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DearDavid:


On July 8,2013,RPF Environm ental, Inc.(RPF) conducted a survey ofthe garage located at9

Ray Streetin Portland,M aine. The survey wasperform ed in asdesignated by you foraccessible

asbestos-containing building m aterial (ACBM ) as indicated herein. Below is a sum m ary of

findings and attached to this report are the survey data tables, laboratory results, survey

m ethodologies and lim itations.


Sum m ary ofFindings


The garage surveyed at9 Ray Streetin Portland,M aine consists ofa single story wood structure

with asphalt roofing and wood siding. The m ain garage is approxim ately 320 square feetand

there isan approxim ately 160 square footstorage area on the rearside ofthe building.


The scope ofthe survey included accessible asbestos-containing building m aterial in accordance

with the initialasbestos inspection requirem ents priorto renovation ordem olition work asstated

in the State regulations and applicable federalregulations. Asbestos isthe nam e fora group of

naturally occurring m inerals thatseparate into strong,very fine fibers. The adverse health effects

associated with asbestos exposure have been extensively studied for m any years. Results of

these studies and epidem iological investigations have dem onstrated that inhalation of asbestos

fibers m ay lead to increased risk ofdeveloping one orm ore diseases. In allcases,extrem e care

m ustbe used notto disturb asbestos-containing m aterials orto create fiberrelease episodes.


In the accessible locations surveyed,RPF identified four (4)hom ogeneous groups ofaccessible

suspect asbestos-containing building m aterial. Suspect m aterials were identified based on

currentindustry standards,EPA,and otherguideline listings ofpotential suspectACBM . A total

often (10) sam ples were extracted from the different groups ofsuspect m aterial in accordance

with EPA and M aine DEP sam pling protocols. Based on the laboratory results and survey

findings,accessible ACBM was notidentified. However,care should be used during dem olition

to inspect for possible concealed suspect m aterial that was not accessible atthe tim e of this

inspection. Ifconcealed suspectm aterial is encountered during dem olition, work should cease

untilpropertesting and inspection isperform ed. Stored personalbelongings were notinspected.
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In accordance with currentregulatory requirements, ACBM thatmay be impacted ordisturbed

(such thatasbestos fiberrelease occurs)by renovation, demolition orothersuch activity mustbe

removed by qualified, licensed firms, as applicable. Although regulations for removal of

nonfriable ACBM are som ewhatlessstringentthan the requirements forfriable ACBM ,itshould

benoted thatnonfriable ACBM thatissubjected to grinding,abrasion,and otherforces,could be

rendered friable. 'In this event,the nonfriable ACBM would be re-categorized friable ACBM .

ACBM thatwillnotbe impacted by renovation ordemolition activity may be leftin place if

managed properly and ifthematerials aremaintained in good condition.


Appropriate notifications, labeling and otherhazard communications should be completed to all

employees,contractors and othersin accordance with US OSHA regulations and otherapplicable

requirements (including asbestos labeling in accordance with 29 CFR Part1926). The scope of

RPF services forthis survey did notinclude labeling ofACBM orhazard communications to

otheremployees,building occupants,contractors,orsubcontractors.


W ith the exception of the specific testing and analysis detailed herein, no other samples of

materials,oil,water,ground water,air,orothersuspecthazardous materials were collected inthe

course of this inspection that supports or denies these conclusions. No additional services

beyond those explicitly stated herein were performed and none should be inferred or implied.

The summary and conclusions arebased on reasonably ascertainable information asdescribed in

this report. RPF Environmental, Inc.makes no guarantees, warranties, orreferences regarding

thisproperty orthecondition oftheproperty aftertheperiod ofthisreport.


Ifyou have any questions atthis time,orifyou would like to discuss the remediation process,

please callouroffice.


Sincerely,

RPFENVIR~ENTAL, INe.


