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APPENDIX A
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
CONCEPTUAL RD/RA WORK PLAN FOR 20s, 30s, AND 40s COMPLEXES

PEDA AND SELECT PRE-DESIGN SOIL SAMPLING DATA VALIDATION REPORT

1.0 General

This attachment summarizes the Tier I and Tier II data review performed for certain soil samples collected
during pre-design investigation activities at 20s, 30s, 40s Complexes located in Pittsfield, Massachusetts.
These samples consist of samples collected at the request of the Pittsfield Economic Development Authority
(PEDA), as well as two other samples (95-11 and 95-23). The samples were analyzed for polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) and/or other constituents listed in Appendix IX of 40 CFR Part 264 plus three additional
constituents -- benzidine, 2-chloroethyl vinyl ether, and 1,2-diphenylhydrazine (hereafter referred to as

- Appendix IX+3), excluding pesticides and herbicides, by CT&E Environmental Services Inc. of Charleston,

West Virginia and Paradigm Analytical Laboratories Inc., of Wilmington, North Carolina. Data validation
was performed for 49 PCB samples, 22 volatile organic compound (VOC) samples, 19 semi-volatile organic
compound (SVOC) samples, 18 polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin (PCDD)/polychlorinated dibenzofuran
(PCDF) samples, 19 metals samples, and 19 cyanide/sulfide samples that were collected.

2.0 Data Evaluation Procedures

This memorandum outlines the applicable quality control criteria utilized during the data review process and
any deviations from those criteria. The data review was conducted in accordance with the following
documents:

. Field Sampling Plan/Quality Assurance Project Plan, General Electric Company, Pittsfield,
Massachusetts, Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. (approved October 17, 2000);

. Region I Tiered Organic and Inorganic Data Validation Guidelines, USEPA Region I (July
1, 1993);

. Region I Laboratory Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Inorganics

Analyses, USEPA Region I (June 13, 1988) (Modified February 1989);

. Region I Laboratory Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Organics
Analyses, USEPA Region I (February 1, 1988) (Modified November 1, 1988);

. Region I Laboratory Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Organics
Analyses, USEPA Region 1 (Draft, December 1996); and,

. National Functional Guidelines for Dioxin/Furan Data Validation, USEPA (Draft, January
1996).

A tabulated summary of the Tier I and Tier II data evaluation is presented in Table 1. Each sample subjected
to evaluation is listed in Table 1 to document that data review was performed and to present the highest level
of data validation (Tier I or Tier II) that was applied. Samples that required data qualification are listed
separately for each parameter (compound or analyte) that required qualification.

1243401
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The following data qualifiers have been used in this data evaluation.

J The compound or analyte was positively identified, but the associated numerical value is
an estimated concentration. This qualifier is used when the data evaluation procedure
identifies a deficiency in the data generation process. This qualifier is also used when a
compound or analyte is detected at estimated concentrations less than the practical
quantitation limit (PQL).

U The compound or analyte was analyzed for, but was not detected. The sample quantitation
limit is presented and adjusted for dilution and (for solid samples only) percent moisture.
Non-detected sample results are presented as ND(PQL) within this report and in Table 1
for consistency with previous documents prepared for this investigation.

uJ The compound or analyte was not detected above the reported sample quantitation limit.
However, the reported limit is approximate and may or may not represent the actual level
of quantitation. Non-detected sample results that required qualification are presented as
o ND(PQL) J within this report and in Table 1 for consistency with previous documents
prepared for this investigation.

=

|
]

R Indicates that the previously reported detection limit or sample result has been rejected due
to a major deficiency in the data generation procedure. The data should not be used for any
qualitative or quantitative purposes.

3.0 Data Validation Procedures

The FSP/QAPP provides (in Section 7.5) that all analytical data will be validated to a Tier I level following
the procedures presented in the Region I Tiered Organic and Inorganic Data Validation Guidelines (USEPA
guidelines). Accordingly, 100 percent of the analytical data for these investigations were subjected to Tier
I'review. The Tier I review consisted of a completeness evidence audit as outlined in the USEPA Region I
CSF Completeness Evidence Audit Program (USEPA Region I, 7/31/91) to ensure that all laboratory data
and documentation were present. A tabulated summary of the samples subjected to Tier I and Tier II data
evaluation is presented below.

Summary of Samples Subjected to Tier I and Tier II Data Validation

Tier I Only Tier I &Tier 11
Parameter Samples Duplicates Blanks Samples Duplicates Blanks Total

PCBs 20 0 2 21 5 1 49
VOCs 0 0 0 14 2 6 22
SVOCs 0 0 0 14 3 2 19
PCDDs/PCDFs 0 0 0 14 2 2 18
Metals 0 0 0 14 3 2 19
Cyanide/Sulfide 0 0 0 14 3 2 19
Total 20 0 2 91 18 15 146

In the event that data packages were determined to be incomplete, the missing information was requested
from the laboratory. Upon completion of the Tier I review, the data packages complied with the USEPA
Region I Tier | data completeness requirements.

12381
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As specified in the FSP/QAPP, approximately 25 percent of the laboratory sample delivery group packages
were randomly chosen to be subjected to a Tier Il review. A Tier Il review was also performed to resolve
data usability limitations that were identified from laboratory qualification of the data during the Tier I data
review. The Tier II data review consisted of a review of all data package summary forms for identification
of quality assurance / quality control (QA/QC) deviations and qualification of the data according to the
Region I Data Validation Functional Guidelines. Due to the variable sizes of the data packages and the
number of data qualification issues identified during the Tier | review, approximately 82 percent of the data
were subjected to a Tier Il review. The Tier II review resulted in the qualification of data for several samples
due to minor QA/QC deficiencies. Additionally, all field duplicates were examined for relative percent
difference (RPD) compliance with the criteria specified in the FSP/QAPP.

When qualification of the sample data was required, the sample results associated with a QA/QC parameter
deviation were qualified in accordance with the procedures outlined in the USEPA Region I data validation
guidance documents. When the data validation process identified several quality control deficiencies, the
cumulative effect of the various deficiencies was employed in assigning the final data qualifier. A summary
of the QA/QC parameter deviations that resulted in data qualification is presented below for each analytical
method.

4.0 Data Review

Initial calibration criterion for organic analyses requires that the average relative response factor (RRF) have
a value greater than 0.05. Sample results were qualified as an estimate (J) when this criterion was exceeded.
The compounds that exceeded initial calibration criterion and the number of samples qualified are presented
below.

Analysis Qualified Due to Initial Calibration Deviations

Analysis Compound Numb;;;iﬁifected Qualification
VOCs 1,4-Dioxane 22 J
Acetonitrile 15 J
. Acrolein 22 J
Isobutanol 22 ]
Propionitrile 22 J
SVOCs 4-Phenylenediamine 15 J
Aramite 6 J
Benzidine ]
Hexachlorophene 1
Methapyrilene 17 I
Thionazin 2 J

Continuing calibration criterion for organic analyses requires that the continuing calibration RRF have a
value greater than 0.05. Sample results were qualified as an estimate (J) when this criterion was exceeded.
The compounds that exceeded continuing calibration criterion and the number of samples qualified are
presented below.
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Analysis Qualified Due to Continuing Calibration Deviations (RRF)

Analysis Compound ' Numb;;{ziﬁifec{ed Qualification

SVOCs 4-Phenylenediamine 4 i
Aramite 13 ]
Hexachlorophene 8 I
Pentachlorobenzene 4 J
Thionazin 4 J

Several of the organic compounds (including the compounds presented in the two tables above detailing RRF
deviations) exhibit instrument response factors (RFs) that are below the USEPA Region I minimum value
of 0.05, but meet the analytical method criterion, which does not specify minimum response factors for these
compounds. These compounds were analyzed by the laboratory at a higher concentration than the
compounds that normally exhibit RFs greater than the USEPA Region I minimum value of 0.05 in an effort
to demonstrate acceptable response. USEPA Region I guideline state that non-detected compound results
associated with a RF less than the minimum value of 0.05 are to be rejected. In the case of these select
organic compounds, the RF is an inherent problem with the current analytical methodology; therefore the
non-detected samples results were qualified as an estimate (J).

Initial calibration criterion for SVOCs requires that the percent relative standard deviation (%RSD) must be
less than or equal to 30 percent. Sample data for detected and non-detected compounds with %RSD values
greater than 30 percent were qualified as approximated (J). The compounds that exceeded initial calibration
criterion and the number of samples qualified due those exceeded are identified below.

Compounds Qualified Due to Initial Calibration %RSD Deviations

J
Analysis Compound Number of Affected Qualification
Samples
SVOCs 2.4-Dinitrophenol 11 J

The continuing calibration criterion requires that the %D between the initial calibration RRF and the
continuing calibration RRF for VOCs and SVOCs be less than 25 percent. Sample data for detected and non-
detected compounds with %D values that exceeded the continuing calibration criterion were qualified as
approximated (J). A summary of the compounds that exceeded continuing calibration criterion and the
number of samples qualified due to those deviations are identified below.

Compounds Qualified Due to Continuing Calibration of %D Values

Analysis Compound Numb;;ifl;izfected Qualification
VOCs 1,4-Dioxane 2 J
2-Hexanone 8 ]
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 7 J
Acetone 1 J
Dichlorodifluoromethane 4 J
lodomethane 1 J
SVOCs 2.4-Dinitrophenol 4 J
2-Methylphenol 2 J
3.3"-Dichlorobenzidine 5 1
3,3-Dimethylbenzidine 13 J

12361
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Compounds Qualified Due to Continuing Calibration of %D Values

Analysis Compound Numbse;;iiifecmd Qualification
SVOCs 3-Methylcholanthrene 13 J
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 4 J
4-Aminobiphenyl 5 J
4-Nitroquineline-1-oxide 4 ]
4-Phenylenediamine 17 J
a.a'-Dimethylphenethylamine 1 J
Aramite 6 ]
Benzidine 17 J
Diallate 4 ]
Diphenylamine 4 ]
Hexachlorophene 5 ]
Methapyrilene 13 J
ai N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 4 J
N-Nitrosodiethylamine 8 ]
" N-Nitrosopyrrolidine 4 J
? p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene 8 J
Pentachloronitrobenzene 8 i
Phenacetin 13 J
Pronamide 4 J
Thionazin ¥

Field, laboratory, and method blanks were analyzed to evaluate whether field sampling equipment or
laboratory background contamination may have contributed to the reported sample results. When detected
compounds were identified in a blank sample, blank action levels were calculated at ten times the blank
concentrations for the common laboratory contaminant compounds (carbon disulfide, OCDD, and OCDF.)
and five times the blank concentration for all other detected compounds. Detected sample results that were
below the blank action level were qualified with a “U”. The organic compounds detected in the method
blanks and which resulted in qualification of sample data are presented below.

Compounds Qualified Due to Blank Deviations

§ Analysis Compound Numb;;;iﬁts"fccted Qualification
VOCs Carbon Disulfide 1 U
PCDDs/PCDFs 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD 8 U
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDF 4 U
1,2.3,6,7.8-HxCDF S U
1,2,3,7.8,9-HxCDF 4 8
1,2,3,7.8-PeCDF 4 U
2.3.4.6,7,8-HxCDF 1 U
2.3,4,7,8-PeCDF 2 U
2,3,7.8-TCDF 2 U
HpCDDs (total) 5 U
HxCDFs (total) 4 U
PCDDs/PCDFs OCDD 11 U
12301
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Compounds Qualified Due to Blank Deviations

Analysis Compound ' ?\%umtﬂ?r of Affected Qualification
Samples
PeCDFs {total) 2 U

Matrix spike (MS) sample analysis recovery criteria for inorganics require that spike recoveries be between
75 and 125 percent and for organics the MS recoveries must be within the laboratory generated QC
acceptance limits specified on the MS reporting form. Inorganic sample results that exceeded these limits
but, had MS recoveries greater than 30 percent were qualified as approximated (J). Organic sample results
that exceeded laboratory generated QC acceptance limits and have MS recoveries greater than 10 percent
were qualified as approximated (J). Analytes that did not meet MS recovery criteria and the samples
qualified due to those deviations are presented below.

Analytes/Compounds Qualified Due to Matrix Spike Recovery Deviations

Number of Affected
Samples

Analysis Analyte/Compounds Qualification

Inorganics Selenium 4
SVOCs 2.4,5-Trichlorophenol 1
1
1
I

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol

2,4-Dinitrotoluene

2-Methylphenol
3&4-Methylphenol

Hexachlorobenzene

ot

Hexachlorobutadiene

Nitrobenzene

el Bl Bl Bl B BTN I Sy pry Ry

et |t ] et |

Pyridine

MS sample analysis recovery criteria for organics require that the RPD between the MS and matrix spike
duplicate (MSD) be less than the laboratory generated QC acceptance limits specified on the MS reporting
form. The compounds that exceeded RPD limits and the number of samples qualified due to those
exceedences are identified below.

Compounds Qualified Due to Matrix Spike RPD Deviations

Analysis Compounds Numbg;iiitzfected Qualification
SVOCs 2.4,5-Trichlorophenol 1 J
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 1 J
3&4-Methylphenol 1 J
Nitrobenzene 1 J
Pentachlorophenol 1 i
PCBs Aroclor-1254 1 J
Total PCBs 1 I

Laboratory duplicate samples were analyzed to evaluate the overall precision of laboratory and field
procedures for inorganic analysis. The RPD between duplicate samples is required to be less than 35 percent
for soil samples with analyte concentrations greater than five times the PQL. Detected sample results for
analytes that exceeded these limits were qualified as approximated (J). The inorganic analytes that did not

[piet ol
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meet laboratory duplicate RPD criteria and the samples qualified due to those deviations are presented
below.

