
February 15,2002 

Brqan Olson 
EPX Project Coordinator 
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite l I00 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Re: 	 GE-PittsfieldBousatonic River Site 
East Street Area 2-South 
Future City Recreational Area -- Supplemental Soil Sampling Report 

Dear Mr. OIson: 

In December 2001, the General Electric Company (GE) submitted to tlte U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) a document titled Ren7ovnl f>esign/'liemovnl Action tYor.k Plan for the Fzrture City 
Recreational Area (RD/RA Work Plan). That document summarized the results of several evaluations 
performed by GE related to polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and other hazardous constituents in soils in 
the area of the GE facility referred to as the Future City Recreational Area (which located within a portion 
of the GE facility known as East Street Area 2-South). These evaluations were performed to assess the 
need for and extent of response actions to achieve the Performance Standards for this area, as established 
in an October 27, 2000 Consent Decree (CD) executed by GE, EPA, the hlassachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MDEP), and several otlier governmental agencies. The evaluations presented 
in tlie Work Plan were consistent wit11 procedures specified in the CD and accon~panying Statenlent of 
Work for Remol.alActioras Ozltside the River (SOW) (Appendix E to the CD). 

In general, the Performance Standards established in the CD and SOW require the installation of a one- 
foot thick (~ninimum) soil cover across the stirface of the Future City Iiecreational Area. In addition, for 
the uppermost hvo feet of existing soil within this area (which will become the 1- to 3-foot depth 
increment after installation of the soil cocer), the GD and SOW establish certain other Perforrna~ice 
Standards for PCBs and for the non-PCB constituei~ts listed in Appendix IX of 40 CFR Part 264 plus 
three additional constittrents -- benzidine, 2-~I~loroethylvinyt ether, and I ,2-dipltenylhydrazine (Appendix 
IX+3). For these existing soils, the RDlRA Work Plan determined that no response actions were 
necessary to achieve the applicable Performance Sta~ldards. Howeker, the detertni~lations presented in the 
RD/RA work Plan related to Appendix IX+3 cortstituents within the Future City Recreational Area were 
preljminap and contingent upon the resuits of a supplemerrtal soil inlestigation and associated 
evaluations relating to certain such constittients. Further, as described in tlie RD/R,4 Work Plan, it is 
anticipated that access to a parking tot ~,cithin tlte recreational area mil1 require the installation of an 
access road in a porl.ion of East Street Area 2-South located south of the recreational area itself The 
Vtbrk Plan set out the Periisrmance Standards to ~ h i c hEPA and GE agreed f i r  that access road area. and 
identified the need for additional, expedited soil sampling in that area to assess achieiemenr of those 
Performance Standards. 

Since submiflal of the R D k 4  Work Plan, GE has conducted both of the soil investigations refere~tced 
above. This SuppIernenlal Soi! Sampling Rcpart presents the results of both investigation activities. 
Section I below describes the soil sampling and related etall~atioits that were performed for cefiain 
Appendix IXi3 constituents to supplems~~tthe prior pre-desigtl ir~vesttgations at the Futirre City 
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Recreational Area, vthile Section II summarizes the results of additional pre-design soil samplirlg 
actit ities in the anticipated access road area. 

I. Suppiemental Appendix LX+3 SamplingEvaluations 

This sectiotl sun~marizes the pre-design and supplemental Appendix 1x43 ift\estigations tl-iat have been 
conducted for the soils within the Future City Recreational Area. As described below, the pre-design 
activities focused on the overall characterization of Appendix IXt3 constituezlts in soil and served as the 
basis for the preliminary co~lclusions presented in the RDiIiA Work Plan. Silbsequerrtly, to address 
certain issues identified during revie* of the pre-design Appendix IX+3 data, aclditional sampling for a 
subset of Appendix 1 X ~ 3  constituents was conducted. Additiol-ral iilfortnation is presented below. 

Section 4 of the RDiR_cl Work Plan sumn~arizes tile evaluations that mere performed concerning the 
presence of Appendix IX+3 constitrrents in soils at the Future City Recreational Area. TIiis report 
provides an overview of the evaluations previously presented in tlie RDiRA Worlc Plan and then foc~tses 
011 the specific circumstances leading up to tile performance of the supplemental soil investigations and 
related evaluations. 