K6r-=G~Coe.u-

RogerFrancoeur

ProjectM anager


Enclosures:

Appendix A: AnalyticalTables

Appendix B: Pictures

Appendix C: Summary ofM ethodology and Limitations
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DAVID ING RAH AM 

9Ray Street,Portland,M E


SUM M ARY O F BULK M ATERIAL SAM PLING AND RESULTS

Polarized LightM icroscopy with G ravim etric Reduction


EPA 6001R-93/116 and 6001M 4-82-020 M ethod


Sam ples Collected:July 8,2013


SampleID SampleDescription Organic
 Acid Soluble

C'


Other
 Asbestos


W eightPercent
 W eightPercent Non-A sbestos
 W eightPercent

W eightPercent


070813-HGOla Roofing,garage rearstorage,north edge

59.2 0
 40.8


No Asbestos

Detected


070813-HGOlb Roofing,garage,rearstorage,center

25.8
 0
 74.2


No Asbestos

Detected


070813-HGO 1c
 Roofing, garage rearstorage,south edge

25.5 0
 74.5


No Asbestos

Detected


070813-HG02a Roofing,garage,north edge
 31.6
 0
 68.4
 No Asbestos

Detected


070813-HG02b
 Roofing,garage,center

68.8 0
 31.2
 No Asbestos


Detected


0708I3-HG02c Roofing,garage,south edge

40.6 0
 59.4
 o Asbestos


Detected


070813-HG03a W indow glaze,residual,south sidepeak
 1l.2
 79.6
 9.2

No Asbestos

Detected


070813-HG04a Siding feltpaper,south comer

93.0 0
 7.0


No Asbestos

Detected


070813-HG04b
 Siding feltpaper,westside

95.8 0
 4.2


No Asbestos


Detected


070813-HG04c
 Siding feltpaper,frontby doors

93.6
 0
 6.4
 No Asbestos


Detected

-
105532


Notes:


Trace means lessthan 1% . SFP M eans analysis was terminated because asbestos was detected on aprevious homogenous


sample during the survey work. Please reference the "HG" group number.


Please reference the fullreportfordiscussions and additional information and limitations pertaining to these results.
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G arage at9 Ray Street,Portland,M aine


Rear side ofgarage and storage addition. Roofing,


window glaze and siding feltpaper allfound to be non-


detect for asbestos.


Stored item s in garage.
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Summary ofM ethodology: Asbestos-Containing Building M aterials Survey


EPA accredited inspector(s) surveyed accessible space in the building orsite areas included within the

RPF Scope ofW ork (SOW )to identify suspect asbestos-containing building material (ACBM ). Suspect

ACBM was inventoried and categorized into homogeneous groups ofmaterials. To the extentindicated

in the report, samples were then extracted from the different groups of homogeneous materials in

accordance with applicable State and federal rules and regulations. For surveys in which the SOW 


included fullinspections ofthe affectspace,sampling methodologies were based on the requirements set

forth in 40 CFR Part 763 (EPA) and 29 CFR Part 1926.1101 (OSHA). For preliminary or limited

surveys, findings apply to only the affected material orspace as indicated in the RPF SOW and Report

and additional inspection and testing will be required to satisfy regulatory obligations associated with

renovation, demolition,maintenance and otheroccupational safety and health requirements.


Collected samples were individually placed into sealed containers, labeled, and submitted with proper

chain ofcustody forms to the RPF NVLAP-accredited vendor laboratory. Sample containers and tools

were cleaned after each sample was collected. Samples were analyzed for asbestos content using

polarized light microscopy (PLM ). Although PLM is the method currently recognized in State and

federalregulations forasbestos identification inbulk samples,PLM may notbesensitive enough to detect

allofthe asbestos fibers in certain types ofmaterials, such asfloortile and othernonfriable ACBM . In

the eventthatmore definitive results are requested in cases ofwith negative ortrace results ofasbestos

are detected, RPF recommends that confirmation testing be completed using transmission electron

microscopy.


Foreach homogeneous group ofsuspectmaterial,a "stop atfirstpositive" (SFP)method may have been

employed during the analysis. The SFP method isbased on currentEPA sampling protocols and means

thatifonesample within ahomogeneous group ofsuspectmaterialisfound to contain> 1% asbestos,then

further analysis ofthat specific homogenous group samples is terminated and the entire homogeneous

group ofmaterial isconsidered to be ACBM regardless ofthe othersample results. This isbased on the

potential for inconsistent mix of asbestos in the product yielding varying findings across the different

individual samples collected from the same homogeneous group. Unless otherwise noted in the report,

sample groups found to have 1% to <10% asbestos content are assumed to be ACBM ; to rebut this

assumption furtheranalysis with pointcountmethods arerequired.


