstate Highways 500 feet (1) 55 45 55 

Distance from Other 
Roadways 400 + feet (1) 50 40 50 

Distance from Railways 800 + feet (1) NA NA 45 

Population Density 120 people per 
square mile (2) 40 30 40 

(1) Measured from approx. center of site to center of roadway/railway 
(2) Based on approx. 10 houses within ¼ mile, with three residents in each house 

 
A review of Table 2 shows that the highest noise exposure estimate is related to the distance 
from Interstate 91. The FTA methodology specifies that the highest of the calculated ambient 
sound levels is defined as the ambient sound level for the area, and is utilized in developing 
impact contours in later sections. 
 
2.3 Jewett 
 
The Jewett site is surrounded on all sides by residential areas. Interstate 91 runs west of the site, 
along with an existing railway. Massachusetts Route 5 is also located to the west. Due to the 
number of residential and commercial structures between the roadways and the site, reductions in 
the sound levels due to shielding were accounted for as provided in the FTA guidance. Table 3 
below shows the expected sound levels utilizing each of the FTA criteria.  
 

Table 3: Existing Noise Exposure - Jewett 
 

Existing Noise Exposure Criteria Daytime Leq Nighttime Leq Ldn 
Distance from Interstate 

Highways 800 ft + (1) 42.5 (3) 32.5 (3) 42.5 (3) 

Distance from Other 
Roadways 400 ft + (1) 44 (4) 34 (4) 44 (4) 

Distance from Railways 800 ft + (1) NA NA 39 (4) 
Population Density 1500 (2) 50 40 50 
(1) Measured from approx. center of site to center of roadway/railway 
(2) Based on approx. 125 houses within ¼ mile, with three residents in each house  
(3) Includes a 7.5 dBA reduction for shielding effect of intervening buildings. 
(4) Includes a 6 dBA reduction for shielding effect of intervening buildings. 
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A review of Table 3 shows that the highest noise exposure estimate is related to the population 
density. The sound levels associated with that criteria will be utilized in developing impact 
contours in later sections, per the FTA guidelines. 
 
2.4 Shelburne 
 
The Shelburne site is located in a commercial area. The nearest residential areas are to the west 
and northwest. Interstate 91 runs east of the site, and Route 2 is located to the south. No railway 
facilities are located nearby. Due to the prevalence of commercial properties in the area, the 
population density was not calculated for this location. Table 4 below shows the expected sound 
levels utilizing each of the FTA criteria.  
 

Table 4: Existing Noise Exposure - Shelburne 
 

Existing Noise Exposure Criteria Daytime Leq Nighttime Leq Ldn 
Distance from 

Interstate Highways 800 ft + (1) 50 40 50 

Distance from Other 
Roadways 400 ft + (1) 50 40 50 

Distance from Railways NA NA NA NA 
Population Density NA NA NA NA 
(1) Measured from approx. center of site to center of roadway/railway 

 
A review of Table 4 shows that the highest noise exposure estimate is related to nearby 
roadways. The sound levels associated with that criteria will be utilized in developing impact 
contours in later sections, per the FTA guidelines. 
 
2.5 Laurel  
 
The Laurel site is surrounded by residential areas to the north and east. A cemetery is located to 
the south of the site.  Interstate 91 runs west of the site, and per the FTA methodology, noise 
from the Interstate dominates the noise environment. Table 5 below shows the expected ambient 
sound levels utilizing each of the FTA criteria.  
 

Table 5: Existing Noise Exposure - Laurel 
 

Existing Noise Exposure Criteria Daytime Leq Nighttime Leq Ldn 
Distance from 

Interstate Highways 450 feet (1) 55 45 55 

Distance from Other 
Roadways 400 + feet (1) 50 40 50 

Distance from Railways 800 + feet (1) NA NA 45 

Population Density 600 people per 
square mile (2) 45 35 45 

(1) Measured from approx. center of site to center of roadway/railway 
(2) Based on approx. 50 houses within ¼ mile, with three residents in each house 
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A review of Table 5 shows that the highest noise exposure estimate is related to the distance 
from Interstate 91. The sound levels associated with that criteria will be utilized in developing 
impact contours in later sections, per the FTA guidelines. 
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3.0 POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
 
The FTA document sets forth an initial screening method for bus storage facilities.  The analysis 
requires, as input, the peak traffic hour volume entering the facility.  The FTA procedure then 
provides a formula for calculating the estimated peak hour Leq level associated with the facility at 
a reference distance of 50 feet.  The procedure provides a graphic scale for correcting the 
calculated level to the distance of the nearest residences.   
 