The Performance Standards established in  the CD and SOW for non-PCB Appendix IX+3 constituents in 
soil involve several prescribed evaluation steps that include (as necessar) and depending on the specific 
cotlstituents) preliniinary screening, cornparis011 to numerical standards and!or background conditions. 
and other risk-based assessments. One of the initial components of this evaluation process i~tvolves a 
comparison of Appendix IX+3 sampling data to the applicable EPA Region 9 Preli~ninary Remediation 
Goals (PRGs) or other screening conceritrations in  the event that EPX Region 9 PRGs do not exist 
(collectively, these screening criteria are referred to as "Screening PRCs"). 111 accordance wit11 the CD 
and SOW, the maximum concentration of each detected co~lstituent -- excluding PCBs, polychlorinated 
dibenzo-p-dioxins (dioxins). and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (furans) -- is conlpared to its Screening 
PRG. Those constituents that exceed the PRGs are retained for further evaluation, wl3ile those that are 
below the Screening PRGs are elimillated from further consideration. 

In accorda~lce with the protocols sum~narized above, comparisons to the applicable Screening PRGs (in 
this case, using the residential PRCs for this future recreational area) were made using the maxirnum 
concentration of each detected constituent within the Future City Recreational Area. From tiiese 
comparisons, the major@ of the Appendix 1x4-3 constituents were elitninated from further eval~~ation 
while several were evaluation.retained for f~~r ther  As described in the RDiRA Work Plan. those 
constituents that were retained mere subject to additional evaluation, and it tvas determilled. based on 
such additional evaluation, that no response actiolls were necessaT to achiece the applicable Perfomarlce 
Standards for these constituents. 

Howeter, in the course of these evaluations, GE 13oted that, for several volatile organic cornpounds 
(VOCs) and semi-volatile orgartic eompou~ids (SVOCs). there were a number of sainple results in which 
the eonsti&ents were not detected but which had eletated a~laljical detectio1-n Ii~nitssttztr that one-hall'ttle 
detection limit exceeded the Screening PRC. These cor-rstituents bere listed in Table 4-2 of the RDIRA 
Work Plan. G i ~ e nthe efe~ated detection linlits for these eonstiruents, GE coilld not definitively retain or 
eliminate these constituents from further evaluation. In this Supplemerttai Soil Sampling Repofl, these 
constiruents will be referred to as the 'L~argetedVOCsjSVOCs.'' 
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Based on a closer r e ~ i e w  of the available anal j ica l  information, it was determined that. the likely cause of 
the elevated detectiorl limits for the targeted VOCsjSVOCs was related to matrix itlterferences associated 
with the soil samples, rather than the ana1jl;ical procedures or laboratcq~ methodologies. As a result, to 
determine an appropriate course of action for these constiruents (e.g., whether they shottld be eliminated 
or retained for further evaluation). the R D , U  Work Plan identified the performarlce of a supplcrnental 
soil investigation as an initial follow-up activity. That suppIemental soil investigation (described below) 
was performed subsequent to the submittal of rhe RDIRA Work Plan to assess whether and to what extent 
lower analytical detectionireporting litnits could be achieved for the targeted VOCsiSVOCs. 

B. Summary ofScc;ppEemertfal Soil Ifzvestigntion 

On January 3, 2002, CE: collected soiI samples within the upper hvo feet of existing soil at four of the 
same locations that had been previously sampled as part of the pre-design investigations (or, in one case, 
prior historic31 investigations) at tlte Future City Recreational 'Area. Figure 1 identifies the approximate 
sarnpfe locations. In selecting these locations, GE s o ~ ~ g h t  thatto identify supplemental sampling locatio~~s 
were spatially distributed throughout the area and which generally exhibited the highest detection limits 
from among the non-detect sample results. In total, four soil samples uere collected and submitted for 
analysis of the targeted VOGsiSVOCs. Table 1 summarizes the al~alj-tical results, while a stimmary of 
these results is presented below. 