Inaccessible and hidden areas, including but not limited to wall/floor/ceiling cavity space, space with

obstructed access (such as fiberglass insulation above suspended ceilings), sub floors, interiors of

mechanical and process equipment, and similar spaces were not included in the inspection and care

should be used when accessing these areas in the future. Unless otherwise noted in the RPF Report,

destructive survey techniques were notemployed during thissurvey.


In the eventthat additional suspect materials are encountered that are notaddressed in this report,the

materials should be properly tested by an accredited inspector. For example, during renovation and

demolition itis likely that additional suspect material will be encountered and such suspect materials

should beassumed to behazardous untilproperinspection and testing occurs.


RPF followed applicable industry standards;however,various assumptions and limitations ofthe methods

can result in missed materials or misidentification of materials due several factors including but not

limited to:inaccessible space due to physical orsafety constraints, space thatisdifficultto reach to fully

inspection, assumptions regarding the determination of homogenous groups of suspect material,

assumptions regarding attempts to conduct representative sampling, and potential forvarying mixtures

and layers ofmaterialsampled notbeing representative ofallareas ofsimilarmaterial. Also reference the

Limitations documentattached to thereport.


320 FirstNHTum pike. Northwood, NH 03261
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LIM ITATIO NS


1. The observations and conclusions presented in the Reportwere based solely upon the services described


herein, and noton scientific tasks orprocedures beyond the RPF Environmental, Inc.Scope of W ork

(SOW ) asdiscussed in the proposal and/or agreement. The conclusions and recommendations are based

on visualobservations and testing, limited asindicated in the Report,and were arrived atin accordance

with generally accepted standards ofindustrialhygiene practice and asbestos professionals. The nature of

this surveyor monitoring service was limited as indicated herein and in the reportorletter offindings.

Furthertesting,survey,and analysis isrequired to provide more definitive results and findings.


2. Forsite survey work,observations were made ofthe designated accessible areas ofthe site asindicated in


the Report. W hile itwasthe intentofRPF to conductasurvey to the degree indicated, itisimportantto

note thatnotallsuspectACBM material in the designated areas were specifically assessed and visibility

was limited, as indicated, due to the presence of furnishings, equipment, solid walls and solid or

suspended ceilings throughout the facility and/or other site conditions. Asbestos orhazardous material

may have been used and may be present in areas where detection and assessment is difficult until

renovation and/or demolition proceeds. Access and observations relating to electrical and mechanical

systems within thebuilding were restricted ornotfeasible to preventdamage to the systems and minimize

safety hazards tothe survey team.


3. Although assumptions may have been stated regarding the potentialpresence ofinaccessible orconcealed

asbestos and other hazardous material, full inspection findings for all asbestos and other hazardous

material requires the use of full destructive survey methods to identify possible inaccessible suspect

material and this levelofsurvey was notincluded in the SOW forthis project. Forpreliminary survey

work, sampling and analysis as applicable was limited and a full survey throughout the site was not

performed. Only the specific areas and lormaterials indicated in the reportwere included in the SOW .

This inspection did notinclude afullhazard assessment survey,fulltesting orbulk material,ortesting to

determine current dustconcentrations ofasbestos in and around the building. Inspection results should

notbe used forcompliance with current EPA and State asbestos in renovation/demolition requirements

unless specifically stated as intended for this use in the RPF report and considering the limitations as

stated therein and within thislimitations document.


4. W here access to portions ofthe surveyed area wasunavailable orlimited,RPF renders no opinion ofthe

condition and assessment ofthese areas. The survey results only apply to areas specifically accessed by

RPF during the survey. Interiors ofmechanical equipment and otherbuilding orprocess equipment may

also have asbestos and other hazardous material present and were notincluded in this inspection. For

renovation and demolition work, further inspection by qualified personnel will be required during the

course ofconstruction activity to identify suspectmaterialnotpreviously documented atthe site orinthis

survey report. Bordering properties were notinvestigated and comprehensive file review and research

wasnotperformed.