The FTA guidance recommends conducting the impact assessment using the Ldn sound level, 
which would be calculated based on the average of all vehicles entering and exiting the facility 
during a 24 hour period. However, as most activity at the site would occur over only a few hours 
in the early morning and evening hours, it was determined that the daily Ldn calculation would 
provide an underestimate of expected sound levels and associated potential noise impacts. 
Therefore, the worst case hourly Leq was calculated and used to determine impacts. 
 
A total of 48 vehicles can potentially be housed at any of the proposed storage yards, and the 
worst case hour was conservatively assumed to include all 48 vehicles entering or exiting the site 
in one hour. Using this input data, the peak hour Leq for the facility was calculated to be 72 dBA 
at 50 feet. In addition, it is likely that activity will occur during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 
a.m.), as the egress from the site will occur between 5 a.m. and 7 a.m. in the early morning. The 
potential noise impacts were therefore evaluated based on the assumption that the activity would 
happen during nighttime hours, and therefore the nighttime ambient noise levels were utilized, 
thus providing a conservative analysis regarding any potential impacts. 
 
FTA outlines the method of determining the potential for noise impacts. Table 6 provides the 
noise level defining various levels of noise impact based on the ambient conditions. Although the 
table provides the criteria based on project noise exposure and ambient noise exposure, it is 
important to note that the values in the table are determined by the increase in cumulative noise. 
The noise impact criteria incorporates both absolute criteria, which consider noise levels from 
the facility alone, and relative criteria, which consider the potential for annoyance associated 
with the change in the noise environment due to the project. All of the noise receptors for this 
Project, at all four sites, are considered Category 2, which includes residences and buildings 
where people normally sleep. 
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Table 6: FTA Guidance for Determining Noise Level Impacts 

Source: FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006  
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3.1 Impact Criteria 
 
In order to determine the sound level criteria for moderate and severe impact conditions, the 
calculated ambient data for each site is used along with the noise impact exposure provided in 
Table 6. As explained above, nighttime ambient conditions were utilized for each site in order to 
provide the most conservative analysis. 
 
3.1.1 Bernardston 

 
Provided in Table 7 are the impact criteria based on an existing nighttime ambient sound level of 
45 dBA for the Bernardston site. Also provided are the distances from the center of the site that 
the applicable sound level would occur. These contours are shown in Figure 1.  
 

Table 7: Calculated Impact Criteria Distances from Site Center - Bernardston 
 

Criteria Sound Level Distance from Center of Site 
Ambient Sound Level 45 dBA NA 
Project Sound Level at 50 feet 72 dBA 50 feet 
Severe Impact 59 dBA 170 feet 
Moderate Impact 52 dBA 300 feet 
 
The nearest residence to the Bernardston site is located 700 feet from the center of the site, well 
beyond the moderate impact criteria distance of 300 feet. No noise impact is therefore calculated 
for this site.   
 
3.1.2 Jewett 

 
Provided in Table 8 are the impact criteria based on an existing nighttime ambient sound level of 
40 dBA for the Jewett site. Also provided are the distances from the center of the site that the 
applicable sound level would occur. These contours are shown in Figure 2.  
 

Table 8: Calculated Impact Criteria Distances from Site Center - Jewett 
 

Criteria Sound Level Distance from Center of Site 
Ambient Sound Level 40 dBA NA 
Project Sound Level at 50 feet 72 dBA 50 feet 
Severe Impact 55 dBA 225 feet 
Moderate Impact 50 dBA 400 feet 
 
The nearest residences to the Jewett site are located just over 400 feet from the center of the site, 
close to the moderate noise impact contour. However, there are many residences located in 
various directions around this site located very close to contour.  Although these residences are 
outside the moderate impact circle, any shift in the actual location of the Project would shift the 
contours, and could result in several residences falling inside the moderate noise impact area.   
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3.1.3 Shelburne 
 
Provided in Table 9 are the impact criteria based on an existing nighttime ambient sound level of 
40 dBA for the Shelburne site. Also provided are the distances from the center of the site that the 
applicable sound level would occur. These contours are shown in Figure 3.  
 

Table 9: Calculated Impact Criteria Distances from Site Center - Shelburne 
 

Criteria Sound Level Distance from Center of Site 
Ambient Sound Level 40 dBA NA 
Project Sound Level at 50 feet 72 dBA 50 feet 
Severe Impact 55 dBA 225 feet 
Moderate Impact 50 dBA 400 feet 
 
One residence is located just under 400 feet from the center of the site, falling inside the 
moderate noise impact contour.  Additional residences are located directly outside the 400 foot 
contour, although there are not as many residences near the moderate impact contour as at the 
Jewett site.  
 