Analytes Qualified Due to Laboratory Duplicate Deviations

. Number of Affected . .
£
Analysis Analytes Samples Qualification
Inorganics Chromium 4 J

Field duplicate samples were analyzed to evaluate the overall precision of laboratory and field procedures.
The RPD between duplicate samples is required to be less than 50 percent for soil sample values greater than
five times the PQL. Sample results for analytes that exceeded these limits were qualified as approximated
(J). The compounds that did not meet field duplicate RPD requirements and the number of samples qualified
due to those deviations are presented below.

Compounds Qualified Due to Field Duplicate Deviations

Analysis Analytes Numb;;;ififected Qualification
Inorganics Zinc 4 I
PCBs Aroclor-1260 2 J
Total PCBs 2 J

5.0 _Overall Data Usability

This section summarizes the analytical data in terms of its completeness and usability for site
characterization purposes. Data completeness is defined as the percentage of sample results that have been
determined to be usable during the data validation process. Data completeness with respect to usability was
calculated separately for inorganic and each of the organic analyses. The percent usability calculation
included analyses evaluated under both the Tier I and Tier II data validation reviews. The percent usability
calculation also includes quality control samples collected to aid in the evaluation of data usability. The
number of field/equipment blank, trip blank, and field duplicate data determined to be unusable as a result
of the validation process are represented in the percent usability value tabulated below.

Data Usability

Parameter Percent Usability Rejected Data
Inorganics 100 None
Cyanide and Sulfide 100 None
Volatile Organics 100 None
A total of 1 sample results was
Semivolatile Organics 999 rejected due to matrix spike
recovery deviations.
PCBs 100 None
PCDDs/PCDFs 100 None

The data package completeness as determined from the Tier I data review was used in combination with the
data quality deviations identified during the Tier II data review to determine overall data quality. As
specified in the FSP/QAPP, the overall precision, accuracy, representativeness, comparability, and
completeness (PARCC) parameters determined from the Tier I and Tier Il data reviews were used as
indicators of overall data quality. These parameters were assessed through an evaluation of the results of
the field and laboratory QA/QC sample analyses to provide a measure of compliance of the analytical data
with the data quality objectives (DQOs) specified in the FSP/QAPP. Therefore, the following sections

12301
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present summaries of the PARCC parameters assessment with regard to the DQOs specified in the
FSP/QAPP.

5.1 Precision

Precision measures the reproducibility of measurements under a given set of conditions. Specifically, it is
a quantitative measure of the variability of a group of measurements compared to their average value. For
this investigation, precision was defined as the RPD between duplicate sample results. The duplicate
samples used to evaluate precision included laboratory duplicates, field duplicates, MS/MSD samples, and
ICP serial dilution samples. For this analytical program, 0.09 percent of the data required qualification for
laboratory duplicate deviations, 0.13 percent of the data required qualification for field duplicate deviations,
0.15 percent of the data required qualification for MS/MSD RPD deviations. None of the data required
qualification ICP serial dilution deviations.

5.2 Accuracy

Accuracy measures the bias in an analytical system, or the degree of agreement of a measurement with a
known reference value. For this investigation, accuracy was defined as the percent recovery of QA/QC
samples that were spiked with a known concentration of an analyte or compound of interest. The QA/QC
samples used to evaluate analytical accuracy included instrument calibration, internal standards, laboratory
control samples, MS/MSD samples, contract required detection limit (CRDL) standards, and surrogate
compound recoveries. For this analytical program, 8.6 percent of the data required qualification for
calibration deviations and 0.42 percent of the data required qualification for matrix spike/matrix spike
duplicate recoveries. None of the data required qualification internal standards recovery, laboratory control
sample recovery, contract required detection limit (CRDL) standard recovery, or surrogate compound
recovery deviations.

5.3 Representativeness

Representativeness expresses the degree to which sample data accurately and precisely represents a
characteristic of a population, parameter variations at a sampling point, or an environmental condition.
Representativeness is a qualitative parameter which is most concerned with the proper design of the sampling
program. The representativeness criterion is best satisfied by making certain that sampling locations are
selected properly and a sufficient number of samples are collected. This parameter has been addressed by
collecting samples at locations specified in Agency approved work plans, and by following the procedures
for sample collection/analyses that were described in the FSP/QAPP. Additionally, the analytical program
used procedures that were consistent with USEPA approved analytical methodology. A QA/QC parameter
that is an indicator of the representativeness of a sample is holding time. Holding time criteria are
established to maintain the samples in a state that is representative of the in-situ field conditions before
analysis. For this analytical program, none of the data required qualification for exceeding holding time
requirements.

5.4 Comparability

Comparability is a qualitative parameter expressing the confidence with which one data set can be compared
with another. This goal was achieved through the use of the standardized techniques for sample collection
and analysis presented in the FSP/QAPP. The USEPA SW-8461 analytical methods presented in the

1 Test Methods for evaluating Solid Waste, SW-846, USEPA, Final Update 111, December 1996

123801
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FSP/QAPP are updated on occasion by the USEPA to benefit from recent technological advancements in
analytical chemistry and instrumentation. In most cases, the method upgrades include the incorporation of
new technology that improves the sensitivity and stability of the instrumentation or allows the laboratory to
increase throughput without hindering accuracy and precision. Overall, the analytical methods for this
investigation have remained consistent in their general approach through continued use of the basic
analytical techniques (i.e., sample extraction/preparation, instrument calibration, QA/QC procedures, etc.).
Through this use of consistent base analytical procedures and by requiring that updated procedures meet the
QA/QC criteria specified in the FSP/QAPP, the analytical data from past, present, and future sampling events
will be comparable to allow for qualitative and quantitative assessment of site conditions.

5.5 Completeness

Completeness is defined as the percentage of measurements that are judged to be valid or usable to meet the
prescribed DQOs. The completeness criterion is essentially the same for all data uses -- the generation of
a sufficient amount of valid data. The actual completeness of this analytical data set ranged from 99.9
percent to 100 percent for individual analytical parameters and had an overall usability of 99.9 percent,
which is greater than the minimum required usability of 90 percent as specified in the FSP/QAPP.

The rejected sample data for these investigations include the sample analyses result for 1 SVOC for sample
location PEDA-25-SB-1 (1-6) due to low MS recovery. The LCS extracted with the MS exhibited acceptable
recoveries. Due to the acceptable LCS recovery re-sampling for this compound at this sampling location
is not recommended since the laboratory has demonstrated a matrix interference that would present the same
analytical performance limitations to any re-sampling of this location for the analysis of the 1 rejected
SVOC.

1234
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TABLE 1
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

20s, 30s, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
(Results are presented in parts per miition, ppm)

1COP394  [95-11(0-1) 3713701 Soil Tier 11 Yes Aroclor-1260 Field Duplicate RPD (Soil) 79.1% <50% 121
Total PCBs Field Duplicate RPD (Soil 79.1% <50%

1COPI94  [95-23(0-1) 371301 Soil Tier Il Yes ‘Aroclor-1254 M?/ﬁgéz‘ﬁ,‘?g ) 0% (40,,/2 Of !2; 7
Total PCBs MS/MSD RPD 47.0% <40% [EEN]

1COP3%4  [95-DUP-1 (0 -1) 3713701 Soil Tier il Yes Aroclor-1260 Field Duplicate RPD {Soif) 79.1% <50% 523 Duplicate of 9511 0.-1]
Total PCBs Field Duplicate RPD (Soil 79 < ]

HBOPS2S PEDA-42-8B2 (D - 1) 2/15/61 Soil Tier No (o) 22 S0k 1

1BOPS26  |PEDA-42-5B2 (1 - 6) 271901 Sl Tier | No

[IBOPS26  |PEDA-42-§B2 (6 - 15) 2/19/01 Soit Tier [ No

1BOPS26  |PEDA-42-§B3 (0 1) 2/19/01 Sqil Tier [ No

1BOPS26  IPEDA42.8B3 (1 -6) 2719701 Soil Tier [ No

1BOPS26  IPEDA-42-SB3(6-10) 2/19/01 Sail Tier | No

1BOPS26 PEDA-44-SB2 (0 - 1) 271901 Soil Tier | No

1BOPS26  |PEDA-44-5B2 (1 - 4) 2/15/01 Soil Tier | No

1BOPS26  IPEDA-FIELD BLANK-1 2/19/01 Water Tier I No

1BOP36] PEDA-25-5B-1 (0 - 1) 2720701 Soil Tier Il No

1BOPS6] PEDA-25-$B-1 (1 - 6} 2720001 Soil Tier It No

1BOPS61 PEDA-25-8B-1 (6 - 15) 272001 Soil Tier Il No

1BOPS61 PEDA-42-SB-1(0- 1) 2/20/01 Soil Tier Il No

1BOPS61 PEDA-42-5B-1 (1 - 6) 220001 Soil TierH No

1BOPS6E1 PEDA-42-8B-1 {6 - 15) 2720/01 Soit Tier il No

1BOPS6Y PEDA-44-SB-1 (0 - 1) 2726/01 Soil Tier 1l No

JBOPSGY PEDA-44-SB-1 (1 - 4) 272001 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOPS6] PEDA-44-5B-DUP-2 (1 - 4) 2720001 Soil Tier I No ey -

1BOPSES  |PEDA33-SB-1 (0. [} L] Soil Fier 1 Yo Duplicute of PEDA-A4-58:1

1BOPS8Y  IPEDA-33-SB-1 (1-6) 272101 Soil Tier [ No

1BUPSR9 PEDA-13-8B-1 (6- 1%} 2721101 Sail Tier No

1BOPSEY  [PEDA-33-§B-2 (0~ 1) 272101 Soil Tier | No

IBOPS89  IPEDA-33-8B-2 (1. 6) 2721761 Soil Tier | No

1BOPSRY  [PEDA-13-SB-2(6-15) 2721701 Soil Tier 1 No

1BOPS89  [PEDA-43-8B-1(0- 1) 2721701 Soil Tier [ No

1B0PS8Y  IPEDA-43-SB-1(1-6) 373170 Soil Tier [ No

1B0PS8Y  IPEDA-43-SB-1(6-15) 22101 Soil Tier [ No

1BOPS89  [PEDA-43-8B-2(0- 1) 2721761 Soil Tier [ No

1BOPS89  [PEDA-43-8B-2(1 - 6) 2721701 Soil Tier 1 No

1BOPS8Y  |PEDA-43-SB-2(6 - 15) 2721761 Soil “Tier [ No

180PS89  IPEDA-FIELD BLANK-2 2721701 Water Tier | No

1BOPE22 PEDA-29-B-8B-1{0- 1) 2122/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOP622  IPEDA-29-B-8B-1(1 - 6) 2122101 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOPE22  IPEDA-29-B.SB.1 {6 - 15) 2722701 Soil Tier Il No

1BOP622  |PEDA-33-A-SB-1(0-1) 272201 Soil Trer I No

1BOP622  |PEDA-33-A-8B-1 (1 - 6) 22301 Soil Tier 11 No

1B0P622  |PEDA-33-A-SB.1(6-15) 2/22/01 Soil Tier Il Ne

1B0P622  |PEDA-33-X-SB-1(0 - 1) 2722001 Soil Tier Il No

1BOP622  |PEDA-33-X-SB-1(1 - 6) 2/23/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOP622  IPEDA-33-X-8B.1(6-15) 223061 Soil Tier T No

1BOP622 _ |PEDA-34-SB-1(0 - 1) 22201 Soil Tier Il No

1BOP622  |PEDA-34-§B-1(1 - 3) 272301 Sl Tier 11 No

1CoP012  IPEDA-33-8B-3 (0. 1) 2/28/01 Soit Trer 11 No

1C0P0I2  [PEDA-33-$B-3 (1 - 6) 2728701 Soil Tier 11 No

1COPOI2  [PEDA-33-SB-3 (6-15) 2/28/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1COPO12  |PEDA-FIELD BLANK-3 2728701 Water Tier Il No

Metals

HBOPS26  IPEDA-42-8B2(6- 15} /1901 Soil “Tier 11 No

IBOPS26  PEDA-42-SBI(1-6) 219101 Soil Tier Il No

1BOPS26  |PEDA-44-5B2 (0 - 1) 2719701 Soil Tier I No

1BOPS26  |PEDA-FIELD BLANK-1 271901 Water Trer 11 No

1BOPS61 PEDA-25-8B-1 (1 - 6) 212001 Soil Tier Il Yes |Cheomium Laboratory Duplicate RPD (Soil) 81.5% <35% 6001
Zine Field Duplicate RPD (Soil) 60.0% <50% 39.01
Selenium MS % 73.6% 75% 10 125% ND(1,00

LAMEGOTB4L Page 1 of 11
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TABLE t
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

203, 30s, and 403 Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
(Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

E

Metals (continued)

1BOP561 PEDA-42-8B-1 (0- 1) 2/20/01 Soit Ter It Yes Chromium Laboratory Duplicate RPD (Seil) 81.5% <35% 7904
Zing Field Duplicate RPD (Soil) 60.0% <50% 8807
Selenium MS %R 73.6% T5% 10 125% ND{0.950} 1

1BOPS6L PEDA-44-SB-1 (0 - 1) 2720101 Soil Tier It Yes Chromium Laboratory Duplicate RPD (Soil) 81 5% <35% 1601
Selenium MS %R 73.6%% 755% 0 125% NIXO910Y Y
Zinc Field Duplicate RPD (Soil) 60.0% <§0% 7801

1ROPSG] PEDA-44-8B-DUP-1 (0- 1) 2/20/01 Soit Tier I Yes Chromium Laboratory Duplicate RPD (Soil) 81.5% <35% SR80 Duplicate of PEDA-44-88-1
Selenium MS %R 73.6% 5% 10 125% NE(0.940) §
Zing Field Duplicate RPD (Soil) 60.0% <50% 4203

