
Bryan Olson 
EPA Project Coordinator 
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 
U.S. Enviro~lmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1 100 
Boston, MA 021 14-2023 

Re: GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site 
20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes (GECD120) 
Addendum to Conceptual RDlRA Work PIan 

Dear Mr. Olson: 

In December 2001, the General Electric Colnpany (GE) submitted to the US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) a document titled Conceptual Removal Design/Removal Action Work 
Plan for the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes (Conceptual RDlRA Work Plan or Work Plan). That 
document summarized the restilts of several evaluations performed by GE related to 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and other hazardorts constituents in soils in these specific 
Removal Action Areas (RAAs) at the GE facility. Such evaluations were performed to assess the 
need for response actions to achieve the applicable Performance Standards for these M A S ,  as 
established in an October 27, 2000 Consent Decree (CD) executed by GE, EPA, the 
Massachilsetts Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP), and several other governmelltal 
agencies. The evalrtations presented in the Work Plan were consistent with procedures 
established in various components of the CD and accompanying Statement of Work for Removal 
Actions Outside the River (SOW) (Appendix E to the CD). 

As described in the Conceptual RDiRA Work Plan, it was determined that response actions were 
not necessary at these RAAs to achieve the applicable soil Performance Standards for PCBs and 
for the non-PCB constituents listed in Appendix IX of 40 CFR Part 264 plus three additiol~al 
constituents -- benzidine, 2-chloroethylvinyl ether, and 1,2-diphenyl11ydrazine (Appendix IX+3). 
However, with respect to the evaluation of Appendix IX+3 constituents, the determinations 
presented in the Work Plan were preliminarq. and contingent upon the results of a supplemental 
soil investigatio~l and related evaluations. Since submittal of the Work Plan, GE bas conducted 
the supplemental soil investigation. This Addendurn to the Conceptual RDIRA Work Plan 
(Addendum) presents the results of that supplemental soiI investigation, and provides an update 
concerning the Appendix IX+3 evaluations presented in the Conceptual RD" Work Plan. 

I. Summary of Preliminav Appendix IXi-3 Evaluations 

Section 4 of the Conceptual R D M  Work Plan summarizes the evaluations that %ere perfomed 
concerning the presence of Appendix 1x4-3 constituents in soil at the 20s, 30s, a11d 30s 
Complexes. This section of the Addendum prokides an overvieu oftl-le previous e\aIi~ations and 
then foctlses on the specific circumstances leading up to the performai~ce ofthe supptetxental soil 
investigation and related evaluations. 
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The Perfomance Standards established in the CD and SOW for non-PCB Appendix IX-1-3 
constituents in soil involve several prescribed evafuation steps that include (as necessary and 
depending on the specific constituents) preliminary screening, comparison to numerical standards 
and/or background conditions, and other risk-based aseessments. One of the initial components 
of this evaluation process involves a comparison of Appendix IX+3 sarnpling data to the 
applicable EPA Region 9 Prelirnina~ Remediation Goals (PRGs) or other screening 
conce~ltrations in the event that EPA Region 9 PRGs do not exist (collectively, these screening 
criteria are referred to as "Screening PRCs"). In accordance with the CD and SOW, the 
maximum concentration of each detected constitrtent -- excluding PCBs, polychlorinated 
dibenzo-p-dioxins (dioxins), and polychlorinated dibenzohrans (f~~rans) -- is cornpared to its 
Screening PRG. Those constituents that exceed the PRGs are retained for further evaluation, 
while those that are below the Screening PRGs are eliminated from further consider?t' L 1011. 

In accordance with the protocols summarized above, the cotnparisons to the applicable (in this 
case, industrial) Screening PRGs bere made using the maximutn concentration of each detected 
constituent within the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes. From these comparisons, the majority of the 
Appendix IX+3 constihlents were eliminated from further evaluation while several were retained 
for further evaluation. As described in the Work Plan, those constituents that were retained were 
subject to additional evaluation, and it was determined, based on such additional evaluation, that 
no response actions were necessary to achieve the applicable Performance Standards for these 
constituents. 