3.1.4 Laurel 

 
Provided in Table 10 are the impact criteria based on an existing nighttime ambient sound level 
of 45 dBA for the Laurel site. Also provided are the distances from the center of the site that the 
applicable sound level would occur. These contours are shown in Figure 4.  
 

Table 10: Calculated Impact Criteria Distances from Site Center - Laurel 
 

Criteria Sound Level Distance from Center of Site 
Ambient Sound Level 45 dBA NA 
Project Sound Level at 50 feet 72 dBA 50 feet 
Severe Impact 59 dBA 170 feet 
Moderate Impact 52 dBA 300 feet 
 
The nearest residence is located approximately 450 feet from the center of the site, well beyond 
the moderate impact criteria distance of 300 feet. No noise impact is therefore calculated for this 
site.  
 
3.2 Mitigation and/or Detailed Noise Analysis 
 
3.2.1 Bernardston 

 
No noise sensitive areas were located within the severe or moderate impact criteria contour. No 
additional analysis or mitigation would therefore be required for this site. 
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3.2.2 Jewett 
 
No noise sensitive areas were located within the severe or moderate impact criteria contour. No 
mitigation would therefore be required for this site. However, many NSAs are located very near 
the moderate impact contour, and any shift in the exact location of the Project could result in 
several residences falling within the impact contour, in which case a detailed noise analysis may 
be needed for this site to determine if noise mitigation would be required.   
 
3.2.3 Shelburne 

 
Noise mitigation for a single receptor may not be warranted due to the fact that only one NSA 
was found to be within the moderate noise impact contour based on this general noise analysis.  
A detailed noise analysis could be conducted for this site if it is selected in order to evaluate the 
feasibility and practicality of installing any noise mitigation (i.e. a noise barrier wall).  
 
3.2.4 Laurel 

 
No noise sensitive areas were located within the severe or moderate impact criteria contour. No 
additional analysis or mitigation would therefore be required for this site. 
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4.0 CONCLUSION 
 
TRC evaluated potential noise impacts for four sites under consideration for the proposed FRTA 
bus storage facility. The site would be located in either Greenfield or Deerfield, Massachusetts.  
A general noise impact assessment was conducted for each site by following the procedures 
outlined in the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment guidance document.  
 
The noise impact assessment included identifying the location of noise sensitive uses 
(residences), determining existing ambient noise levels for each site based on the proximity of 
nearby noise sources and/or population density, calculating the expected noise level from the 
facility, and determining the distance from the site that either moderate or severe noise impacts 
may occur.  Any residences outside of the contours would not experience any noise impacts.  
 
A summary of the results from each impact assessment follows.  The sites are listed in rank order 
from most to least preferred for noise. 
 

Bernardston 
 
Few noise sensitive areas are located near this site, and no noise sensitive areas are within either 
the moderate or severe noise impact contours for this site.  This location would not require any 
noise mitigation and is the optimum location for the facility based on noise conditions. 
 

Laurel 
 
No noise sensitive areas are located within either the moderate or severe noise impact contours 
for this site, and therefore this site would not require any noise mitigation. However, there are 
more residences (outside of the impact contours) than at the Bernardston site. The Laurel site 
would therefore be the second optimal location after Bernardston, which has fewer residences 
located nearby.  
 

Shelburne 
 
One residence is located within the moderate noise impact criteria contour for this site.  
Additional residences are located directly outside this contour, although there are not as many 
residences near the moderate impact contour as at the Jewett site.  Noise mitigation for a single 
receptor may not be warranted due to the fact that only one NSA was found to be within the 
moderate noise impact contour based on this general noise analysis.  A detailed noise analysis 
could be conducted for this site if it is selected in order to evaluate the feasibility and practicality 
of installing any noise mitigation (i.e. a noise barrier wall). 
 