1BOPSES PEDA-33-88-1(0- 1} 221701 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOPSRY PEDA-33-8B-2 (6 - 15} 221701 Soil Tier 1 No

IBOPSEY PEDA-Y -2 {6-15) 272101 Soit Tier il No

1BOPSEY PEDA-43-8B-] {6 - 15) 2721701 Soit Tier I No

1BOPS89  |PEDA-43-SB-2(1-6) 2731/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOPSS9  |PEDA-FIELD BLANK-2 231701 Water Tier 11 No

1B0P622  IPEDA-29-B-SB-1{0- 1} 272200} Soil Tier 1T No

IBOPE22 PEDA-33-A-§B-1 (0- 1) 2/22/01 Soil Ter It No

1B0P622  |PEDA-33-X-SB-1(0- 1) 2723001 Soil Tier 1T No

1B0P622  |PEDA-34-SB-1(0- 1) 2722001 Soil Tier i1 No

1COPO12 |PEDA-33-SB-3(1-6) 2/28/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1C0PO12 PEDA-33-SB-3 (1 - 6) 2728101 Soi Tier 1l No

1COPDIR 33-SB-3 {1 - 6) 2128101 Soil Tier I No

1€0P012 PEDA-33-8B-3 (] - 6) 2/28/01 Soil Tier 1 No

1COPOI2  |PEDA-FIELD BLANK-3 228/01 Water Tier Il No

VOCs

1BOPS26  |PEDA-42-8B2 (9 - 10} 2719001 Soil Tier 11 Yes 1 4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0014 008 ND{0.20}
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 27.2% <25% ND{Q.O11Y]
4-Methyl-2-pentanone CCAL %D 27.6% <28% ND@oInJ
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.025 >0.05 N0y
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.010 »0.05 NDO2N I
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.016 »0.08 ND{D.OS71 1

1BOPS26 PEDA2-8BI{2-4) 2/19/01 Soit Tier 1 Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.014 005 NBiQ.20y 1
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 27.2% <28% NGO
4-Methyl-2-pentanone CCAL %D 27.6% =28% ND{0014) ]
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.025 »0.08 NP4 )
Isobutanol 1CAL RRF 0010 »0.0% NIM0.291 1
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.016 >0.05 NIND.O73Y S

1BOPS2G PEDA44-8B2{0- 1) 2/19/01 Soil Tier Il Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.014 »0.05 NDe2am s
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 27.3% <25% ND{O.OID
4-Methyl-2-pentanone CCAL %D 27.6% <25% ND{O.012) )
Acrolein 1ICAL RRF 0,025 »(.0% N2
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.0% ND(0.25)]
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.016 >0.08 ND{0.062) 1

1BOPS26 FEDA-FIFLD BLANK- 2119/01 Water Tier It Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.003 008 ND{0.203 ]
1,4-Dioxane CCAL %D 32.4% <25% ND{p20) )
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0.044 »0.05 NMO010) S
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.030 >0.05 ND{O.GIY )
Dichlorodifluoromethane CCAL %D 36.8% <25% ND(G. 10y ]
Isobutanol 1CAL RRF 0014 >0.05 N0y 1
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.011 >0.05 NE{O.0501 1

1BOPS26 Trip Blank 219161 Water Tier Yes 1.4-Dioxane 1CAL RRF 0.003 »0.05 NEO20Y T
1.4-Dioxane CCAL %D 52.4% <25% ND(0.20) 1
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0.044 =005 NIYO.010)
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.030 005 NIYO.010y S
Dichlorodifluoromethane CCAL %D 36.8% ) ND(0.10} ]
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.014 >008 NIH0.20}
Propionitrile 1ICAL RRF 0.011 =003 ND{0.050) )
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TABLE
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

20s, 30s, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
{Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

VOCs {continued)

TBOPSH1 PEDA-42-SB-1 (0 - 1) 2/20/01 Soil Tier i Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.014 >0.08 ND{0.20)
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 27.2% “<25% ND{O.oI3Y )
4-Methyl-2-pentanone CCAL %D 27.6% <25% ND{o.013) )
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.025 >0.08 NIXO.13y 3
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.010 008 NI{025Y )
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.016 >0.08 ND{(0. 06311

1BOPS6Y PEDA-25-8B-1 (4 - 6) 2/20/01 Soil Tier Il Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.014 0,08 ND{O2y §
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 27.2% «25% ND{O.017)y §
4-Methyl-2-pentanone CCAL %D 27.6% «<25% ND{O.OITY )
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.025 >0.08 NIHO.ITY
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.05 ND(D.34) 1
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.016 0,08 NID(O.084)

1BOPS6L PEDA-2S-SB-DUP-3 {4 - £) 2720/01 Soil Tier 11 Yes 1.4-Dioxane ICAL RRF Q010 »0.08 NDO.2m Duplicate of PEDA-29-8B-1
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 27.2% =25% NG 016y}
4-Methyl-2-pentanone CCAL %D 27.6% «25% ND{O.016) 1
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.025 >0.03 NR{0.16) ]
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.010 (.05 ND@IN
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0016 =008 ND{D.080) 1

1BOPSST PEDA-44-8B-1 (U 1} 2/20/01 Soit Tier Yes {.4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 »0.08 NDO 20 )
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 27.2% <25% ND{0012) 1
4-Methyl-2-pentanone CCAL %D 27.6% <25% ND{0.012) 1
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.025 >0.08 NINO. 1233
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.010 »0.08 NIO.2O T
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0016 >0.05 NDoGen J

1BOPSEY PEDA-33-8B-1 (0~ 1} 2721101 Soil Tier 1 Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.05 NIX0.20) )
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0.032 »0.05 N1 ]
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0016 >0.05 ND{o.In
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.006 >0 05 N0 26}
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.048 >0.08 ND{0.065) 1

TBOPSR9  |PEDA-33-SB-2(6- 8) 21701 Soil Tier 1T Yes 1.4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0610 >0.0% ND(19) }
Acetonitrile 1ICAL RRF 0.044 »003 ND(es
Acrolein ICAL RRF 9.030 >0.08 NI9.6Y )
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0014 >0 08 ND(193 1
Propionitrile ICAL RRE 0.011 >0.05 ND(4.8y]
Dichlorodifluoromethane CCAL %D 28 8% «25% NIG.96)
Carbon Disulfide Trip Blank 0.36 <36 NIML5Y

1BOPS89  |PEDA-43-SB-1(12-15) 221761 Soil Trer It Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.05 ND{0.20) 1
Acetonitrije ICAL RRF 0.032 >0.05 ND{0.123 1
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.036 >0 08 NDO.1211
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 4,006 =008 ND(o.24) )
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.048 20,08 ND{0.059) 1

1BOPSEY PEDA-43-8B-2(1-3) 211701 Soil Tier H Yes |1.4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0010 >0.05 NIO. 203 )
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0032 >0.05 ND{O.14) 4
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.036 >0.05 ND(o 14y J
1sobutanol 1CAL RRF 0.006 >0 NIN0.29) 1
Propionitrite ICAL RRF 0.048 >0.09 ND(.07231

1BOPSRY PEDA-FIELD BLANK-2 2721701 Water Tier i Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 >0,05 ND(0.20y )
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0,044 >0.08 ND({OI0 ]
Actolein ICAL RRF 0.030 >0.05 ND{O.10) 1
Dichlorodifluoromethane CCAL %D 26.0% <25% NDO 010} ]
2-Hexanone CCAL %D 26.8% «25% NDO.OI0 ]
Acetone CCAL %D 30.0% <25% NING. 10}
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.014 >0.05 ND{0.20) )
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.011 >0.05 NIO.050) 1

TBOPSEY Trip Blank 22101 Water Tier 1 Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.05 ND{(e20 3
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0044 >0.05 N0
Acrolein 1ICAL RRF 0.030 >0.08 ND(O10) 1
|1sobutanol ICAL RRF 0014 >0.08 ND{0.20) §
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0011 »0.08 ND{O.050) 1
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TABLE I
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

203, 30s, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
(Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

R R
VOCs (continued)
1BOP622 PEDA-29-B-5B-1 (0 - 1) 22201 Soit Tier il Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 20.08 NIXO.20V S
Acetonitrile HCAL RRF 0.032 =008 NO(o.12
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.036 .08 NP2y
Isobutano} ICAL RRF 0.006 »0.05 ND{0.24) 1
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.048 »0,05 NEO.059 )
180PE22 PEDA-33-A-8B-1(0- 1) 22201 Soil Tier 11 Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.05 NIYHO.203 ¥
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0,032 »0.08 NDOI4Y S
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.036 »0.08 NDo 1
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.006 >0.03 NINO.28) )
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.048 »0.08 NINO.070 T
1BOP62Y PEDAIL-X-SB1(0- 1) 272201 Soil Tier 11 Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.08 NDR(o.20} 3
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0.032 Q.05 ND{G. 1311
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0,038 >0.08 NP1 1
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.006 >0.05 ND{0.26) 1
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.048 =008 ND{0.066)
1BOPE22 PEDA34-SB-1(0- 1) 2/22/0% Soil Ther 1l Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.010 »0.08 ND{o203 )
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0.032 >0.08 ND{G1DY )
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.036 >0.08 NEMOAY Y
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0.006 »0.08 ND{p.29 )
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.048 »0.05 ND(0.059) 1
TCOPOT2  |PEDA-33-SB-3 (4. 6) 2728/01 Soil Tier 11 Yes Todomethane CCAL %D 27.6% 5%, ND{0.0060) J
1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.011 >0.05 NDo.I0y i
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0.046 »0.05 NI In i
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0,035 =0.08 ND@InT
Tsobutanol 1CAL RRF 0.021 >0.08 ND.24y )
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.046 »0.08 ND(0.060} 1
1Copei2 PEDA-FIELD BLANK-3 2728101 Water Tier 11 Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.003 008 NDo.20) g
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0,044 >0.08 ND(0.10) )
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.030 »0.03 ND{G.I0Y ]
Isobutano} ICAL RRF 0.013 »0.08 NDO2OY T
Propionitrile ICAL RRF 0.01 >0.08 NID.US0) )
1Cupoi2 Trip Blank UIRI01 Water Tier 11 Yes 1,4-Dioxane ICAL RRF 0.003 (.08 ND(.20) J
Acetonitrile ICAL RRF 0.044 >0.05 NIOI0
Acrolein ICAL RRF 0.030 >0.05 ND(O.10} §
Isobutanol ICAL RRF 0013 .08 ND{O.201 )
Propionitrile ICAL RRF (.01 >0.05 ND{.050) )
SVOCs
1BOPS26 PEDAALSB2(6 - 15) 219/ Soil Tier 11 Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol ICAL %RSD 39.0% =30% ND@RO
3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine CCAL %D 65.1% <25% NIz.0v
3,3-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 77.6% <25% ND(2.0Y 3
3-Methylicholanthrene CCAL %D 39.8% “25% NIYO.79
4-Aminobiphenyl CCAL %D 45.1% <25% N0, 791§
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 392% 8% NIMzmyl
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL RRF 0.034 >0.03 ND2OYI
Aramite CCAL RRF 0019 >0.05 ND{OTI T
Benzidine CCAL %D 50.4% «35% ND©.79) §
Hexachlorophene CCAL %D 46.1% “35%% NIX0. 791 )
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 58.8% «28% N2 ]
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0019 >0.05 ND(Q.0 I
Phenacetin CCAL %D 55.3% «25% ND2.0y
. Thionazin CCAL RRF 0.027 =0.05 ND{0.39} 1
TBOPS26 FEDA-42-8B3 (1 - 6) 2/19/01 Soit Tier I Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol ICAL %RSD 39.0% <30% ND@R.DJ
3.3"-Dichlorobenzidine CCAL %D 65.1% “<25% ND{2.1)J
3,3-Dimethylhenzidine CCAL %D T7.6% «25% N2 h 1
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 39.8% =25% ND{O84) §
4-Aminobiphenyl CCAL %D 45 1% “25% ND(0.84) §
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 39.2% <33% ND{z0 1
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL RRF 0.034 >0 0% N
Aramite CCAL RRF 6.019 >0.03 NDIO84Y
Benzidine CCAL %D 50.4% 5% ND{O84) 3
Hexachlorophene CCAL %D 0.461 <35 NI(O84Y 1
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GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

203, 305, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
{Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

TABLE 1

R

Methapyrilene CCAL %l 58.8% <25% ND@E O
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.019 >0.05 ND@E. 101
Phenacetin CCAL %D 55.3% <25% ND@Z. DI
Thionazin CCAL RRF 0.027 >0.08 N4 T
1BOPS26  |PEDA-44.SB2 (- 1) 2719701 Soil Tier 11 Yes 2.4-Dinitrophero} ICAL %RSD 39.0% <30% NDZ1Y]
3.3"-Dichlorobenzidine CCAL %D 65.1% <25% NDG2. DY
3,3"-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 77.6% <25% ND.
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 39.8% «25% ND{O.821 1
4-Aminobiphenyl CCAL %D 45.1% <25% ND{0.821 1
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 39.2% <25% NB{(2.1) 3
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL RRF 0.034 »0.08 NDR IV
Aramite CCAL RRF 0,019 >0.08 ND{osn !
Benzidine CCAL %D 30.4% <25% ND{ORN §
Hexachlorophene CCAL % 46.1% NIXOZDY )
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 58.8% <25% ND@O
{Methapyrilene 1CAL RRF 0.019 >0.03 ND@E. O
Phenacetin CCAL %D 55.3% “25% NP3
Thionazin CCAL RRF 0.027 =0.05 N0 ]
1BOPS26 PEDA-FIELD BLANK-] 2/19/01 Water Tier If Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol ICAL %RSD 39.0% <30% NIY0.050) §
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine CCAL %D 65.1% <25% NIWD.OR0Y Y
3,3-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 77.6% =25% ND(O.050Y 1
3-Methyicholanthrene CCAL %D 39.8% <25% N0}
4-Aminobiphenyl CCAL %D 45.1% <25% NI0.020) §
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 39.2% <«25% ND.030Y )
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL RRF 0.034 >0.08 ND{O.osoy s
Aramite CCAL RRF 0.019 >0.05 ND(O.020y 1
Benzdine CCAL %D 30.4% “25% ND(O 020V ]
Hexachlorophene CCAL %D 46 1% <25% NI
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 58.8% <25% ND(G.O30Y 1
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.019 0.0 ND{D.Os50y )
Phenacetin CCAL %D 55.3% “35% NIXG.050} )
‘Thionazin CCAL RRF 0.027 >0 03 NI OI0Y )
WIMEGOTIGRAL Page Sof 1}
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TABLE |
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