5. Forlead in paint,observations were made ofthe designated accessible areas ofthe site asindicated in the

Report. Limited testing may have been performed to the extentindicated inthetextofthe report.In order

to conduct thorough hazard assessments for lead exposures, representative surface dust testing, air

monitoring and otherrelated testing throughout the building,should be completed. This type ofin depth

testing and analysis was beyond the scope ofservices forthe initial inspection. For lead surveys with

XRF readings, itisrecommended thatsurfaces found to have LBP ortrace amountoflead detected with

readings of less than 4 rug/em' be confirmed using laboratory analysis if more definitive results are

required. Substrate corrections involving destructive sampling or damage to existing surfaces (to

minimize XRF read-through) were notcompleted. In some instances,destructive testing may be required

formore accurate results. In addition,depending on the specific thickness ofthe paintfilms on different

areas of a building component, differing amounts of wear, and other factors, XRF readings can vary

slightly, even on the same building component. Unless otherwise specifically stated in the scope of

services and finalreport, lead testing performed isnotintended to comply with other state and federal

regulations pertaining to childhood lead poisoning regulations.
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RPF Service Limitations (cont.)


6. Air testing is to be considered a "snap shot" of conditions present on the day of the survey with the

understanding thatconditions may differatothertimes ordates oroperational conditions forthe facility.

Results are also limited based on the specific analyticalmethods utilized. Forphase contrast microscopy

(PCM ) totalairborne fibertesting, more sensitive asbestos-specific analysis using transmission electron

microscopy (TEM )can beperformed upon request.


7. For asbestos bulk and dusttesting, although polarize lightmicroscopy (PLM ) is the method currently

recognized in State and federal regulations for asbestos identification in bulk samples, some industry

studies have found thatPLM may notbe sensitive enough to detectallofthe asbestos fibers in certain

nonfriable material, vermiculate type insulation, soils,surface dust,and other materials requiring more

sensitive analysis to identify possible asbestos fibers. In the event that more definitive results are

requested, RPF recommends that confirmation testing be completed using TEM  methods or other

analytical methods as may be applicable to the material. Detection ofpossible asbestos fibers may be

made more difficult by the presence ofother non-asbestos fibrous components such as cellulose, fiber

glass, etc., by binder/matrix materials which may mask or obscure fibrous components, and/or by

exposure to conditions capable of altering or transforming asbestos. PLM  can show significant bias

leading to false negatives and false positives for certain types of materials. PLM  is limited by the

visibility ofthe asbestos fibers. In some samples the fibers may be reduced to a diameter so small or

masked by coatings to such an extentthatthey cannotbereliably observed oridentified using PLM .


8. Forhazardous building material inspection orsurvey work,RPF followed applicable industry standards;

however, RPF does not warrant or certify that allasbestos or other hazardous materials in or on the

building has been identified and included in this report. Various assumptions and limitations of the

methods can result in missed materials ormisidentification ofmaterials due to severalfactors including

butnotlimited to:inaccessible space due to physical orsafety constraints, space thatisdifficultto reach

to fully inspect, assumptions regarding the determination of homogenous groups of suspect material,

assumptions regarding attempts to conduct representative sampling, and potential for varying mixtures

and layers ofmaterialsampled notbeing representative ofallareasofsimilarmaterial.


9. Fullassessments often requires multiple rounds ofsampling overa period oftime forair,bulk material,

surface dustand water. Such comprehensive testing was beyond the scope ofRPF services. In addition

clearance testing forabatement, asapplicable, was based on the visual observations and limited ambient

area airtesting asindicated in the reportand in accordance with applicable state and federalregulations.

The potentialexists thatmicroscopic surface dustremains with contaminant presenteven inthe eventthat

the clearance testing meets the state and federal requirements. Likewise for building surveys, visual

observations are not sufficient alone to detect possible contaminant in settled dust. Unless otherwise

specifically indicated inthereport,surface dusttesting wasnotincluded inthe scope ofthe RPF services.


10. For abatement orremediation monitoring services: RPF is notresponsible for observations and testfor

specific periods ofwork that RPF did notperform full shiftmonitoring of construction, abatement or

remediation activity. In the eventthatproblems occurred or concerns arouse regarding contamination,

safety or health hazards during periods RPF was not onsite, RPF is not responsible to provide

documentation orassurances regarding conditions, safety,airtesting results and othercompliance issues.