Jewett 
 
No noise sensitive uses are located within the either the moderate or severe noise impact 
contours for this site. However, there are many residential areas in very close proximity to the 
moderate noise impact contour. Should the location of the facility shift within the property, or if 
the facility is not located within the center of the property as was assumed for this general noise 
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assessment, then the noise contours could shift and several residences could be located within the 
moderate impact contour.  This could require a detailed noise assessment under the FTA 
guidance and/or mitigation in the form of noise barrier walls.  Due to the proximity of numerous 
residential uses, the Jewett site is the least preferred of the four sites based on noise.   
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Figure 1: Bernardston Impact Contours 
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Figure 2: Jewett Impact Contours 
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Figure 3: Shelburne Impact Contours 
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Figure 4: Laurel Impact Contours 
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To: Neal Depasquale, STV Inc. From: Gabriel J. Lopez-Bernal, TranSystems 

Date: January 16, 2015 Subject: FRTA Ridership Projection 

CC: Rick D. Halvorsen, TranSystems 

 

Purpose 

The justification and sizing of a new Franklin Regional Transit Authority (FRTA) Operations 

Facility requires a comprehensive assessment of FRTA’s current and future rolling stock, 

maintenance and storage requirements.  The key to this is a thorough understanding of 

FRTA’s current ridership and rolling stock, together with a reasonable projection of FRTA’s 

future ridership and the potential impact any changes in ridership, or significant service 

changes, may have on FRTA’s rolling stock. 

Background 

The FRTA was established in 1978.  In August 2006, the FRTA assumed the responsibility of 

providing transportation services for the towns of Greenfield and Montague.  Transportation 

service within these two (2) towns was previously operated by the Greenfield Montague 

Transportation Area (GMTA).  As a result, the FRTA currently serves 41 communities 

throughout Franklin, Hampden, Hampshire and Worcester Counties.  The FRTA had four (4) 

fixed routes prior to the consolidation of services and saw their fixed route service increase to 

six (6) routes with services expanding into Greenfield, Montague and Amherst.  

In addition to fixed route service, the FRTA provides a variety of service to the elderly and 

persons with disabilities.  These include: 

� ADA Paratransit – The FRTA's ADA Paratransit Services are for disabled persons who 

cannot navigate or access our fixed route service due to their disability and are travelling 

within ¾ mile of its fixed route service while that service is in operation.  Transportation is 

provided from point of origin to destination point. 

� MassHealth Transportation – The FRTA contracts with the Executive Office of Health and 

Human Services (EOHHS) to provide eligible MassHealth (Medicaid) recipients with 

transportation to medical appointments. 

� Demand Response Transportation – This is a curb to curb service offered to elders 60 

years old or older, eligible Franklin County Home Care Corp. consumers, nursing home 
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residents or Veterans with a disability rating of 70% or greater.  Days, hours of operations, 

fares and service vary depending on the town of residence.  

Each of these services has different ridership, drivers and other factors which affect the 

composition and quantity of the rolling stock. 

Approach 

The approach taken in this memorandum was to first analyze FRTA’s past ridership in 

conjunction with changes in its service area, the services it provides, and the demographics 

within the service area.  The intent of this analysis was to better understand the factors which 

drive FRTA’s current and historic ridership.  This analysis is conducted separately for fixed-

route and demand responsive services, including ADA paratransit.  The memorandum also 

reviews FRTA’s historic levels of rolling stock and the relationship between its ridership and its 

rolling stock.  Finally, based on these historic trends and predicted changes to the FRTA’s 

service composition, the memorandum concludes with a reasonable prediction of future 

ridership and anticipated rolling stock needs. 

Fixed Route Service Ridership Analysis 

Table 1 depicts FRTA’s annual ridership from FY2002 through FY2014. FRTA ridership grew 

steadily from FY2002 through FY2006 and then more than doubled in FY2007.  The dramatic 

increase in FY2007 ridership was the result of the consolidation of services of Greenfield and 

Montague into the FRTA in August 2006.  From 2007 through 2014, ridership has been less 

predictable, varying between 116,553 to 146,259. 

Table 1.  FRTA Fixed Route Ridership 

Fiscal YearFiscal YearFiscal YearFiscal Year    RidershipRidershipRidershipRidership    

2002 31,452 

2003 34,095 

2004 41,167 

2005 40,854 

2006 50,293 

2007 116,829 

2008 126,585 

2009 139,277 

2010 116,553 

2011 126,878 

2012 146,259 

2013 145,035 

2014 133,019 
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In 2008 FRTA studied transit in the western part of Franklin County and in 2009 conducted a 

comprehensive service analysis of all of fixed route transit. This review was the first time an 

in-depth comprehensive analysis had been conducted since the GMTA consolidation of 

services in 2006. As a result of these two studies, the FRTA began revising much of its service.  

Other notable changes that occurred after the 2009 comprehensive service analysis include:  

� At the end of FY2009 FRTA initiated service a new (temporary) shuttle to the 

Corporate Center while the county Courthouse is reconstructed. 