20s, 30s, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
{Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

S
|
Delivery
| GroupNo. |
ISVOCs (continued)
1BOPS6] PEDA-25-8B-1 (1 - 6} 2/20/01 Soit Trer I Yes 3,3-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %! 49.1% <25% Nz 4y
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% <25% NDOSD §
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 31.3% «<25% ND.4 )
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 0,08 ND@E4O
Aramite CCAL RRF 0.023 2008 ND{0 93y}
Benzidine CCAL %D 456% «25% NIX0.93) 3
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF 0.039 >0.05 ND(0.93) )
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 61.5% «28% ND2AY I
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0,026 >0.05 ND{2.4) ]
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% “25% ND{0.46)
{p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  |CCAL % 25.6% <35% ND@EH)
Pentachloronitrobenzene CCAL %D 27.6% «23% NP4 1
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39.6% <23% ND{24y ]
2,4,5-Trichlorophenot MS %R 25.0% 0% 10 130% ND{0.46) )
2.4,6-Trichlorophenol IMS %R 25.0% 50% 1o 130% ND{0.46) ]
2.4-Dinitrotoluene MS %R 0.0% 0% to 130% R
2-Methylpheno} MS %R 38.0% 30% 10 100% ND(D.46) ]
3&4-Methyiphenol MS %R 38.0% 30% 1o 130% ND(D.83) 1
Hexachlorobenzene MS %! 25 0% S0% to 130% NIXN0.46) )
Hexachlorobutadiene MS %R 30.0% S50% to 130% NDI0 9]
Nitrobenzene MS %] 39.0% S0% 10 130% NEMO.46) T
Pyridine MS %R 18.0% 50% to 130% NINO 46} §
2,4, 5-Trichlorophenol MS/MSD RPD 65.0% <40% ND{D.46) )
2.4,6-Trichlorophenof MS/MSD RPD 70.0% “40% ND{(D .46 T
3&4-Methylphenol MS/MSD RPD 46.0% <d0% ND(0.931 )
Nitrobenzene MS/MSD RPD 42.0% <40% NDO.46) 1
Pentachlorophenol MS/MSD RPD 80.0% <40% NDE.4) )
2.4, 5-Trichlorophenot MSD %R 49.0% 0% 10 130% NR{D 463 ]
Hexachlorobenzene MSD %R 35.0% S0%% to 130% NINO.46) }
Hexachlorobenzene MSD %R 46.0% $0% 10 130% ND(0.46) )
Hexachlorobutadiene MSD %R 44.0% 50% 1o 130% ND{0.93) 1
Pyridine MSD %R 27.0% 0% to 130% ND{0.46) 1
1BOP361 |PEDA-44-8B-1 (0 - 1) 230761 Soil Tier 1l Yes 3,3 Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 49.1% <25% ND{Z.1} ]
| 3-Methyicholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% <5% NDO ST
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 31.3% «25% ND(Z. 1
4-Phenylenediamine 1ICAL RRF 0.024 =005 NP L
Aramite CCAL RRF 0,023 >0.05 N8y
Benzidine CCAL %D 45.6% <25% ND{O81Y Y
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF 0.039 >0 05 ND{osh 1
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 61.5% <15% ND@E LI
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 =0.08 ND2.1) ]
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% <25% ND{0.40} J
p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  ICCAL %D 25.6% <25% NDD
Pentachloronitrobenzene CCAL %D 27.6% = 35% NI
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39.6% <25% Np@E Y
1BOPS61  |PEDAZ-8B-1(0- 1) 2720701 Soil Tier 11 Yes 3,3-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 49 1% <25% ND{22) ]
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% <258 ND{O88Y )
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 31.3% <25 N2y
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.03 Nbian g
Aramite CCAL RRF 0.023 >0 05 ND(D 8%y ]
Benzidine CCAL %D A5 6% “<25% ND{O.85)}
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF 0.039 >0.08 ND{O 853
Methapyritene CCAL %D 61.5% “25% N n
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 2008 NDR.D S
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% <25% ND(0.42) 3
-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  {CCAL %D 25.6% «2 8% NB2D )
[Penmch{oronitrobenzene CCAL %D 27.6% «25% ND(.2y i
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39.6% <5% ND{22y ]
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ISYOCs (continue

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

TABLE 1

20s, 30s, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
{Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

IBOPSST PEDA-44-SB-DUP-1 (0- 1) 2720001 Soil Tier {1 Yes 3.3"-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 49.1% <25% NDQ DI Duplicate of PEDA-44-88-1
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% <25% ND(0.84) )
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 31.3% <25% NDG2.DJ
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.08 NDR.NJ
Aramite CCAL RRF 0.023 >0.08 ND{O.84) §
Benzidine CCAL %D 45.6% <25% N84 J
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF 0.039 »0.08 ND{0.84) )
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 61.5% “25% NIz 1)

{Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 >0.08 NDR D
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% <25% NP4y 1
p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  |CCAL %D 25.6% < 25% NDE L)
Pentachloronitrobenzene CCAL %D 27.6% <25% N2 13 )
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39 6% <25% Nz )
1BUPSEY PEDA-33-8B-1(0- 1) 2/21/01 Soil Tier lf Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol ICAL %RSD 39.0% <30% ND@)Y )
3,3-Dimethyibenzidine CCAL %D 49.1% <28%% NG
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% 2% ND{O.88)
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.05 NP2
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 313% «25% N2 1
Aramite CCAL RRF 0.023 =0.03 ND{0.88) 3
Benzidine CCAL %D 45.6% <28% ND{D.88) §
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF 0.039 008 NI 88) }
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 =005 NP
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 61.5% <35% NDGAT
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% “25% ND{D.44) J
{p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  |CCAL %D 25.6% «25% ND22 i
Pentachloronitrobenzene CCAL %D 27.8% “<A5% ND(.2y )
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39.6% “25% NDED)
1BOPSE0  |PEDA-33-5B-2 (6 - 15) 272101 Soil Tier 11 Yes 12.4-Dinitrophenol ICAL %RSD 39.0% <30% ND(2)
3.3"-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 49.1% <25% N2 S
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% <230 ND{0.86) J
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.05 ND{2 i
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 31.3% <% ND(Z ]
Aramite CCAL RRF 0.023 >0.08 ND{0.86) ]
Benzidine CCAL %D 45.6% <25% NDHO.86) )
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF £.03% =0.03 NIXO.86) 1
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 4.026 >»0.08 NDRDGRDT
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 61.5% =25% NN
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% “25% ND{OAD 1
{p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  |CCAL %D 25.6% <35% ND@E DI
Pentachloronitrobenzene CCAL %D 27.8% “25% No@a
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39.6% <25% ND(z.2Y )

1BOPSRY PEDA-43-8B-1 {6 - 15) 2721001 Swil Tier It Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol ICAL %RSD 39.0% “30% ND(2.0Y 1
3,3"-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 49.1% <25% ND2.OY
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% <25% NP8 I
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 0,08 N2 )
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 31.3% «25%, ND@O I
Aramite CCAL RRF 4023 >0.08 N8I T
Benziding CCAL %D 45.6% <25% ND(OS1
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF 0.039 >0.08 NG 81y
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 »0.03 ND(2.OY
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 61.5% «25% NDo
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% <25% ND{0.40) J

-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  {CCAL %D 25.6% <2504 NDE.Oy I
lPentachlomnitrobenzene CCAL %D 27.8% «25% ND{20yJ
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39.6% <25% N0
UNMEGO TS Page 7of 11
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GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

TABLE t

20s, 303, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
{Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

1BUPSRY PEDA-43-8B-1(1 - 6) 272101 Sotl Tier Xl Yes 2.4-Dinitrophenot ICAL %RSD 39.0% “30% NP2
3,3-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 49.1% <25% ND{z2)J
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 47.1% <25% N85 1
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 31.3% <25% ND(2.2) )
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.08 NDzh 1
Aramite CCAL RRF 0.023 »0.08 ND(O.35) )
Benziding CCAL %D 45.6% <23% N85 J
Hexachlorophene CCAL RRF 0.03%9 > 05 NDI{0.85y )
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 61.5% <25% NR2Y
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 >0.08 NDR.2) 3
N-Nitrosodiethylamine CCAL %D 30.9% <25% ND@any
-Dimethylaminoazobenzene  1CCAL %D 25.6% «25% ND{Z2.23 1
Pentachloronitrobenzene CCAL %D 27 8% <2 8% N2 233
Phenacetin CCAL %D 39.6% <A N XY
1BOPIRY PEDA-FIELD BLANK-2 221101 Water Tier I Yes 1 2.4-Dinitrophenol 1CAL %RSD 39.0% <30% ND(0.030} 3
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine CCAL %D 65.2% “25% NINO.050) ¥
3,3-Dimethylbenzidine CCAL %D 77.6% <25% ND{0.050) )
3-Methylcholanthrene CCAL %D 45.3% <23% ND(0.020) J
4-Aminobipheny! CCAL %D 45.1% <25% ND©.020) §
4-Phenylenediamine JICAL RRF 0.024 »0.05 NIX0.050) §
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 39.2% “25% N0 1
aa-Dimethylphenethylamine  |CCAL %D 39.8% “25% NINO.OS0) §
Aramite CCAL RRF 0,330 >0.0% NDOO20) )
Benzidine CCAL %D 50.4% «2 5% NG00 )
Hexachlorophene CCAL %D 46.1% «25%, NIYD.020y 1
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 005 ND(0.0501 ]
Methapyrilene CCAL %D 58.8% <25% ND(0.050) §
Phenacetin CCAL %D $5.3% <25% ND{O.050) §
1BOPE2? PEDA-29-B-8B-1 (0- 1) 2/22/01 Soil Tier it Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol CCAL %D 29.7% <35%, NDROY S
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol CCAL %D 28.0% <25% NB{oan g
4-Nitroquinoline-1-oxide CCAL %D 30.4% «25%, NDM
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 40.1% «25% NI
Aramite CCAL %D 60. 1% <25% ND{O 7N )
Benzidine CCAL %D 31.2% “28% ND@E. 9
Diallate CCAL %D 35.4% «25% ND{0. 7911
Diphenylamine CCAL %D 31.6% <25% ND{.39 1
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine CCAL %D 35.0% =25% ND{O. 79 1
N-Nitrosopyrolidine CCAL %D 26.4% <“25% NDWO. TN
Pronamide CCAL %D 27.9% <25% ND{039) 1
Thionazin CCAL %D 53.5% “25% ND{O.39
Pentachlorobenzene CCAL RRF 0.048 .05 NG 3INJ
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.05 ND(O !
Aramite ICAL RRF 0.010 »0.08 N0
Benzidine ICAL RRF 0.022 >0.08 ND(O.79) )
Hexachlorophene 1ICAL RRF 0.029 >0.08 WD) ]
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 >0.05 NDEOY
UAMEGHTIESAL PageBof 11
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TABLE |
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

20s, 303, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
(Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