However, in the course of these evaluations, GE noted that, for sev.era1 volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), there were a number of 
sample results in which the constituents were not detected but which had elevated analytical 
detection limits such that one-half the detection Iitnit exceeded tile Screening PRG. These 
constituents were listed in Tables 4-4, 4-5, and 4-6 of the Work Plan. As indicated in those 
tables, the great majority of these constituents were not detected in any of the samples within the 
given RAA, although there were a few cases where the constituents were detected in certain 
samples (at levels below the Screening PRGs) while others were non-detect but had elevated 
detection limits. Given the elevated detection limits for these constituents, GE could not 
definitively retain or eliminate these constituents from further evaluation. In this Addendurn, 
these coi-tstituents will be referred to as tlie "targeted VOCslSVOCs." 

Based on a closer review of the available analytical information, it was determined that the likely 
cause of the elevated detection limits for the targeted V0Cs:SVOCs was related to matrix 
interferences associated wit11 the soil samples rather than the analytical procedures or laboratory 
methodologies. As a result; to determine an appropriate course of action for these constituents 
(e.g., whether they should be eliminated or retained for further e>aluation), the RDiliA Work 
Plan identified the performance of a supplemetltal soit investigation as an initiat foI1o-r.~-r~p 
activity. That supplemental soil investigation (described below) was performed subsequent to the 
submiMa1 of the Work Plan to assess whether and to what extent lower analytical 
detectionireporting limits could be achiesed for the targeted VOCs/StrOCs. A summay of the 
supplemental investigation is presented below. 

If. Summary of Supplemental Soil Investigation 

fn early Januaq 2002, GE coileeted soil samples from nine of the same locations tflat had been 
previously sampled as part of the pre-design investigations conducted bvitttin the 20s, 30s, and 40s 
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Complexes. Figures 1, 2, and 3 identify the approximate sample locations. In selecting these 
locations, GE sought to identify suppIementaI sampling locations that represented the overall 
scope of  the prior pre-design activities (in terms of sampling locations and depths) and \vhich 
generally efiibited the highest detection Iirnits from among the non-detect sample results. In 
total, nine soil samples were collected and submitted for analysis of the targeted VOCslSVOCs. 
Table 1 presents the analy~ical results for these samples, while a summary of these results is 
presented below. 

As shown in Table 1, none of the targeted VOCsiSVOCs were detected in the samples associated 
with the supplemental soil investigations: except for one constitue~lt (dibe~~zo(a,h)anthracene) in 
one sample (RAAI-I), which was detected at a level below the applicable PRG. Further, unlike 
the prior analytical results associated with these pre-design sample locationsidepths, the analyses 
of the supplemental soil samples were able to achieve much lower detectionIreporting limits, 
approaching the Practical Quailtitation Limits (PQLs) specified in GE's Field Sampling 
SamplingIQuaIity Assurance Project Plan (FSP'QAPP). 

The analytical results associated with the supplemental soil samples have not yet been validated 
consistent with the procedures specified in the FSPIQAPP. Howeber, since no obvious data 
quality issues were identified in the summary reports prepared by the analytical laboratory, it is 
not expected that these data will be rejected during future validation activities. In the event that 
data quality issues are in fact identified, GE will noti& EPA concerning the type and nature of 
such issues. 

111. Revised Evaluation of Targeted VOCs/SVOCs and Proposed Course of Action 

Based on the results of the supplemental pre-design soil investigation described above, GE 
proposes to eliminate the targeted VOCsISVOCs from hrther RDIRA evaluations associated with 
the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes. This course of action was identified in the Concephtal RD/R4 
Work Plan as one potential outcome following the performance of the supplemental soil 
investigation (and related evaluations) and is supported by the following considerations: 

The preliminary Appendix IX+3 evaluations presented in the RD/RA Work Plan assumed 
that the targeted VOCsiSVOCs were not present at levels that would require further 
evaluation. The results of the supplemental investigation confirm that assumption. Tables 2, 
3, and 4 present a comparison of the prior pre-design soil sampling restilts and the 
supplemental soil sa~npling results for the targeted VOCsiSVOCs at the 20s, 30s, and 40s 
Complexes, respectively. As indicated in those tables, the supplemental soil sampling resuits 
show that these constituents continue to be not detected (or, in one case, was detected below 
the PRG) even when lower and more appropriate analytical detection limits, at or close to the 
PQLs in the FSP!QAPP, were achieved. 