� In FY2010 FRTA terminated service on the North Route (which primarily served the 

Northfield Mount Hermon [NMH] Campus) when NMH consolidated its two campus 

sites into one.  The FRTA also began providing shuttle service for the Green River Fest 

(which happens for one weekend during the month of July).   

� In FY11 FRTA restructured the 4 Greenfield routes (GCC, Con/Fed, Fed/Con, and Corp 

Ctr) into one single route (Route 21 – Greenfield Community Route) and added a GCC 

shuttle run to the local community college to facilitate access from the Route 32.   

� In FY2012 added shuttle service for an additional festival, the North Quabbin Garlic 

and Arts Festival (which happens for one weekend during either the end of September 

or beginning of October).   

While these revisions were designed to increase service quality and efficiency; ridership 

decreased by approximately 23,000 riders between FY2009 and FY2010.  Ridership increased 

by 10,000 in FY2011 and by a further 20,000 in FY 2012, before stabilizing in FY2013.  In June 

2013, the Town of Athol (population approximately 11,600) voted to leave the FRTA and join 

the Montachusett Regional Transit Authority, effective July 2013.  The departure of the Town 

of Athol led to the truncation of FRTA’s Route 32 in FY 2014 and a reduction in ridership on 

that route by approximately 10,000 annual riders. 

At the beginning of FY2015, the Town of Hatfield joined the FRTA.  This Town is located on the 

existing Route 31; the FRTA and the Town are working to establish bus stops in the Town.  

Given the town’s population (approximately 3,300), the addition is not anticipated to have a 

significant impact on ridership.  FRTA will initially provide fixed route service only to Hatfield. 

The greatest changes in the population and employment served by the FRTA, and therefore 

to the ridership on the FRTA, have occurred as the result of towns deciding to join or to leave 

the FRTA.  Major service reorganizations have also had a significant impact on ridership, 

although these changes can occur as the result of a town deciding to make in change in the 

type or level of services that they are willing to fund.  

The majority of the FRTA service area (27 towns) lies within the Franklin Metropolitan 

Planning Organization (MPO) Region.  From 2000 through 2010 population and employment 

in this region fell by less than one-half of one percent.  Small parts of the FRTA service area 

are located in the Pioneer Valley and in Worcester County, and had similarly minimal changes 

in population and employment.  Because the changes in population and employment are 
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negligible, it is reasonable that any impact from them would be hidden by the greater impact 

caused by the entry and exit of towns from the FRTA and by the changes in FRTA service. 

An examination of the impact of other factors on FRTA ridership needs to focus on the most 

recent several years, since the effect of towns joining or leaving the FRTA overwhelms other 

factors.  However, as shown in the following tables, aside from the truncation of Route 32 and 

the addition of the Corporate Shuttle, there has been no change in FRTA service over the last 

three years.  The Corporate Shuttle was initiated in March 2014 and reports 231 passenger 

boardings per month. 

Table 2. Average Daily Revenue Hours by Route 

RouteRouteRouteRoute    Line NameLine NameLine NameLine Name    
WeekdayWeekdayWeekdayWeekday    

2012201220122012    2013201320132013    2014201420142014    

Route 21 Greenfield Community Route 10.75 10.75 10.75 

Route 22 Montague/Greenfield 7.75 7.75 7.75 

Route 23 Amherst/Greenfield 4.17 4.17 4.17 

Route 31 Greenfield/Northampton 11.25 11.25 11.25 

Route 32 Orange/Greenfield 15.5 15.5 15.5 

Route 41 Charlemont/Greenfield 7.5 7.5 7.5 

GCC Shuttle GCC Shuttle 0.17 0.17 0.17 

Corp Shuttle Corporate Shuttle 0 0 1.67 

 

Table 3.  Average Daily Revenue Miles by Route 

RouteRouteRouteRoute    Line NameLine NameLine NameLine Name    
WeekdayWeekdayWeekdayWeekday    

2012201220122012    2013201320132013    2014201420142014    

Route 21 Greenfield Community Route 182.2 182.2 182.2 

Route 22 Montague/Greenfield 179.6 179.6 179.6 

Route 23 Amherst/Greenfield 100.4 100.4 100.4 

Route 31 Greenfield/Northampton 341.4 341.4 341.4 

Route 32 Orange/Greenfield 348.6 348.6 298.2 

Route 41 Charlemont/Greenfield 192.2 192.2 192.2 

GCC Shuttle GCC Shuttle 2.1 2.1 2.1 

Corp Shuttle Corporate Shuttle 0 0 25.8 

 