Sample
Delivery
Group Ne, |
SVOCs (continued)
1BOP622 PEDA-33-A-8B-1 (0 - 1) 2/22/01 Soit Tier i Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol CCAL %D 29.7% <25% ND@nJ
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol CCAL %D 28.0% <25% ND(B.66) §
4-Nitroguinoline- 1 -oxide CCAL %D 30.4% <25% N3N
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 40.1% <25% ND{(3.1) )
Aramite CCAL %D 60.1% “25% NO(1H )
Benzidine CCAL %D 31.2% “25% NP
Diaflate CCAL %D 35.4% “«25% ND{I.S
Diphenylamine CCAL %D 31.6% “25% ND.65Y )
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine CCAL %D 35.0% <25% ND(IL3Y ]
N-Nitrosopyrrolidine CCAL %D 26.4% “25% NIX1L.3
Pronamide CCAL %D 27.9% «25% ND{O 66y ]
Thionazin CCAL %D 53.9% <25% ND{0.66) 1
Pentachlorobenzene CCAL RRF 0.048 (.05 NIN0.66) )
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.08 NPGA T
Aramite ICAL RRF 0.010 =0.03 ND{(I3Y)
Benzidine 1ICAL RRF 0.022 >0.08 ND(I3Y
Hexachlorophene ICAL RRF 0.029 »0.08 ND(L3Y I
Methapyrilene ICAL RR¥ 0.026 »3.05 ND(3.3 1
1BOP622 PEDA-3LX-8B-1{0- 1) 2/22/01 Soil Tier It Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol CCAL %D 297% «25% NDQ2.2Y I
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol CCAL %D 28.0% <25% NG44} 1
4-Nitroguinoline-1-oxide CCAL %D 30 4% =2 8% ND DY
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 40.1% <25% N2
Aramite CCAL %D 60.1% <25% ND{O.89) 1
Benzidine CCAL %D 2% <25% ND(O.89) §
Diallate CCAL %D 35.4% <25% ND{OD SN
Diphenylamine CCAL %D 31.6% <25% NP4y )
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine CCAL %D 35.0% «<35% ND{08) 1
N-Nitrosopyrrolidine CCAL %D 26.4% «25% NHDEN I
Pronamide CCAL %D 27.5% <25% NHO49)
Thionazin CCAL %D 33.9% <25% ND(O. 44y}
Pentachlorobenzene CCAL RRF 0.048 >0.08 ND(U.443 )
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.08 N2
Aramite ICAL RRF 0.010 »0.03 NG RN T
Benzidine 1ICAL RRF 0022 #0.05 ND{O89J
Hexachlorophene ICAL RRF 0.029 >0.08 NEO.89Y )
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 >0.035 NRED ]
1BOPE2Z  |PEDA-3A-SB-1 (D~ 1) 227701 Soil Tier 11 Yes 2,4-Dinitrophenol CCAL %D 29.7% 5% ND(2,01]
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol CCAL %D 28 0% ) 8%, ND@©.39) 3
4-Nitroguinoline-1-oxide CCAL %D 30.4% “28% NDZO Y
4-Phenylenediamine CCAL %D 40.1% <25%% NDEMJ
Aramite CCAL %D 60.1% <28% NI ]
Benzidine CCAL %D 31.2% “25% ND{0.79)J
Diallate CCAL %D 35.4% <25 NDo. 79y
Diphenylamine CCAL %D 31.6% <25% ND(0.39) )
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine CCAL %D 35.0% <25% NG99 )
N-Nitrosopyrrolidine CCAL %D 26.4% «25% NIXO.79) )
Pronamide CCAL %D 27.5% «25% ND(@D3In I
Thionazin CCAL %D $3.5% “25% ND(O 391§
B Pentachlorobenzene CCAL RRF 0.048 >0.08 ND{O 3N I
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 =005 ND2.0)
Aramite ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.08 NDW. 9
Benzidine ICAL RRF 0.022 >0.05 ND©.791 )
Hexachlorophene ICAL RRF 0,029 »0.0% ND{O.79) §
Methapyrilene ICAL RRF 0.026 »0.03 NDERm
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ESVOCs (continued)

TABLE 1

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

20s, 30s, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
{Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

1C0P0O12 PEDA-33-8B-3 (1 - 6) 2/28/01 Soit Tier I Yes 2.4-Dinitrophenol ICAL %RSD 39.0% <30% NDEZ DY
2-Methylphenol CCAL %D 28.9% <25% NDOAY S
4-Phenylenediamine 1CAL RRF 0.024 >0.08 ND2 W
Aramite ICAL RRF 0010 »0.05 NDO.85) 1
Aramite CCAL %D 54.2% <2 5% ND{D.85Y )
Benzidine 1ICAL RRF 0019 >0.05 ND{O.85) ]
Hexachlorophene ICAL RRF 0.02% 20,05 NDO.85Y
“Thionazin ICAL RRF 0.025 »0.08 NI{O4n 1
1COPo12 PEDA-FIFLD BLANK-3 2/28/01 Water Tier It Yes 2,4-Dinitropheno] 1CAL %RSD 39.0% <30% NIXO.050) )
2-Methylphenol CCAL %D 289% <25 ND@BIN ]
4-Phenylenediamine ICAL RRF 0.024 >0.08 NINODS3Y T
Aramite ICAL RRF 0.010 >0.08 NDOoN
Aramite CCAL %D 54.2% <25% D001y
Benzidine ICAL RRF 0.019 >0.05 NDOD20} )
Hexachlorophene 1ICAL RRF 0.029 0,05 NN
Thionazin ICAL RRF 0.025 >0.05 NIND.O11) )
{FCDDPCDFs
1BOPS26 PEDAZ-SBL{6-15) 2/19/01 Soit Tier i Yes OCDD Method Blank Q00000053 <0.00000053 ND{0.0000016)
1,23.4.6,7.8-HpCDD Method Blank 0.00000019 <Q.00000095 NIDD.0000025)
HpCDD:s (total} Method Blank 0.80000019 <0.00000095 ND{D, 00000503
1BOPS26  |PEDA-42-SB3 (1 - 6) 2/19/01 Soil Tier If Yes 0CDD Method Blank 0.00000053 <0.00000053 ND(D.0000091)
1BOPS26 PEDA-44-8B2 (0 - 1) 2/19/01 Soit Tier Il Yes OCDD Method Blank 0.00000033 <0.00000053 NIY0.0000092)
1BOPSHE PEDA-25-8B-1 {1 - 6) 2720401 Soit Tier It Yes 1,2,34,6,78-HpCDD Method Blank 0.00000026 <0.0000013 NR{D.O000003 1)
1,2.3.4,7.8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000076 “0.00000038 NIXO.BDOGOD0ED)
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.00000010 <Q.00000052 NP{O.O0000009 1)
HxCDFs (total) Method Blank 0.00000026 «0.0000013 ND(0.00000028)
QCDD Method Blank 0.00000073 “0.0000073 ND{O.0000013)
TROPSST PEDA-44-8B-1{0- 1) 2720/01 Soil Tier If Yes 1,2,3.4,6,7,8-HpCDD Method Blank 0.00000026 <0.0000013 ND{B.000001 1)
1,2,3.6,7.8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.00000010 «<0,00000052 ND{O.U0000034)
1.2,3.7.8,9-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000084 <0,00000042 NEY0.00000023)
1,2,3,7.8-PeCDF Method Blank 0.00000013 <3, BOCR00E NEXO.00000022)
2,3,78-TCDF Method Blank 0000000082 «0,00000041 NIH0.00000037)
OCDD Method Blank 0.00000073 <0.0000073 ND{D.0000050)
1BOPSH] PEDA2-SB-1{D- 1) 2/20/01 Soif Tier I1 Yes 1,2.3.7,8 9-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000084 «0.00000042 ND{0.00000028)
OChbD Method Blank £.00000073 <0.0000073 NIMQD00G034)
1BOPS61 PEDA-44-8SB-DUP-1 (0 - 1) 2/26/01 Soit Tier I Yes 1,2,3.7.8-PeCDF Method Blank 0.00000013 <0.00000064 NENO.0000003%) Duplicate of PEDA-14-3B-1
1,2.3.7.8.9-HxCDF Method Blank £.000000084 <0.00000042 ND{O.D0000035)
1BOPSES PEDA-33-8B-1(0- 1) 2721701 Soit Tier It Yes 1,2,3,7.8. 9-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000084 <0.00000042 ND{0.00000038)
1BOPSRY PEDA-I3-8B-2(6 - 15} 221701 Soil Tier I No
UMD BaY Page 10of 11
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TABLE 1
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

203, 30s, and 40s Complex PEDA Data

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY
{Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

. _Sam
PCDDSPCDFs (continued)

1BOPSEY  [PEDA4LSB-1(6- 15) 221001 Soil Tier If Yes 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD Method Blank 0.00000026 <0,0000013 NIX0.00000040)
1,2,3.4,7 8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000076 <0,00000038 ND{D.000000098)
1,2,3,6,78-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000104 <0,00000052 ND{0.0000001 1)
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF Method Blank 0.00000013 <0,00000065 ND{0.000000080)
2,3,4.6,7,8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000080 <0, 0000004 ND(0,000000098)
2,3.4,7.8-PeCDF Method Blank 0.000000086 <0,00000043 ND(0.000000092)
2,3,78-TCDF Method Blank 0.000000082 <0.0000004 1 ND(D.000000073)
' HpCDDs (1otal) Method Blank 0.00000026 <0.0000013 ND{0.00000061)
0oCchbD Method Blank 0.00000073 <0.0000073 ND(0.0000016)
PeCDFs (total) Method Blank 0.00000021 <0.00000103 NEXO0.00000087)
HxCDFs (total) Method Blank 0.00000026 <0.0000013 NIHO.00000048)

IBOPSEY  [PEDA-43-SB-2(1 - 6) 2721/01 Soil Tier 11 Yes 1,2,3,4.6,7,8-HpCDD Methed Blank 0.00000026 <0.0000013 ND{0.00000029)
1,2,3,4,78-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000076 <0.00000038 ND(0.000000055)
1,2,3,6,7.8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.000000104 <0,00000052 ND(0.000000073)
1,2,3,7.8-PeCDF Method Blank 0.00000013 «0,00000065 ND{0,000000063)
2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF Method Blank 0.000000086 <0,00000043 ND(0.000000054)
IHpCDDs (total) Method Blank 0.00000026 €0,0000013 ND(0.00000029)
HxCDFs (total) Method Blank 0.00000026 <0,0000013 ND(0.00000022)
OCDD Method Blank 0.00000073 <0,0000073 ND{0.0000015)
PeCDFs (total) Method Blank 0.00000021 <0,00000105 NDO.0G0000075)

1BOPSS9  |PEDA-FIELD BLANK-2 221761 Water Tier I Yes

1BOP622  IPEDA-29-B-SB-1(0- 1) 22201 Soil Tier il Yes 1,2,3.4.6,7,3-HpCDD Method Blank 0.0000043 <0,0000022 ND{D.0000030)

1B0P622  IPEDA-33-A-SB-1(0- 1} 2/22/01 Soil Tier Il No

1BOP622  [PEDA-33-X-SB-1(0- 1) 272291 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOP622 PEDA-J4-8B-1 (0 1) 2/22/01 Soil Tier If Yes 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD Method Blank 0.00000043 <0.0000022 NID{O.0000016)
HpCDD:s (total) Method Blank 0.00000076 <0.0000038 ND(0.0000030)
0CbD Method Blank 0.0000012 <0.000012 ND(0.00001 1)

1COPOI2  |PEDA-33-SB-3 (1 - 6) 2/28/01 Soil Tier IT Yes 1,2.3.4,67,8-HpCDD Method Blank 0.00000051 <0.0000026 NIX{0.00000060)
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.00000016 <0.00000080 NE0.000000042)
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDF Method Blank 0.00000018 <0.00000050 ND{0.000000063)
IHpCDDs (total) Method Blank 0.00000026 <0.0000013 ND{0.0000012)
HxCDFs (total) Method Blank 0.00000050 <0,0000025 ND0.00000050)
OCDD Method Blank 0.0000020 <0,000020 ND(0.000012)

1COPO12 PEDA-FIELD BLANK-3 2/28/01 Water Tier I Yes OCDD Method Blank 0.000000000101  <0,000000000010 ND(0.000000000064)

%ulﬁde and Cyanide

1BOPS26 PEDA-42-5B2 {6 - 15) 2719701 Suil Tier Il No

IBOPSIS  IPEDASZSBI(] - 6) 2/19/01 Soil Tier 11 No

BOPS26 PEDA-44-SB2 (0 - 1) 2719701 Soil Ter I No

180P326  |PEDA-FIELD BLANK-1 21901 Water Tier 11 No

1BOPS61 PEDA-42-8B-1 (0.- 1) 2720001 Soil Tier 1T No

1ROPS61 PEDA-25-8B-1(1 - 6) 2/20/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOPSS1 PEDA-44-8B-1(0- 1) 2720001 Soil Tier 1T No

1BOP361 PEDA-44-SB-DUP-1 (0 - 1) 2/20/01 Soil Tier 11 No Duplicate of PEDA-44-8B-1

1BOPSE9 PEDA-33-§B-1 (0 - 1) 2721701 Soil Tier I No

| BOPSES PEDA-33-SB-2 (6 - 15) 212111 Sail Tier It No

1BOPSBY  |PEDA-43-SB-1(6-15) 221701 Soit Tier 11 No

1BOPS§9  IPEDA-43-5B-2 (1 - 6) 272101 Soil Tier IT No

1BOPS8Y  |PEDA-FIELD BLANK-2 22101 Water Tier 11 No

1BOPS22 PEDA-29-B-88-1 (0 - 1) 2722/01 Seil Tier 11 No

1BOP622  |PEDA-33-A-SB-1(0-1) 2722/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1BOP622 PEDA-33-X-$B-1(0- 1} 2/22/01 Soil Tier I No

(ROP62Y PEDA-34-8B-1(0- 1) 2/22/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1CoPo12 PEDA-I1.8B-3(1 - 6} 2/28/01 Soil Tier 11 No

1COPOI2 PEDA-33-5B-3 (1 - 6) 228001 Soil Tier [T No

1COPOI2 PEDA-33-SB-3 (1 - 6) 2/28/01 Soil Tier IT No

1CoPo12 PEDA-I3.SB-3 (1. 6) 272801 Soil Tier 11 No

1C0PO12 PEDA-FIELD BLANK-3 2/28/01  {Soil Tier I No
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APPENDIX B

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT FOR HISTORICAL
SOIL SAMPLING DATA FROM 20s, 30s, AND 40s COMPLEXES

1.0 Introduction

This attachment presents the results of a data quality review and assessment for the analytical results from
soil samples collected at the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes in Pittsfield, Massachusetts, during various
soil investigations conducted between May 28, 1991 and May 28, 1998. The only sample results
reviewed were those proposed for use in the evaluations in the Conceptual Removal Design/Removal
Action Work Plan for the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes. These samples were analyzed for polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) and/or some or all of the constituents listed in Appendix IX of 40 CFR Part 264, plus
three additional constituents (benzidine, 2-chloroethylvinyl ether, and 1,2-diphenylhydrazine) (Appendix
IX+3) (generally excluding pesticides and herbicides). The analytical laboratories used to conduct these
analyses included: IT Analytical Services of Knoxville, Tennessee and CompuChem Laboratories, Inc. of
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.