RPF may have provided recommendations to the Client,asneeded,pertaining to the Client's Contractor

compliance with the technical specifications, schedules, and other project related issues as agreed and

based on results of RPF monitoring work. However, actual enforcement, or waiving of, contract

provisions and requirements as well as regulatory liabilities shall be the responsibility of Client and

Client's Contractor(s). Off-site abatement activities, such aswaste transportation and disposal,were not

monitored orinspected by RPF.


11. For services limited to clearance testing following abatement orremediation work by otherparties: The

testing was limited to clearance testing only and as indicated in the report and a site assessment for


possible environmental health and safety hazards wasnotperformed aspartofthe scope ofthis testing.

Client,orClient's abatement contractor asapplicable, was responsible forperforming visualinspections
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RPF Service Limitations (cant.)


ofthework areato determine completeness ofwork priorto airclearance testing by RPF.


12. Forsite work,including butnotlimited to airclearance testing services,inwhich RPF did notprovide full

site safety and health oversight,abatementdesign,fullshiftmonitoring ofallsite activity,RPF expresses

no warranties, guarantees or certifications of the abatement work conducted by the Client or other

employers atthejob site(s),conditions during the work,orregulatory compliance, with the exception of

the specific airborne concentrations as indicated by the airclearance testperformed by RPF during the

conditions presentforthe clearance testing. Unless otherwise specifically noted in theRPF Report,visual

inspections and airclearance testing results apply only to the specific work area and conditions present

during the testing. RPF did notperform visualinspections ofsurfaces notaccessible in the work area due

to the presence ofcontainment barriers orotherobstructions. Inthese instances,some contamination may

be present following RPF clearance testing and such contamination may be exposed during and after

removal of the containment barriers or other obstructions following RPF testing services. Client or

Client's Contractor isresponsible forusing appropriate care and inspection to identify potential hazards

and to remediate such hazards asnecessary to ensure compliance and asafe environment.


13. The survey was limited to the material and/or areas as specifically designated in the report and a site

assessment for other possible environmental health and safety hazards orsubsurface pollution was not

performed as partofthe scope ofthis site inspection. Typically, hazardous building materials such as

asbestos, lead paint, PCBs, mercury, refrigerants, hydraulic fluids and other hazardous product and

materials may bepresentin buildings. The survey performed by RPF only addresses the specific itemsas

indicated inthe Report.


14. Formold and moisture survey services, RPF services did notinclude design orremediation ofmoisture

intrusion. Some levelofmold willremain atthe site regardless ofRPF testing and Contractor orClient

cleaning efforts. RPF testing associated with mold remediation and assessments islimited and mayor

may notbe representative ofothersurfaces and locations atthe site. M old growth willoccurifmoisture

intrusion deficiencies have notbeen fully remedied and ifthe site orwork areas are notmaintained in a

sufficiently dry state. Porous surfaces inmold contaminated areaswhich arenotremoved and disposed of

willlikely resultin future spore release,allergen sources,ormold contamination.


15. Existing reports,drawings, and analytical results provided by the Clientto RPF,asapplicable, were not

verified and, as such, RPF has relied upon the data provided as indicated, and has not conducted an

independent evaluation ofthe reliability ofthese data.


16. W here sample analyses were conducted by an outside laboratory, RPF hasrelied upon the data provided,

and hasnotconducted an independent evaluation ofthe reliability ofthis data.


17. Allhazard communication and notification requirements, asrequired by U.S.OSHA regulation 29 CFR

Part 1926,29 CFR Part 1910,and other applicable rules and regulations, by and between the Client,

general contractors, subcontractors, building occupants, employees and other affected persons were the

responsibility ofthe Clientand arenotpartoftheRPF SOW .


18. The applicability ofthe observations and recommendations presented in this report to other portions of

the site was notdetermined. M any accidents, injuries and exposures and environmental conditions are a


resultofindividualemployee/employer actions and behaviors,which willvary from day to day,and with

operations being conducted. Changes to the site and work conditions thatoccur subsequent to the RPF

inspection may resultin conditions which differfrom those presentduring the survey and presented inthe

findings ofthereport.
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