Although there is no clear data from FRTA, experience elsewhere has shown that changes in 

transit service level, especially in areas where there is infrequent (less than hourly) service, 

has a very significant impact on ridership.  On average, the expansion of service into a new 

part of a community has an elasticity of 0.6 to 1.0, i.e., a 10% increase in service causes a 6% 

to 10% increase in ridership, while an increase in service frequency has an elasticity of about 
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0.5, i.e., a 10% increase in service causes a 5% increase in ridership, although there are 

greater effects when service is infrequent. (TDM EncyclopediaTDM EncyclopediaTDM EncyclopediaTDM Encyclopedia, Victoria Transport Policy 

Institute) Doubling service frequency has generally resulting doubling ridership or higher 

responses on suburban routes with headways of one hour or more.  (Transit Price Elasticities Transit Price Elasticities Transit Price Elasticities Transit Price Elasticities 

and Cross Elasticitiesand Cross Elasticitiesand Cross Elasticitiesand Cross Elasticities, Victoria Transport Policy Institute). As FRTA’s routes operate between 2 

and 8 round trips per day, we would anticipate that service increases could result in 

substantial ridership increases. 

Paratransit / Demand Responsive Service Ridership Analysis 

There are several limitations to ADA transportation services in Franklin County, largely a result 

of its rural nature. A large land area and low population density are the primary factors for the 

county’s limited fixed route transit services and as a result, there are no requirements to 

provide ADA transportation services for at least half of Franklin County towns. For the towns 

with fixed-route transit services, ADA van service is available to qualifying residents during the 

regular route’s hours of operation.  ADA transportation averages approximately 60 trips per 

month or about 3 per day. 

Demand responsive ridership, while less than fixed route, is substantially greater than ADA 

ridership.  Demand responsive service in provided in three ways.  Service is provided for six 

(6) towns by the same contractor that provides FRTA’s fixed route service, and is provided 

using FRTA vehicles.  Most of the balance of FRTA’s demand responsive service is provided by 

senior centers (and Hulmes Transportation) under contract to the FRTA, often with one senior 

center providing service for multiple towns.  Eight of these senior centers use a total of 11 

FRTA vans.  Another two senior centers, plus MedRide, provide service with volunteer drivers 

using private vehicles. 

As shown in Table 4, demand responsive ridership also saw a sudden increase in FY2007 with 

the consolidation of services of Greenfield and Montague into the FRTA.  Ridership then 

dropped in FY2010 as a result of the loss of a contract for about 5,000 riders per year and a 

change in the service under contract for Community Enterprises and Athol Demand Response. 

In FY2012 FRTA lost another contract for about 6,000 trips per year.  Ridership in FY2014 

dropped with the departure of Athol, although ridership from the other towns in the region 

actually increased by 2,300 trips per year in FY2014.  Excluding Athol, ridership from FY2011 – 

FY2014 has averaged 30,650 per year, although for three of the four years ridership was 

between 31,050 and 31,450.  As Hatfield provides its own demand responsive service, 

demand responsive ridership seems to have stabilized at this level.  However, it is important 

to note that because some of the demand responsive service is provided under contract to 

other government entities, ridership can vary widely from year to year. 
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Table 4. FRTA Demand Responsive Ridership 

Fiscal YearFiscal YearFiscal YearFiscal Year    RidershipRidershipRidershipRidership    

2004 33,226 

2005 33,643 

2006 32,434 

2007 44,005 

2008 47,312 

2009 42,738 

2010 32,386 

2011 33,985 

2012 35,121 

2013 32,358 

2014 31,079 

Relationship of Ridership to Rolling Stock Needs 

FRTA uses a wide variety of vehicles for providing transit service, including both service 

vehicles and those used to assist in operations.  These vehicles include 35-ft transit buses, 30-

ft transit buses, 25-ft minibuses, 18-ft vans, pickup trucks, SUVs, and sedans.  Table 5 presents 

the number of buses, vans, and other (non-passenger) vehicles at the end of each fiscal year.  