Since these samples were collected and analyzed prior to execution of the Consent Decree (CD) for the
GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site, the data are not subject to the specific data validation procedures set
forth in GE’s Field Sampling Plan/Quality Assurance Project Plan (FSP/QAPP) under the CD. Rather,
these data have been subjected to a more general review and assessment for analytical data quality.

The procedures used in this data review/assessment and the results of this data review/assessment are
summarized in this document for PCBs (Section 2.0) and other Appendix IX+3 constituents (Section 3.0).
This document also includes proposals regarding the use of these prior sample results in the response
action evaluations included in the Conceptual RD/RA Work Plan for 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes.

2.0 Data Evaluation for PCB Data

Data assessment has been performed for a total of 103 PCB sample results from 20s, 30s, and 40s
Complexes. These samples were collected between May 1991 and May 1998. Full data packages were
obtained from the laboratory for 72 samples. For 31 additional samples, only limited laboratory
documentation exists, consisting of the standard laboratory reporting form (i.e., Certificate of Analysis).

In these circumstances, data review and assessment activities were first performed for the 72 samples for
which full laboratory data packages are available. These activities included review of the data packages
for completeness, review of the analytical techniques used, and identification of any apparent method and
analytical deviations found within the data packages.

This review and assessment found no deficiencies that would preclude use of these PCB data in the
response action evaluations in the Conceptual RD/RA Work Plan. Further, based on the more detailed
assessment of samples from locations and depths intended to satisfy the pre-design sampling grid
requirements, no qualification was found to be necessary for any of those sample results. Thus, all PCB
data in this category have been found to be of sufficient quality for use in the RD/RA evaluations for this
area.

Next, the 31 PCB sample results for which only limited documentation exists (i.e., a standard laboratory
reporting form) were reviewed. These PCB results are likewise considered usable for future RD/RA
activities for the following reasons: (1) the reporting form confirms the date of sample analyses and thus
the analytical methodologies being used at that time; (2) those analytical methodologies are consistent
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with current procedures; (3) the reporting form is a laboratory-generated document and thus incorporates
certain inherent QA checks performed by the laboratory concerning data quality; and (4) review of the
PCB data for which full laboratory data packages are available indicates that those data are 100% usable,
thus suggesting that the remaining PCB analyses are generally of sufficient quality for use in RD/RA
evaluations. Accordingly, the 31 sample results in this category are considered suitable for use in the
RD/RA evaluations for 20s, 30, and 40s Complexes.

The overall results of this review and assessment of the prior PCB data are presented on a sample-by-
sample basis in Table 1.

3.0 Data Evaluation for Other Appendix IX+3 Data

Data review and assessment activities have likewise been performed for the analytical data for non-PCB
constituents. These data were collected between February 1996 and September 1997. They consist of
five volatile organic compound (VOC) samples, five semi-volatile organic compound (SVOC) samples,
five polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin (PCDD) and polychlorinated dibenzofuran (PCDF) samples, two
pesticide samples, five metals samples, and five cyanide samples. For these results, laboratory data
packages were available for all data sets.

These data were reviewed for completeness of the data packages, analytical techniques used, and any
apparent method and analytical deviations found within the data packages. This review and assessment
found no deficiencies that would preclude use of the analytical data in this category in the response action
evaluations in the Conceptual RD/RA Work Plan.

The overall results of this review and assessment of the prior non-PCB Appendix IX+3 data are included,
on a sample-by-sample basis, in Table 1.
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TABLE 1

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
CONCEPTUAL RD/RA WORK PLAN FOR 20s, 30s, 40s COMPLEXES

HISTORICAL ANALYTICAL DATA ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Sample Delivery
Group No. Sample ID Date Collected] Matrix Available Documentation

PCBs
10377 210B0002 (0-2) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
o377 210B0204 (2-4) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
0377 210B0406 (4-6) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
llb377 210B0608 (6-8) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
0377 210B0810 (8-10) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
o377 210B1012 (10-12) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
110377 210B1214 (12-14) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
o377 210B1416 (14-16) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
floo292 211B0002 (0-2) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
1100292 211B0204 (2-4) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
1100292 211B0406 (4-6) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
"00292 211B0608 (6-8) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
00292 211B0810 (8-10) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
flo0292 211B1012 (10-12) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
lb0292 211B1214 (12-14) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
[lbo292 211B1416 (14-16) 3/6/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
loo28P 21250-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
loo28p 21380-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{00092 215B0002 (0-2) 2/21/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{00092 215B0204 (2-4) 2/21/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
"00092 215B0406 (4-6) 2/21/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
floo048 216B0002 (0-2) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
/{00048 216B0204 (2-4) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{loo048 216B0406 (4-6) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
“00048 216B0608 (6-8) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
100048 216B0810 (8-10) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{looo4s 216B1012 (10-12) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
flboo4s 216B1214 (12-14) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
flooo4s 216B1416 (14-16) 2/20/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{00092 217B0002 (0-2) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
HOOO92 21780204 (2-4) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
100092 217B0406 (4-6) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
H00092 217B0608 (6-8) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
floooo2 217B0810 (8-10) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
1100092 217B1012 (10-12) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
1100092 217B1214 (12-14) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
llboo9o2 217B1416 (14-16) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
o377 223B0002 (0-2) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
0377 223B0204 (2-4) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
o377 223B0406 (4-6) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
[10377 223B0608 (6-8) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
377 223B0810 (8-10) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{0377 223B0810D (8-10) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
lib377 223B1012 (10-12) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package

0377 223B1214 (12-14) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package

580529 31-North-DUP-1 (0-2) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
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TABLE 1

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
CONCEPTUAL RD/RA WORK PLAN FOR 20s, 30s, 40s COMPLEXES

HISTORICAL ANALYTICAL DATA ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Sample Delivery
Group No. Sample ID Date Collected| Matrix Available Documentation
PCBs (continued)
980529 31-North-SB-1 (10-12) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-1 (14-16) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-1 (0-2) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-1 (12-14) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-1 (8-10) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-1 (6-8) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-1 (2-4) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
s 980529 31-North-SB-1 (4-6) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
; 980529 31-North-SB-2 (0-2) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
5 980529 31-North-SB-2 (2-4) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-2 (4-6) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-2 (6-8) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-2 (12-14) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-2 (8-10) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-2 (10-12) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
1980529 31-North-SB-2 (14-16) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-3 (6-8) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-3 (4-6) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-3 (8-10) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-3 (10-12) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-3 (12-14) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-3 (14-16) /28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
980529 31-North-SB-3 (0-2) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
0980529 31-North-SB-3 (2-4) 5/28/98 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
] 22255 DP-1 (10-12) 5/28/91 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
| [IRR84 PG02B0002 (0-2) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
" |Rrs4 PG02B0204 (2-4) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
—. |IRR84 PG02B0406 (4-6) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
f % IRR84 PG02B0608 (6-8) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
7 |IRR84 PGO02B0810 (8-10) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
IIRR84 PG02B1012 (10-12) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
IIRR84 PG02B1214 (12-14) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
IRR84 PGO02B1416 (14-16) 10/22/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
49815 PGO3B0002 (0-2) 10/24/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
49815 PG03B0204 (2-4) 10/24/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
49815 PGO3B0406 (4-6) 10/24/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
49815 PGO3B0608 (6-8) 10/24/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
49815 PGO3B0810 (8-10) 10/24/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
49815 PGO3B1012 (10-12) 10/24/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
49815 PGO3B1416 (14-16) 10/24/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
48577 PG04B0002 (0-2) 5/28/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
48577 PG04B0204 (2-4) 5/28/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
48577 PG04B0406 (4-6) 5/28/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
48577 PG04B0608 (6-8) 5/28/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
48577 PG04B0810 (8-10) 5/28/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
22255 PGO4B1012 (10-12) 5/28/91 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
MEGO16821tbl.xls Page 2 of 3 12/4/01




TABLE 1

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
CONCEPTUAL RD/RA WORK PLAN FOR 20s, 30s, 40s COMPLEXES

HISTORICAL ANALYTICAL DATA ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Sample Delivery
Group No. Sample ID Date Collected! Matrix Available Documentation

PCBs (continued)

48577 PG04B1012 (10-12) 5/28/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis

48577 PG04B1214 (12-14) 5/28/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis

48590 PG04B1416 (14-16) /29/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis

RR84 PG16B0002 (0-2) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
IIRR84 PG16B0204 (2-4) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
IIRR84 PG16B0406 (4-6) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
IIRR84 PG16B0608 (6-8) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
IIRR84 PG16B0810 (8-10) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
(IRR84 PG16B1012 (10-12) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis
|RR84 PG16B1214 (12-14) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis

RR84 PG16B1416 (14-16) 10/21/91 Soil Certificate of Analysis

VOCs

0377 210B1416 (14-16) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
“0028}’ 21280-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
[loo28p 21380-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
HOOOZZ 215B0608 (6-8) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{l00022 217B1012 (10-12) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package

SVOCs
100377 210B1416 (14-16) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{lbo28p 21280-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
floo28p 21350-6 (0-0.5) /17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
“00022 215B0608 (6-8) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{00022 217B1012 (10-12) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{Pesticides
{22255 [PG04B1012 (10-12) 5/28/91 | Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
IMetals
{00377 210B1416 (14-16) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
floo28p 21280-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
flbo28p 21380-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
“00022 215B0608 (6-8) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{loo022 217B1012 (10-12) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
{[PCDDs/PCDFs
100377 210B1416 (14-16) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
floo28p 21280-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
lloo2gp 21350-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
flbo28p 215B0608 (6-8) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
loo28P 217B1012 (10-12) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
l[Cyanide
1100377 210B1416 (14-16) 3/7/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
floo28p 21280-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
1l0028P 21350-6 (0-0.5) 9/17/97 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
llooo22 215B0608 (6-8) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
ltoo022 217B1012 (10-12) 2/22/96 Soil Complete Laboratory Data Package
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APPENDIXC

Risk Evaluation of Appendix IX+3 Constituents
Detected in Soils of the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes
of the General Electric Facility in Pittsfield, MA

Introduction

A number of non-PCB constituents were detected in the surface and subsurface soils of
the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes of the General Electric (GE) facility in Pittsfield, MA.
These constituents have been evaluated in accordance with the multi-step process
established for non-PCB Appendix IX+3 constituents in the Statement of Work for
Removal Actions Outside the River (SOW) (BBL, 1999). The steps in this process are
described in the text of this Conceptual RD/RA Work Plan. These steps included
screening by comparison of the maximum detected concentrations of the constituents to
EPA’s Prelminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for soil in industrial/commercial areas
(and, for one constituent, sulfide, comparison of site data with background levels).
Following this screening, the average concentrations of the remaining constituents were

~ compared to the applicable Method 1 standards set out in the Massachusetts

Contingency Plan (MCP). As described in the text, a number of those constituents had
average concentrations exceeding the Method 1 standards. Accordingly, GE requested
AMEC Earth & Environmental to conduct area-specific risk evaluations of the
constituents that remained prior to the comparison to MCP Method 1 standards, using
the protocols for area-specific risk evaluations set forth in the SOW.

This Appendix describes and presents the results of these area-specific risk evaluations
for the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes. In accordance with the SOW, these risk
evaluations were based on the average constituent concentrations for each Complex,
the same exposure scenarios, depth increments, and exposure assumptions used by
EPA in developing the PCB Performance Standards for these areas (as described in
EPA, 1999a), and standard EPA toxicity values. As discussed below, for the
constituents evaluated, estimated cancer risks and non-cancer hazards fall well below
the acceptable benchmarks prescribed in the SOW.
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Constituents Evaluated

In accordance with the protocols set forth in the SOW, the risk evaluations presented
herein have considered all chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) that were retained
for evaluation after the initial screening steps but before the comparison to MCP Method
1 standards, and have used the average concentrations of those constituents in each of
the Complexes in question. Given the SOW requirement to use the same exposure
scenarios and depth increments that were assumed by EPA (1999a) in supporting the
PCB Performance Standards, average concentrations have been calculated for the
same depth increments evaluated by EPA (1999a) for commercial/industrial areas - i.e.,
the 0-1 foot depth and the 1-6 foot depth. The COPCs evaluated and their average
concentrations are as follows:

Ave. Concentration (mg/kq)

Area Constituent 0-1 foot 1-6 foot

20s Complex Benzo(a)pyrene 0.847 0.616
Arsenic 104 9.34

30s Complex Benz(a)anthracene 0.966 0.690
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.990 0.684
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.915 0.695
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.43 1.13
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.54 1.17
Arsenic 10.1 19.3
Lead 118 163

40s Complex Benz(a)anthracene 1.84 0.489
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.92 0.471
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.73 0.428
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.90 0.794
Arsenic 11.6 8.79
Lead 274 53.9

2
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With the exception of lead, these COPCs have been included in risk calculations for
each Complex to determine whether cancer risks and non-cancer hazards fall within
acceptable limits. Since EPA has not developed standard toxicity values for lead, that
constituent has been evaluated, as recommended by EPA, using EPA’s Adult Lead
Methodology (EPA, 1996, 1999b, 2001a).

Risk Evaluation Assumptions and Procedures (for All COPCs Except Lead)

In accordance with the SOW, the exposure scenarios that have been evaluated are the
same exposure scenarios utilized by EPA (1999a) in supporting the PCB Performance
Standards for commercial/industrial areas — namely, the Commercial Groundskeeper

scenario for surface soil (0-1 foot depth) and the Utility Worker scenario for subsurface

“soil (1-6 foot depth).