* For a few of the targeted VOCsiSVOCs, even though lower analj.ricaI detection limits were 
achieved, one-half the detection Iirnits stifl exceed the applicable PRGs, because tile PRGs 
are we11 below the PQLs. (Tltese constituents are identified in bold type in Tables 2, 3, and 
4.) For example, for benzidine. the supplemental soil analyses uere able to achieve detection 
limits in the range of 0.7 to 0.8 ppm, which is close to the PQL of 0.57 ppm. However, those 
limits are stilt more than hvo times higher than the PRC of 0.013 ppm. Thus, for such 
constituents, even under optimum analytical conditions, the analpica1 detection Iirnits wotlld 
not be low enough to support a comparison to the EPA Region 9 PRGs. For these 
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constituents, GE proposes to eliminate them from the need for f~~r the r  evaluation at these 
M A S  on the ground that they were not detected using the lowest anal>%ical detection limits 
that could feasibly be achieved. (As discussed below, GE also proposes that, in future 
Appendix IX+3 eval~lations at other RAAs, the PQLs should be used as the PRGs for these 
constituents.) 

* Although only a subset of the overall pre-design data set was subject to re-sampling, the 
results are considered to be representative of the soils within the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes 
(i.e., the sampling locations were spatially distributed to inclt~de three locations and three 
depth increments within each area). In addition, the results are considered to be conservative 
for RDiRA purposes in that they replicate previous pre-design locations where some of the 
highest analytical detection limits were reported. As a result, it is reasonable to apply the 
conclusions related to the supplemental sampling data to the overall pre-design sampling data 
set. 

For tflese reasons, GE believes that there is no need to conduct further sampling or evaluations for 
the targeted VOCsJSVOCs at the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes. Based on the elimination of these 
constituents from further evaluations, the preliminary Appendix IX+3 evalt~ations presented in 
the Conceptual RDiRA Work Plan do not need to be revised. As such, there are no response 
actions necessary for the 20s, 30s, and 40s Complexes, and hence a Final RDIRA Work Plan is 
not necessary for these RAAs. 

In addition, for the constihtents identified in bold type on Tables 2, 3, and 4 and for the reasons. 
discussed in the second bulleted paragraph above, GE proposes that, in frtture evaluations of 
Appendix IX+3 constituents at other RAAs, the PQLs, rather than the EPA Region 9 PRGs, 
should be used as the PRGs for these identified constituents. 

GE looks forward to discussing EPA comments on both the Conceptual RDIRA Work Plan and 
this Addendum at your convenience. In the meantime, please contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

GE Project Coordinator 

cc: M. NaIipinski, EPA 
T. Conway, EPA 
H. Inglis, EPA 
K.C. Mitkevicius, USACE 
D. Jamros, Weston 
A. Weinberg, MDEP 
R. Bell. MDEP 
T. Angus, MDEP 
J.L. Cutler, MDEP (2 copies) 
S. Steenstrup, MDEP 
S. Keydel, MDEP 
Mayor S. H d h a ~ a y ,  City of Pinsfield 
T. Hickey. Director, PEDA 
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J. Bernstein, Bernstein, Cushner & Kirnmel 
T. Bowers, Gradient 
N.E. Harper, MA AG 
D. Young, MA EOEA 
M. Carroll, GE 
3. Novotny, GE 
R. McLaren, GE 
3. Nuss, BBL 
J. Bieke, Shea & Gardner 
Public Information Repositories 
GE Inten~al Repositories 



TABLE 1 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PITTSFIELD, IMASSACRUSETTS 

ADDENDZJM TO CONCEP'I'IJAL Rl)fit.A WORK PLAN FOR 20s, 30s, 40s COMPLEXES 

SELECT VOC AND SVOC SAMPLE DATA 
(Results are presentecl in dry weight parts per nrillion, ppm) 
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TABLE 1 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PITTSFEELD, MASSACNUSETTS 

t\DI>ENDUM TO CONCEPTIIAL RnRA WORK PLAN FOR 20s, 30s, 40s CONWLEXES 

SEIEC'T VOC AND SVOC S'4PiPLE DATA 
(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

1. Sainples \verc collected tly Blasland, Bouck R: Lee, Inc., and were submitted to CT&E Environmental 
Scrvicrs, Inc. for analysis of select volatile organics and select sen~i~~olati le organics. 