Table 5.  FRTA Vehicle Fleet 

    BusesBusesBusesBuses    VansVansVansVans    OtherOtherOtherOther    

FY07 10 50 4 

FY08 8 47 3 

FY09 8 41 4 

FY10 6 34 4 

FY11 8 33 5 

FY12 9 42 5 

FY13 8 35 6 

FY14 7 44 6 

 

The number of vehicles was greatest in FY2007, immediately after the consolidation of 

services.  FRTA anticipates obtaining an additional 35-foot transit bus in the immediate future 

to replace one lost to a fire earlier this year.  Moreover, it is common for agencies to replace 

vehicles often, especially vans, as they have an estimated useful life of five years.  As a result 

of the timing of acquiring and disposing of vehicles, the number of vehicles owned by FRTA at 

the end of each year has, for the last several years, been the maximum number of vehicles 

owned by FRTA during that year.  As a result, this has been higher than the number of 
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vehicles in use to actually provide service.  For example, at the time of the preparation of this 

memorandum, FRTA has a total of 48 vehicles, rather than the 57 identified at the close of 

FY2014.  Sizing the facility for FRTA maximum fleet owned at the end of FY2014 compared 

with its current fleet would thus provide a margin of about 20% for variation in the number of 

vehicles owned as well as future expansion. 

It is our understanding that not all of these vehicles are housed at the current facility, with the 

remaining vehicles housed off-site at local senior centers/private vendor sites.  However, 

most of the routine maintenance for FRTA’s fleet is performed at its current maintenance / 

storage facility. 

To understand the relationship between ridership and rolling stock, the first question is 

whether increases in ridership will result in a need for additional rolling stock.  Table 6 

presents the average daily ridership per service hour of FRTA’s fixed route services for 2012, 

2013, and 2014. 

Table 6.  Average Daily Fixed-Route Ridership per Service Hour 

RouteRouteRouteRoute    Line NameLine NameLine NameLine Name    
Average Ridership Per HourAverage Ridership Per HourAverage Ridership Per HourAverage Ridership Per Hour    

2012201220122012    2013201320132013    2014201420142014    

Route 21 Greenfield Community Route 10.6 10.8 11.1 

Route 22 Montague/Greenfield 13.9 13.9 13.5 

Route 23 Amherst/Greenfield 5.2 5.1 2.8 

Route 31 Greenfield/Northampton 11.2 12.3 11.5 

Route 32 Orange/Greenfield 10.5 9.4 6.6 

Route 41 Charlemont/Greenfield 5.3 4.5 4.5 

GCC Shuttle GCC Shuttle 13.2 7.3 15.6 

GRF Shuttle GRF Shuttle 2.7 2.8 0.7 

G&A Shuttle G&A Shuttle 1.4 1.6 2.1 

 

As shown here, and confirmed by discussion with FRTA staff, none of FRTA’s current fixed-

route services experience capacity constraints and there is capacity for significant increases in 

ridership without requiring increases in the number of vehicles.  This is because the frequency 

of the service provided by FRTA is a function of providing the best service possible within the 

budget in an effort to generate ridership, rather than providing just the capacity needed to 

avoid an overloaded system.  One of FRTA’s principal long range objectives is to double the 

frequency of its current service.  FRTA staff indicated that some increase in service is possible 

without increasing the number of vehicles in service, but that doubling service would require 

approximately a 50% increase in the number fixed route vehicles used to provide service. 

The days and hours of operation for FRTA’s demand responsive service differ between towns.  

While some towns offer service every weekday, this is not universally true.  For towns where 

service is not offered every weekday, additional capacity can be created with the same 
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number of vehicles by operating on additional days.  Table 7 shows the annual passengers for 

each demand responsive provider acting for FRTA, the number of vehicles they use, the 

annual passenger trips per vehicle, and the approximate average number of trips per vehicle 

per day if service were offered every non-holiday weekday (i.e., 250 days per year).  

Table 7.  Demand Response Annual Ridership 

  

PassengerPassengerPassengerPassenger    

TripsTripsTripsTrips    
VehiclesVehiclesVehiclesVehicles    

Passenger Passenger Passenger Passenger 

Trips/Trips/Trips/Trips/VehicleVehicleVehicleVehicle    

Passenger Passenger Passenger Passenger 

Trips/Trips/Trips/Trips/VehicleVehicleVehicleVehicle/Day/Day/Day/Day    

Beardstown 3,353 2 1,677 7 

Erving 795 1 795 3 

Franklin 11,656 21 555 2 

Goshen 581 1 581 2 

Hulmes 2,409 1 2,409 10 

Huntington 2,161 1 2,161 9 

Orange 5,041 2 2,521 10 

Shelburne 2,689 2 1,345 5 

Southampton 1,487 1 1,487 6 

 

As can be seen in this table, none of the demand responsive services are constrained by the 

number of vans used.  If any constraints exist, it is a matter of funding, staff availability, and 

the hours of service that are actually provided.  Consistent with this analysis, FRTA staff 

estimated that doubling the amount of demand responsive service provided would only 

require about a 10% increase in the number of vehicles used.  Furthermore, these vehicles 

would likely be stored at multiple locations in the FRTA service area. 