The Commercial Groundskeeper scenario assumes that an adult is exposed to
constituents in surficial soils 84 days per year for a period of 25 years. With the
exception of chemical-specific absorption and toxicity criteria, all exposure assumptions
used to evaluate this scenario were the same as those used by EPA (1999a). The
dermal and oral absorption factors used were default values recommended by EPA or
Massachusetts DEP. The carcinogenic COPCs were evaluated for potential
carcinogenic risks, while the only COPC with a non-cancer Reference Dose (RfD),
arsenic, was evaluated for potential non-cancer hazards. (In accordance with the SOW,
PCBs and dioxins/furans were not included in these evaluations.) The toxicity values
used in the evaluations were those set forth on EPA’s Integrated Risk Information
System (IRIS) for benzo(a)pyrene and arsenic, with use of Toxicity Equivalency Factors
(TEFs) recommended by EPA (1993) to adjust the values for other carcinogenic
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) based on their assumed potency relative to
benzo(a)pyrene. The specific exposure assumptions and toxicity values used for the
Commercial Groundskeeper scenario are listed in Table 1

The Utility Worker scenario assumes that an adult is in contact with subsurface soils in
the affected area 5 days per year for 25 years. As with the Groundskeeper scenario, all
exposure assumptions used in this scenario were the same as the assumptions used by
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EPA (1999a) with the exception of chemical-specific absorption and toxicity criteria, for
which the same values used for the Groundskeeper scenario were utilized. The specific
exposure assumptions and toxicity values used for the Utility Worker scenario are listed
in Table 2.

Based on these input values, predicted cancer risks and non-cancer hazards were
calculated for the COPCs using standard risk assessment procedures, and were then
compared to the benchmarks set forth in the SOW (for constituents other than PCBs and
dioxins/furans) of 1 x 10 for cancer risks and a Hazard Index of 1.0 for non-cancer

impacts.

Risk Estimates (for All COPCs Except Lead)

The predicted cancer risks and non-cancer hazards for the non-PCB COPCs at the 20s,
30s, and 40s Complexes are summarized in Table 3. Cancer risk and non-cancer
hazard results for individual COPCs and for each exposure pathway and scenario
evaluated in the three Complexes are provided in Tables 4a through 9b. As shown in
Table 3, total estimated cancer risks do not exceed the identified risk benchmark of

1 x 107 for either the Commercial Groundskeeper or the Utility Worker scenario in any of
the three facility Complexes evaluated. Similarly, non-cancer hazards resulting from
exposures to surficial and subsurface soils do not exceed the target Hazard Index of 1.0

in any of the areas.

Evaluation of Lead Exposures and Risks

EPA has not developed toxicity criteria for lead (EPA, 2001b). Consequently, it is not
possible to evaluate potential hazards associated with lead exposure in the same way
that other COPCs are evaluated. Instead, EPA has established a “safe” fetal blood lead
level of 10 pg/dL and has developed models to evaluate both adult and childhood
exposures to lead, considering fetal or childhood blood levels as the critical endpoint.
For the adult who may be exposed to lead in a non-residential setting, EPA has
developed the Adult Lead Methodology (ALM) (EPA, 1996, 1999b, 2001a). This
methodology predicts the blood levels of lead that would likely occur in a pregnant
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woman and in her fetus after non-residential exposure to lead-contaminated soil and
dust.

The biokinetic ALM incorporates background blood lead levels as a starting
concentration and predicts blood levels that will likely result after additional exposure to
lead-contaminated soil occurs. The range of default adult blood lead levels
recommended by EPA (1996) is 1.7 to 2.2 ug/dL. The model also incorporates a
geometric standard deviation (GSD) for background blood lead levels to account for
variability within an exposed population. The recommended default values range from
1.8 for homogeneous populations to 2.1 for heterogeneous populations (EPA, 1996,
Table 1). EPA (1996) defines homogeneous populations as exposed individuals who
have similar socioeconomic and ethnic characteristics who live in a relatively small
geographic area and are exposed to a single dominant source of lead. Heterogeneous
populations are defined as individuals who have different socioeconomic backgrounds
and ethnic characteristics and who live in a larger geographic area (e.g., the national
population). The model then considers the ingestion of lead by adults in a non-residential
setting, using a soil ingestion rate of 50 mg/day and an assumed exposure frequency of
219 days/year, based on occupational exposure. The oral absorption of lead after
ingestion is assumed to be 12 percent. Using a starting soil concentration, the model is
able to predict the 95" percentile blood lead concentration in the fetus of an exposed
pregnant woman. If this concentration does not exceed the maximum allowable
concentration of 10 pg/dL, it is concluded that exposures result in no risk of harm._

The model assumes that there is adequate exposure to result in a steady state blood
lead concentration (EPA, 2001a) and assumes that exposure continues regularly and for
an indefinite period of time. Thus, there is no exposure duration factor in the model.
Instead, it assumes that exposure occurs 219 out of 365 days per year, for every year of
exposure, and that steady state is reached. EPA states that certain short-term or
intermittent exposures may not be well represented by the model (EPA, 2001a). Thus, if
one were to put in the intermittent exposure frequency for the Utility Worker, the model
might not predict a representative blood concentration.

It is important to note, however, that the only substantial differences between the model
default assumptions and the Groundskeeper and Utility Worker scenarios developed by



EPA (1999a) are soil ingestion rate (for the Utility Worker) and exposure frequency (for
both the Groundskeeper and Utility Worker scenarios). While the soil ingestion rate for
the Utility Worker used by EPA (1999a) is higher than 50 mg/day, the exposure
frequency assumed by EPA (1999a) is substantially lower. For the Groundskeeper, the
soil ingestion rate used by EPA (1999a) is the same as the ALM default value but the
exposure frequency is lower. Overall, the default ALM model assumes that adults ingest
50 mg/day for 219 days/year for a total annual soil ingestion of 10,960 mg. For the
Groundskeeper scenario, which assumes 50 mg/day for 84 days/year (EPA, 1999a), the
total yearly soil ingestion is 4,200 mg. For the Utility Worker scenario, which assumes
137 mg/day for 5 days/year, the total amount of soil ingested annually is 685 mg. Thus,
the default ALM model certainly overestimates potential blood lead levels for both of
these scenarios and hence is a highly conservative screening mechanism to evaluate
potential hazards associated with lead in the soils of the GE facility.

To evaluate potential hazards associated with the presence of lead at 20s, 30s, and 40s
Complexes, the highest average lead soil concentration, 274 mg/kg in surface soil (40s
Complex), was input into the ALM model. If it is demonstrated that this highest lead
concentration results in acceptable fetal blood concentrations, then there would be no
need to evaluate areas or soil depth increments that have lower lead concentrations.
The remaining parameters included as inputs to the ALM are presented in Table 10. To
provide a range of predicted values, the range of values presented by EPA (1996) for
certain parameters were incorporated. The Low Range estimate assumes the lower end
of EPA’s default ranges for both the background blood lead level (1.7 ug/dL) and the
GSD (1.8). The High Range estimate assumes the upper end of these ranges,
incorporating a background blood lead concentration of 2.2 pg/dL and a GSD of 2.1.

The results of the ALM analysis for lead, using the highest average concentration
reported (274 mg/kg in surface soil in the 40s Complex) are provided in Table 10. The
predicted Low Range 95" percentile fetal blood concentration is 5.0 pg/dL and the
predicted High Range 95" percentile fetal blood concentration is 7.9 g/dl. These
predicted values are both below EPA’s level of concern for children (10 pg/dL), indicating
that lead levels in soils at the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes do not present a hazard. It
should be noted that it is more likely that the Low Range estimate is more appropriate for
the GE facility due to the fact that the exposed population is likely to be more accurately
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described by EPA’s (1996) definition as a homogeneous population. These predicted
blood levels are also overestimated for the site where, according to EPA’s default
parameters for Groundskeepers and Utility Workers (EPA, 1999a), exposure frequencies

will be much lower than the default exposure frequency used in the model.

Summary

The above-described results of these area-specific risk evaluations indicate that the
concentrations of the COPCs evaluated in surface and subsurface soils at the 20s, 30s,
and 40s Complexes do not present an unacceptable cancer risk or non-cancer hazard.
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Table 1. Summary of Exposure Parameter and Toxicity Values for the Groundskeeper Scenario

Parameter Value Basis
Soil Ingestion Rate 50 mg/day EPA, 19992
Relative Oral Absorption Factor
Benz{a)anthracene 100% Conservative Default
Benzo(a)pyrene 100% Conservative Defauit
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 100% Conservative Default
Dibenz(a h)anthracene 100% Conservative Default
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 100% Conservative Default
Arsenic 39% MDEP, 1995
Dermal Adherence Factor 0.1 EPA, 1999a
Skin Surface Area Exposed 3300 cm? EPA, 1999a
Relative Dermal Absorption Factor
Benz(a)anthracene 0.13 EPA, 1989¢
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.13 EPA, 1999c
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.13 EPA, 1999c
Dibenz(a,hjanthracene 0.13 EPA, 1999¢
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.13 EPA, 1998¢c
Arsenic 0.03 EPA, 1999¢
Exposure Frequency 84 daysl/year EPA, 1999a
Exposure Duration 25 years EPA, 1999a
Body Weight 70 kg EPA, 19992
Carcinogenic Averaging Time 25,550 days EPA, 1999a
Non-Carcinogenic Averaging Time 9125 days EPA, 1999a
Cancer Slope Factor
Benz(a)anthracene 0.73 (mg/kg-day)™’ EPA, 2001b®
Benzo(a)pyrene 7.3 (mg/kg~c:lay)~1 EPA, 2001b
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.73 (mg/kg-day)™ EPA, 2001b°
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 7.3 (mg/kg-day)™ EPA, 2001b°
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.73 (mg/kg-day)™ EPA, 2001b®
Arsenic 1.5 (mg/kg-day)™ EPA, 2001b
Reference Dose
Arsenic 0.0003 mg/kg-day EPA, 2001b

? Adjusted for applicable Toxicity Equivalency Factors for PAHs as outlined in EPA, 1993.




Table 2. Summary of Exposure Parameter and Toxicity Values for the Utility Worker Scenario

Parameter Value Basis
Soil Ingestion Rate 137 mg/day EPA, 1999z
Relative Oral Absorption Factor
Benz(ajanthracene 100% Conservative Default
Benzo(a)pyrene 100% Conservative Default
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 100% Conservative Default
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 100% Conservative Default
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 100% Conservative Default
Arsenic 35% MDEP, 1995
Dermal Adherence Factor 0.1 EPA, 19992
Skin Surface Area Exposed 3300 cm? EPA, 19992
| Relative Dermal Absorption Factor
Benz(a)anthracene 0.13 EPA, 1999¢c
™ Benzo(a)pyrene 0.13 EPA, 1999c
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.13 EPA, 1999c
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.13 EPA, 1999¢
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.13 EPA, 1999¢c
Arsenic 0.03 EPA, 1999c
Exposure Frequency 5 dayslyear EPA, 1999a
Exposure Duration 25 years EPA, 1999a
Body Weight 70 kg EPA, 1999a
Carcinogenic Averaging Time 25,550 days EPA, 1999a
] Non-Carcinogenic Averaging Time 9125 days EPA, 1999a
o Cancer Slope Factor
Benz(a)anthracene 0.73 (mg/kg-day)™’ EPA, 2001b°
g Benzo(a)pyrene 7.3 (mg/kg-day)” EPA, 2001b
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.73 (mg/kg-day)™’ EPA, 2001b®
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 7.3 (mg/kg-day)”’ EPA, 2001b®
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.73 (mg/kg-day)™’ EPA, 2001b°
Arsenic 1.5 (mg/kg-day)™ EPA, 2001b

Reference Dose
Arsenic 0.0003 mg/kg-day EPA, 2001b

? Adjusted for applicable Toxicity Equivalency Factors for PAHSs as outlined in EPA, 1993.
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Table 3. Summary of Risks and Hazards at the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes

20s Complex 30s Complex 40s Complex
Commercial Utility Commercial Utility Commercial Utility
Cancer Risk
Soil Ingestion 7.2E-07 9.5E-08 1.5E-06 2.5E-07 L5E-06 94E-08
Dermal Contact 4.9E-07 1.9E-07 1.2E-06 5.2E-07 1.1E-06 1.9E-07
Total 1.2E-06 2.8E-07 2.7E-06 7.8E-07 2.6E-06 2.8E-07
Noncancer Hazard
Soil Ingestion 2.2E-03 3.3E-04 2.2E-03 6.7E-04 2.5E-03 3 AE-04
Dermal Contact 1.1E-03 4.8E-04 1.1E-03 1.0E-03 1.3E-03 4.5E-04
Total . 3.4E-03 8.1E-04 3.3E-03 1.7E-03 3.7E-03 7.6E-04
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Table 4a. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Commercial Worker Ingestion Exposure to Surface Soil in the 20s Complex

Pathway: Incidental Ingestion of Surfuce Soils
Receptor: Commercial Worker - 20s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
CSF = CDI x CSF
CDI=Csx IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x I/ATc

Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATc Dl CSF Risk
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d) (mg/kgg-d()"
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.847 50 1.0 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 5.0E-08 7.3 3.6E-07
Arsenic 10.4 50 0.39 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 2.4E-07 1.5 3.6E-07
Total 7.2E-07
NONCARCINOGENIC ’
HQ = CDI/RD
CDI=Csx IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATnc
Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATnc ol RfD HQ
Ingestion Relative Oral ~ Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Soil Concentration Rate Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d) (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 10.4 50 0.39 84 25 1E-06 70 9,125 6.7E-07 3.0E-04 2.2E-03
Total 2.2E-03
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Table 4b. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Commercial Worker Dermal Exposure to Surface Soil in the 20s Complex

Pathway: Dermal Contact with Surface Soils
Receptor: Commercial Worker - 20s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
Risk = CDI x CSF
CDI=Cs x DAF x SAx RDA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATc

Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATe D1 CSF Risk
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic  Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/em®)  (cm’day)  (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mgrkg-d)  (mg/ke-d)’
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.847 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 4.3E-08 7.3 3.1E-07
Arsenic 10.4 0.1 3,300 0.03 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.2E-07 1.5 1.8E-07
Total 4.9E-07
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDI/RD
CDI =Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x /A Tnc
Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATne CDI RfD HQ
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight  Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmz/day) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d)  (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 10.4 0.1 3,300 0.03 84 25 1E-06 70 9,125 JAE-Q7 3.0E-04 1.1E-03
Total 11E-03
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Table 5a. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Utility Worker Ingestion Exposure to Subsurface Soil in the 20s Complex

Pathway: Incidental Ingestion of Subsurface Soils
Receptor: Utility Worker - 20s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
CSF = CDI x CSF
CDIl=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATc

Sk

Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATe CDI CSF Risk
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency  Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d)  (mg/ke-d)’
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.616 137 1.0 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 5.9E-09 7.3 4.3E-08
Arsenic 9.34 137 0.39 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 3.5E-08 1.5 5.2E-08
Total 9.5E-08
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDI/RID
CDI=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATnc
Cs IzR ROA EF ED CF BW ATne CD1 RiD HQ
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency  Duration Factor Weight Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d) (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 9.34 137 0.39 5 25 1E-06 70 9,125 9.8E-08 3.0E-04 3.3E-04
Total 33E-04
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Table Sb. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Utility Worker Dermal Exposure to Subsurface Soil in the 20s Complex

Pathway: Dermal Contact with Subsurface Soils
Receptor: Utility Worker - 20s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
Risk = CDI x CSF
CDI=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATc¢

Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATe CDI CSF Risk
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure  Conversion  Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmz/day) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) {mg/kg-d) (mg:’kg‘d)"
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.616 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.5E-08 7.3 L1E-07
‘Arsenic 9.34 0.8 3,300 0.03 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 5.2E-08 1.5 7.8E-08
Total 1.9E-07
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDI/RD
CDI1=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x I/ATnc
Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATne DI RID HQ
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight  Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
{mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmz/day) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/ke-d)  (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 9.34 0.8 3,300 0.03 5 25 1E-06 70 9,125 1.4E-07 3.0E-04 4.8E-04
Total 4.8E-04
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Table 6a. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Commercial Worker Ingestion Exposure to Surface Soil in the 30s Complex

Pathway: Incidental Ingestion of Surface Soils
Receptor: Commercial Worker - 30s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
CS8F = DI x CSF
CDI=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x I/ATc

Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATce cm CSF Risk
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency  Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mgd)  (unitless) _ (&yr) (yrs) (kgmg)  (kg) (days) (mgrkgd)  (mgkg-d)’'
Benz{ajanthracene 0.966 50 1.0 84 25 1E-06 70 25550 5.7E-08 0.73 4. 1E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.99 50 1.0 84 25 1E-06 70 25550 5.8E-08 7.3 4.2F-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.915 50 1.0 84 25 1E-06 70 25550 5.4E-08 0.73 39E-08
Dibenzo{a hjanthracene 1.43 50 1.0 84 25 1E-06 70 25550 8.4E-08 7.3 6.1E-07
Indeno(1,2 3-cd)pyrene 1.54 50 1.0 84 25 1E-06 70 25550 9.0E-08 0.73 6.6E-08
Arsenic 10.1 50 0.39 84 25 1E-06 70 25550 2.3E07 1.5 35807
Total 1.5E.06
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDVRID
CDI=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATnc
Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATnc b1 RfD HQ
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency  Duration Factor Weight  Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/d) __ (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) kg (days) (mg/kg-d)  (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 10.1 50 0.39 84 25 1E-06 70 9,125 6.5E-07 3.0E-04 2.2E-03
Total 22E-03
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Table 6b. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Commercial Worker Dermal Exposure to Surface Soil in the 30s Complex

Pathway: Dermal Contact with Surface Sovils
Receptor: Commercial Worker - 305 Complex

CARCINOGENIC
Risk = CDI x CSF
CDI=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATc

Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATe ol CSF Risk
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure Conversion  Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic  Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmg/day) (unitless) {d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d)  (mg/ke-d)’
Benzo(ajanthracene 0.966 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,850 4.98-08 0.73 36808
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.99 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 5.0E-08 7.3 3.6E-07
Benzo(b){luoranthene 0.915 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 4.6E-08 0,73 34E-08
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 1.43 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 LE-06 70 25,550 7.2E-08 7.3 5.3E-07
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.54 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 7.8E-08 0.73 S.7E-D8
Arsenic 10.1 0.1 3,300 0.03 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.2E-07 1.5 1.8E-07
Total 1.2E-00

NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDVRID
CD1=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATnc

Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATne <ol RID HQ
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight  Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/em’) _ (cm’/day)  (unitless) __ (d/yr) ors)  (kg/mg) (ke (days) (mgrkgd)  (mpkg-d)
Arsenic 10.1 0.1 3,300 0.03 84 25 1E-06 70 9,125 3.38-07 3.0E-04 L1E-03
B Total L1E-03
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Table 7a. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Utility Worker Ingestion Exposure to Subsurface Soil in the 30s Complex

Pathway: Incidental Ingestion of Subsurface Soils
Receptor: Utility Worker - 30s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
C8F = CDI x CSF
CDI=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATe

Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATc CDI CSF Risk
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Soil Concentration Rate Absorption  Frequency  Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (diyr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mgkgd)  (mpkg-d)
Benz(a)anthracene 0.69 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 6.6E-09 0.73 4.8E-09
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.684 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 6.5E-09 7.3 4.8E-08
Benzo(b)luoranthene 0.695 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 6.7E-09 0.73 4.9E-09
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 1.13 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.1E-08 7.3 7.9E-08
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.17 137 1 S 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1. 1E-08 0.73 8.2E-09
Arsenic 19.3 137 0.39 $ 25 1E-06 70 25,550 7.2E-08 L3 LI1E-07
Total 25807
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDURID
CDE=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x I/ATnc
Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATne cm RfD HQ
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Soil Concentration Rate Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/ke) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yn) (yrs) (kg/mg) kg) (days) (mgkg-d)  (mg/ke-d)
Arsenic 193 137 0.39 5 25 1E-06 70 9,125 2.0E-07 3.0B-04 6.7E-04
Total 6.7E-04
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Table 7b. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Utility Worker Dermal Exposure to Subsurface Soil in the 30s Complex

Pathway: Dermal Comtact with Suburface Soils
Receptor: Utility Worker - 30s Complex

CARCINOGENIC

Risk = CDI x CSF
CD1=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATc

Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATe Cdt CSF Risk
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic  Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/em’) _ (cm’/day)  (unitless)  (d/yr) ors) kg/mg)  (kg) (days) (mgkg-d)  (mg/ke-d)”
Benz(a)anthracene 0.69 0.8 3,300 0.13 S 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.7E-08 0.73 1.2E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.684 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.6E-08 7.3 1.28-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.695 0.8 3,300 0.13 S 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1L7E-08 0.73 1.2E-08
Dibenzo{a,h)anthracene 1.13 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 2.7E-08 7.3 2.0E-07
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.17 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 2 8E-08 0.73 2.0E-08
Arsenic 19.3 0.8 3,300 0.03 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 11E-07 1.5 1.6E-07
Total §.2E-07

NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDVRID
CD1=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATnc

Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATne ol RfD HQ
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure Conversion  Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical ’ Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight  Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmz/day) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d)  (mg/ke-d)
Arsenic 19.3 0.8 3,300 0.03 5 25 1E-06 70 9,125 3.0E07 3.0E-04 1.OE-03
Total LOE-03
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Table 8a, Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Commercial Worker Ingestion Exposure to Surface Seils in the 40s Complex

Pathway: Incidental Ingestion of Surface Soils
Receptor: Commercial Worker - 40s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
CSF = (CDI x CSF
CDI=Csx IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATc

ROA

EF

Cs IgR ED CF BW ATe bl CSF Risk
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/ke-d)  (mg/kg-dy '
Benz(a)anthracene 1.84 50 1 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1LIE-07 0.73 7.9E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.92 50 1 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 LIE-07 7.3 8.2E-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.73 50 1 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.0E-07 0.73 74E-08
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.9 30 1 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 L1E-07 0.73 8.1E-08
Arsenic 11.6 50 0.39 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 2.7E-07 1.5 4.0E-07
Total 1.5E-06
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDI/RID
CDI=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATnc
Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATne (&) ] RfD HQ
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency  Duration Factor Weight Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/d) __ (unitless) (dyn) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d)  (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 11.6 50 0.39 84 25 1E-06 70 9,125 7.4E-07 3.0E-04 2.5E-03
Total 2.5E-03
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Table 8b. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Commercial Worker Dermal Exposure to Surface Soils in the 40s Complex

Pathway: Dermal Contact with Surface Soils
Receptor: Commercial Worker - 40s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
Risk = CDI x CSF

CDI=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATc

Cs

DAF

SA

RDA EF

ED CF BW ATe CDI CSF Risk
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure  Conversion  Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmz/day) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mgkg-d)  (mg/kg-dy’
Benz{a)anthracene 1.84 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 9.3E-08 0.73 6.8E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.92 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 9.7E-08 7.3 7.1E-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.73 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 8.7E-08 0.73 6.4E-08
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.9 0.1 3,300 0.13 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 9.6E-08 0.73 7.0E-08
Arsenic 11.6 0.1 3,300 0.03 84 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.3E-07 1.5 20E-07
Total 1.1E-06
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDIRID
CDI=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x 1/ATnc
Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATne (8] RfD HQ
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure Conversion  Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency  Duration Factor Weight  Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
{mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmzlday) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (melkg-d)  (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 11.6 0.1 3,300 0.03 84 25 1E-06 70 9,125 3.8E-07 3.0E-04 1.3E-03
Total 1.3E-03
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Table 9a. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Utility Worker Ingestion Exposure to Subsurface Soils in the 40s Complex

Pathway: Incidental Ingestion of Subsurface Soils
Receptor: Utility Worker - 40s Complex

CARCINOGENIC
CSF = CDI x CSF
CDI= Csx IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x I/BW x I/AT¢

Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATc [&)] CSF Risk
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mgrkg-d)  (mg/kg-d)’
Benz{a)anthracene 0.469 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 4.5E-09 0.73 33E-09
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.471 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 4.5E-09 7.3 3.3E-08
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.428 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 4.1E-09 0.73 3.0E-09
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.794 137 1 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 7.6E-09 0.73 5.5E-09
Arsenic 8.79 137 0.39 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 3.3E-08 1.5 4.9E-08
Total 9.4E-08
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDI/RID
CDI=Cs x IgR x ROA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATnc
Cs IgR ROA EF ED CF BW ATne DI RID HQ
Ingestion Relative Oral  Exposure Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Soil Concentration  Rate Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/d) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d) (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 8.79 137 0.39 5 25 1E-06 70 9,125 9.2E-08 3.0E-04 3.1E-04
Total 31E-04
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Table 9b. Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Utility Worker Dermal Exposure to Subsurface Soils in the 40s Complex

Pathway: Dermal Contact with Subsurfuce Soils
Receptor: Utility Worker - 405 Complex

CARCINOGENIC
Risk = CDI x CSF

CDI=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x I/ATc

Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATe CDI CSF Risk
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic  Cancer Slope
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption  Frequency Duration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Intake Factor
(mg/kg) (mg/cmz) (cmz/day) (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (days) (mg/kg-d) (mg/kg-d)'l
Benz(a)anthracene 0.469 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 LL1E-08 0.73 8.2E-09
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.471 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.1E-08 7.3 8.2E-08
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.428 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.0E-08 0.73 7.5E-09
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.794 0.8 3,300 0.13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 1.9E-08 0.73 1 4E-08
Arsenic 8.79 0.8 3,300 0.03 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 4.9E-08 1.5 7.3E-08
Total 1.9E-07
NONCARCINOGENIC
HQ = CDI/RD
CDI=Cs x DAF x SA x RDA x EF x ED x CF x 1/BW x 1/ATnc
Cs DAF SA RDA EF ED CF BW ATne CDi RID HQ
Dermal Surface Relative
Soil Adherence Area Dermal Exposure  Exposure  Conversion Body Averaging Time Chronic Reference Hazard
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed  Absorption Frequency  Duration Factor Weight  Noncarcinogenic  Daily Intake Dose Quotient
(mg/kg) (mg/em’)  (cm’day)  (unitless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) {days) (mg/kg-d)  (mg/kg-d)
Arsenic 8.79 0.8 3,300 0.03 5 25 1E-06 70 9,125 1 4E-07 3.0E-04 4.5E-04
Total 4.5E-04
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Table 10. Input Parameters and Resuits for the ALM Model for Lead Exposure Using Site-specific Soil Concentrations and Default Parameters

Values for Non-Residential Exposure Scenario
Exposure Variable Description of Exposure Variable Units Low Range High Range

PbS Soil lead concentration Hg/g or ppm 274 274
Rietavmaternat Fetal/maternal blood lead ratio - 0.9 0.9
BKSF Biokinetic siope factor ug/dL per pg/day 0.4 0.4
GSD Geometic standard deviation blood lead level - 1.8 2.1
PbB, Baseline adult blood lead level ug/dL 1.7 2.2

IR Soil ingestion rate g/day 0.05 0.05

AF Absorption fraction - 0.12 0.12

EF Exposure frequency days/year 219 219

At Averaging time days/year 365 365

Equations (EPA, 1996)
PbB,g,= (PbS*BKSFIR*AF*EF/AT)+PbB,
PbBygay, 0.05 = PbBadun*(GSDi‘“s*R)
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