2. ND - Arutlyte was not iictccted. The number in pareiltlreses is the associated detection limit. 
3. NS - Not Sampled as pail of srrpplemental sampling activities. 
4. J - Irttiicates an estiniatetl vrrltrc less than the practical quantitation limit (PQL). 
5.  Iluplicate sample results are presented in brackets. 
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TABLE 2 

GENERAL ELECTRIC CORIPANY 
PITTSFIELD, M4SSACHUSETTS 

ADDENDUM TO CONCEPTUAL RDRA WORK PL.4N FOR 20s, 30s, 40s CORN1,EXES 

EVALLJATION OF SELECT AU(+3 CONSTITUENTS - 20s COMPLEX 
(Resnlts in ppm, dry-weight) 

Nor;&\ 
1 NII  - Co~lstrrucnt Mas nut dctec, ted 
2 1 he P(JL Tor p-dii~ieth) larnini)azohenzene was used as tlie screening PRG 
3 Coi~stituerrts tlrat tiate i) IVICICIICII Qtrant~tdti~n L~mct (PCJL) tliat IS two times greater than its PRG are identified in bold print 
4 NS - Nu? sarriplecl 8s part of supplemental can~pl~ng dctrvities 
S J - I tte componnd ar ,inall ie was  positively icleiit~fied, but tile associated numerical value 1s an es t~n~ated concentratton 
h -- Prc-Design result hds  not been presented because constrtuent was not resampled at tliis location 
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TABLE 3 

GENEIUL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PITTSFIELD, hUSSACHIJSElTS 

ADDENDUM TO CONCEPTIJAL RDm4 WORK PLAN FOR 20s. 30s. 40s COILIPI.ESI?S 

EVAIAJATION OF SELECT AIS+3 CONSTITUENTS - 30s COMPI.ES 
(Nesolts in ppm, dry-weight) 

Notes, 
1 Nn = Constlhtcnt was not detected 

2 Clle PQI, for pdirnetti}larrr~nu~obc~izene wds used as the screening PKG 
3. Cn~~slifttents that k a \ ~  a Prtctical Q~~antitation Limit O'QL) that is two times greater than its PRG are identified in bold print. 
4. NS - Not znnrpled as part of supple~nental salrrpling activities. 
5.  J - 71rc compotrrid or attalyte was positively identified, but the associated numerical value is an estimated concentration. 
6 - Pre-Destgzi rcsiilt has not hecn presented becatlse constitoent was not resaiiipled at tli~s locatton 



TABLE 4 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHIJSETTS 

ttDDEN1)URI TO CCfNCE1"I'lJAL RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR 20s, 30s, 40s CORWLEXES 

E\?ALIIATION OF SELECT AIX+3 CONSTITUENTS - 40s COMPLEX 
(Results in ppm, dry-weight) 

Nntes 
I NU - Constititent was not detected 
2 f he PQI tor pd~~~~ethylamtnoeznhet~tene was used ds the screening PRG 
3 Coiisttluertrs tliat hdve a Fractlcal Quantitatton Ltn~it (PQL) that 1s ttvo times greater than its PRG are identified in bold print 
4 NS - Nat sampled ds port of supplemental sampl~ilg activities 
5 J - The compound or ar~nlytc wvas postrtvely tdent~fied, but the assoctated ntimer~cal value is an estimated coilcentratlon 
b -- f're-l)cctgit res~tlt ha+ not heen presented because constituent was not resampled at this location 
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TREE UNE 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSEITS 

ADDENDUM TO THE CONCEPTUAL RD/RA WORK PLAN 
FOR 20's 30's AND 40's COMPLEXES 

SUPPLEMENTAL SOlL SAMPLE 
LOCATIONS - 2 0 s  COMPLEX 

BBL B m o .  BoucK a LEE. Ic. 