As sllown in Table 1, none of the targeted VOCs?SVOCs uas  detected in any of the four sa~nples from 
the supplemental investigation, with one exception -- acetophenone was detected at salnple C M - 1 4  at a 
conce~ltration of 0.16J ppm, \%hich is well below its Screening PRG of 1.6 pptn. Further. the analyses of 
the supplemental soil salnples were generally able to achieve lower detectionireporting limits (in some 
cases, significantly lower) than the prior analyses, approaching the Practical Quantitation Limits (PQLs) 
specified in GE's Field Sampling SamplingiQuality Assurance Project Plan (FSPiQAPP). 

The analytical results associated nit11 tlte supple~nental soil samples have not yet been validated 
co~ltsiste~lt\virh the procedures specified in the FSPIQAPP. However, since no ob> ious data quality issues 
were identified in the summary reports prepared by the al~alytical Laboratory, it is not expected that these 
data will be rejected during frtture data validation activities. In the event that data quality issues related to 
these samples are in fact identified, GE will provide information related to such issues i1-i the forthcoming 
Addendum to the R D I M  Work Plan (discussed belotv). 

C. Revised Evnlzmtion of Targeted P'OGslSVOCs nizcl Proflosed Cotuse ofiictiorz 

Based on the results of the suppleme~ltal pre-design soil investigations described above, GE proposes to 
eliminate the targeted VOCs!SVOCs from further RDIM evaluations associated with the Futttre City 
Recreational Area. This course of action was identified in the RDiKii Work Plan as one potential 
outcome following the perfi3rmance of the suppfe~nenral soil investigariv~~s {and related evaltlations) and 
is supported by the following considerations: 

* 	 The preliminaq Appendix IX+3 r\aiuations presented 1r1 the R D i M  k5'oi-k Plan assumed that r11e 
targeted VOCsiSIWOCs were not present at le\els that t?-ould requrre e\/aluarion. The results af the 
supplemental investigations confiml that assilmption, Table 2 presents a comparison of the prior pre-
design soil sampling results and the supplemental soil sample resuits for the targeted VOGs,fVOGs. 
As indicated on that table, the supplemental restllts show that these ccnstitc?ents contifiue to be not 
detected {or, in one ease, detected below the PRG) eten ivhen loner and rnore appropriate anaIytical 
detection limits, at or close to the PQLs in rile FSPIQAPP, were aeilieted. 
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For a few of the targeted G'OCsiSli'OCs, even though Iotver ana1j"rcal detection limits were achieved, 
one-half the detection limits still exceed the applicable PRGs, because the PRGs are me11 below the 
PQLs. (These constituents are identified in bold type in Table 2). For exampIe, for N-
nitrosodiethylamine, the supplementa1 soil anafyses were able to achieke detectiorl lirnits in the range 
of 0.36 to 0.42 ppm, which is close to the PQL of 0.33 ppm. Hot%eker, those Iinlits are still more than 
two times higher than the PRG of 0.62 ppm. Thus, for such constituents. even ~nider optirnum 
ana1q.tieal conditions. the ana1y"rcal detection limits would not be low enougti to support a co~nparison 
to the EPA Region 9 PRGs. For tl-iese co~istituents, GE proposes to eliminate them from the need for 
further evaluation at the Future City Recreational Area on the ground that t11eq \\ere not detected 
using the lowest analflical detection li111its that could be feasibly achieved. (Further, in a separate 
document constituting GESs Addend~~m to the Conceptual R D i M  Work Plan for the 20s. 30s, and 
40's Complexes being subinitted concurrently ~vith this S~ipplemental Soil Sampling Report, GE is 
proposing that, in future Appendix IX+3 evaluations for other Removal Action Areas, the PQLs 
should be used as the PRGs for tltese cot-rstituents.) 

Although only a subset of the overall pre-design data set was subject to re-sampling, the res~~l t s  are 
considered to be generally representative of the soils within the Future City Recreational Area (based 
on their spatial distribution cx4thin the area). In addition. the results are also considered to be 
conservative in that they inclttde previous sampling locations where some of the t~ighest analytical 
detection limits were reported. As a result, it is reasonable to apply the concl~isiilns related to the 
srlpplemental sampling data to the overall pre-design sampling data set. 

For these reasons, GE believes that there is no need to conduct firrther sampling or evaluations for the 
targeted VOCs/SVOCs at the Future City Recreational Area. Based on the elimil-tation of these 
constituents from further evaluation, tlie preliminary Appendix 1Xi-3 evaluations presented in the RD/RA 
Work PIan do not need to be revised. 