Conclusion: Anticipated Future Ridership and Rolling Stock Needs 

From the assessment above, it is clear that the major factor governing FRTA ridership is the 

towns participating in the authority.  The entry and exit of towns from the FRTA result in the 

major changes in the population and employment of the FRTA’s service area.  Furthermore, 

each town determines what services are provided in that town and provides part of the 

funding for those services.  It is our understanding that the FRTA is not aware of any towns 

currently considering either leaving or joining the FRTA in the near future.   

While the expected useful life of the FRTA Operations Facility will be from about 2017 to 

2067, the official Massachusetts estimates of population and employment extend only to 

2035.  As stated above, the majority of the FRTA service area is within the Franklin MPO 

Region.  The most recent long term estimate is that from 2010 through 2035 population in 

this region is expected to grow by 8% with employment expected to grow by 9%.  Small parts 

of the FRTA service area are located in the Pioneer Valley and in Worcester County, and are 

expected to grow no faster than the Franklin MPO region. Assuming that the region continues 
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to grow at the same rate throughout the remainder of the useful life of the new FRTA 

Operations Facility, the additional growth in population and employment from 2035 to 2067 

would be on the order of 10% to 11%.  Thus, it is reasonable to expect about a 20% increase 

in ridership on both fixed route and demand responsive services from 2017 - 2067 solely as a 

result of population and employment growth.  From the analysis and discussions with FRTA 

staff, it appears that this modest increase in ridership would not require an increase in FRTA 

rolling stock. 

There is considerable support in the FRTA region for expanded public transit service, 

specifically in the western part of the region.  This was discussed in the 2012 Regional 

Transportation Plan and has been a key issue in the ongoing Comprehensive Service Analysis 

and the effort to develop a new Regional Transit Plan.  Changes to FRTA’s fixed route or 

demand responsive services as a result of these ongoing studies has the potential to 

dramatically change FRTA’s ridership and could result in the need to increase FRTA rolling 

stock. However, in the absence of a plan and funding for expansion, any estimate of the 

amount of additional rolling stock needed for a geographic expansion of services would be 

speculative at best, especially considering that the design of any expansion could be affected 

by towns switching either into or out of the FRTA.  Furthermore, due to the size of the FRTA 

service area, it is likely that at least some of any additional fixed route vehicles and most 

additional demand responsive vehicles would be garaged at remote sites to minimize 

deadhead time, similar to the way demand responsive vehicles are currently garaged. FRTA 

currently, and expects to continue to, conduct almost all of its basic vehicle maintenance at 

its Operations Facility.  Thus, while the Operations Facility does not need to be sized to garage 

these vehicles, it should be sized accordingly to maintain these vehicles. 

As discussed earlier, FRTA is also seeking to increase the frequency of existing service.  Some 

increase in frequency could be accomplished with existing equipment, plus possibly minor 

changes to routes and operations.  However, staff estimates that in order to achieve a 

doubling of frequency, FRTA would need to increase fixed route equipment by 50%.   

By sizing the facility for FRTA’s maximum rolling stock owned during the last several years, 

rather than just the fleet actually currently in use, FRTA will have both room for expansion 

and the ability to properly care for vehicles that have been acquired but not yet put into 

service as well as those that have been retired from service but not yet disposed of. 
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Table 8.Table 8.Table 8.Table 8.    Projected Projected Projected Projected Changes in Changes in Changes in Changes in Future Ridership and Rolling Stock NeedsFuture Ridership and Rolling Stock NeedsFuture Ridership and Rolling Stock NeedsFuture Ridership and Rolling Stock Needs    to 2067to 2067to 2067to 2067    

    Fixed RouteFixed RouteFixed RouteFixed Route    Demand ResponsiveDemand ResponsiveDemand ResponsiveDemand Responsive    

    RidershipRidershipRidershipRidership    
Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles 

MaintainedMaintainedMaintainedMaintained    

Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles 

GaragedGaragedGaragedGaraged    
RidershipRidershipRidershipRidership    

Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles 

MaintainedMaintainedMaintainedMaintained    

Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles 

GaragedGaragedGaragedGaraged    

20% Growth in 

Population and 

Employment 

20% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 

Doubling Fixed 

Route Frequency 
100% 50% 50% NA NA NA 

Doubling Demand 

Responsive 

Ridership 

NA NA NA 100% 10% 0% 

Geographic 

Expansion of 

Services 

Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 
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