r r r a l n s s r e  0 a c i ~ m t t * t e  I 

DECIDUOUS TREE 

MIMIFERWS E?EE 

HYDRANT 

STREET UGHT 

3 UNDERGRMJND 
STORAGE TANK 

UTIUrY/UNKNOWN 
MANHOLE 

Sl W A L  

NOTES: 
1. BASE MAP MODlFlED FROM SURMY PROWDED BY HILL 

ENGINEERS, ARCHITECTS, AND PLANNERS, DATED 6/5/01 

2. ALL SAMPUNG LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. 



30- 30463-0- 0060 (30-BH 00046s-I I FGEND: 
,1AA2-6/30-BHOWM7-O-W00 SITE BOUNDARY 95-18 $ EXISTING MONITORING WELL 

----. 
30-BHO00470-0-0060 PROPERTY UNE 21 2s A PRE-DESIGN tNMSllGATION/EXISTIMF ---- EASEMEMT SCIIL SAMPUNG LOCATION 

- . - - . - - . - - 30-BH000469-0-0010 A USEPA INMSTIGATION 

FLOODPLAIN BOUNDARY SML SAMPLING LOCATlON 

- RAA2-25/ A PRE-DESIGN INVESllGATION/EXISTING SOlL 
FENCE 30-BH0002XI-0-0060 SAMPLING LOCATION/USEPA INVESTlGATlM 

SOIL SAMPUNG LOCATION - GUARD RAlL 
PEOA-33-S8-2 PEoA I#MSTIGAION - RETAINING W A J L  SOlL SAMPLING LOCATION - TREE UHE \-=-58-3/ 8 PEDA INMSnGATION/ 

0 DEUDUWS TREE 3HOW411-0-0060 USEPA SOIL SAMPLING INWZSTIGATION LOCATlON 

@ CONIFEROUS TREE 

4 HWRANT LOCAT~OW OF P o m n a  NTURE VAULT 
TO CONTAIN DDEOLITICN DEBRIS AND 

O U ~ L I T Y  PM FORMER EW~PMEMT 

0 STREET U M T  PAVED (ASPHAiT/CONcR€fE) 

[ J Z ~ Q  UNDERGROUND 
SIORAGE TANK UNPAVED (GRASS/QIRT/GRAKL) 

4 MARSH SYMEOL 3UlLDiNG 

o U N W W  OBJECT 
I"-; ,,,,IN, TO BE ,,,ISHE, 

b u n u n / u m N o w  L d  
MANHOLE SUPPLEMEMTAL SOIL SAMPLE 

t SIGNAL 0 ,A,, 

RAAZ-18/30-BHOOO273-0-0060 

20-BH000236-0-0000 

(30-0~000482-0-01 OOV) 30-BHW0462-0-OW0 NOTES: 
1. BASE MAP MGOIFIED FRC)M SURVEY PROMDED BY HILL 

ENGINEERS. ARCHITECTS, AND PLANNERS, DATED 6/5/01. 

2 ALL SAMPUNG LCCATIONS ARE APPROXLMATE. 

3. 100-YEAR ROCQPCAIN BWNOARY IS BASED ON ELEVATIONS 
PUBLISHED BY THE FMlERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
AGENCY: 'FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY* - a n  OF PIITSFIELD, 
MASSACHUSEITSm JANUARY 16, 1987; AND "FLOOD INSURANCE 
RATE MAP - WTY OF PIlTSF1ELD. MASSACHUSETE' (PANELS 
250037 OOlOC AND 25037 OOZOC), FEBUARY 19. 1962 AND 
TWO-FWT CONTOUR TOPOGRAPHIC MAPPING GENERATED 
PHOTOGRAMETRICAUY IN 1990 AT A BASE SCALE OF 1:2.400. 

AAZ-40/30-BH000227-0- 0060 

RAA2-27/30-BH 000263-0-0050 

"'DA-33-SB-3/30-BH000411-0-0060 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PIUSFIELD, MASSACHUSETS 

ADDENDUM TO THE CONCEPTUAL RO/RA WORK P U N  
FOR 20's 30's AND 40's COMPLEXES 

SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL SAMPLE 
LOCATIONS - 30s COMPLEX 

BBL FIGURE 
Y:  20191X01 
P: PAaKlUP/BL - BMOB.CT8 
a/li/oz SYR-54-JER SOL DUW BLAILAND. BMICK a LEE. INC. 
2019100:/?0191B7~0WG onglnosr* 4 c l * n r t * r v  1 2  

I 
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2. A i l  SAMPUHG LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. 
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I 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

ADDENDUM TO THE CONCEPTUAL RD/RA WORK PLAN 
FOR 20's 30's AND 40's COMPLEXES 

SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL SAMPLE I LOCATIONS - 10s COMPLEX 

X. 201n1x01 
P: PAGEKNP/~L - 8 5 0 0 . ~ ~ 8  
2/11/02 SYR-$4-JER 90L DMW 
2019tWt /20191872.01K: 