11. Pre-Design Investigation for Access Road Area 

As explained in the RDiRA Work Plan, the current design of the Future City Recreational Area calls for 
the installation of a gravel access road between tlie parking lot within the recreational area itself and the 
point of access along Ne-cvell Street near the Newell Street bridge. Since a portion of this access road is 
located outside of the Future City Recreational Area and within the remainder of East Street Area 2-
South, it was not previously included in the pre-design investigations performed for the recreatiorial area. 
As a result, additional pre-design soil investigations were perfonned in the access road area. 

On January 2 and 3, 2002, a total of 18 soil samples were collected from 9 locations. as sliown on Figure 
1. Each sample was sr~brnined for PCB analysis, while fbur of these samples were also anaI>zed for other 
Appendix 1x43 cmstituents, excluding herbicides and pesticides. Tile scope of the salnplirlg Bas 
ge~ierallq consistent with tlie requirements established in the CD and SOW for such actitities and was 
cclndtlcted in accordance with the FSP,QAPP. Tables 3 and 4 present the resuirs of these additional pre- 
design investigations for this area. 

Based on a preliminarj re\ ieiv of these sampling data. i t  does not appear that any response actions will be 
necessap to address the applicable Perfiimance Standards otrtlined in rite RDiRA R"rk Plan for this 
area. Elowever, once remailring details related to the configt~ration of the Futtire Cit j  Recreational Area 
and access road are finalized, CE still proside a rnore formal evaluation of these sampling dara as part of 
the hrzheoming Addendurn to the R D / M  tVork Plan. As proposed in the R D I U  Work Pian, GE 
proposes to submit that Addendum to EPA witl-iin three months of EPA approval of 1I1e R D I U  Work 
Plan and this St~pplerner~tal Soil Sampling Reporr. 
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GE looks forward to disc~rssing EPA's cor-nments on both the RIA"R4Work Plan and this report at your 
convenience. In the meantime, please contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

L 
Andrew T. Silfer, P.E. 
GE Project Coordinator 

cc: IV.Nalipinski, EPA 
T. Conway, EPA 
H. IngIis, EPA 
K.C. Mitkevicius, USACE 
D. Jamros, Weston 
A. 'Ili7einberg, MDEP 
R. BeII, MDEP 
T. Angus, ML)EP 
J.L. Cutler, MDEP (2 copies) 
S. Keydel, MDEP 
S. Steenstrup, MDEP 

Mayor S. Hathaway, City of Pittsfield 

T. Hickey, Director, PEDA 
J. Bernstein, Bernstein, Gitsfiner & Kimmel 
T. Bowers, Gradient 
N.E. Harper, iVlA AG 
D. Young, MA EOEA 
M. Carroll, GE 
J. Novotny, GE 
R. McLaren, GE 
J. Nuss, BBL 
J. Bieke, Shea & Gardner 

Public Infomatiof1 Repositories 

GE Internal Repositories 
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TABLE Z 

GFNEIUL FLECI'RIC COMPANY 

PITTSFIELD, hIASSACEIUSETTS 


FFiTlJRE C1TI' RECREA 1 ION.41, ARFA - SUPPLEhlEN I AL SOIL SAhIPLING 


EVAL,llA'l'ION OF SEI.F,CT A I S t3 CONSTITUENTS 

(Results in ppt~t,dry-\+,eight) 


Ntrrrs 
i NI2 .a C'c>iislrtiient\wi 11olJeiectcd 
1. Coristtnicnrs that have ,I I"ractrc:rl Qiiiintitatron 1.imrt (I'QI,) that IShvo times greater than its PRG are identified irr hold print 
3 NS - Not S6trt1picdas partof sopplcme~~ri%lsatnpling activities 
.I 1 .l l ie  ccrnr~xrtiriilo r  analytc mas pnsitivrly itleritifted, brit the associated nurner~ralvnl t~eis an estttnated concentratiori. 
S -- Pic-llesrgn icsirlt liiis 1101 been prcieiited because cittistiluent was riot resan~plcdat  this location. 



TABLE 3 

GENERAL ELECI'RIC COMPANY 

PITTSFIEI.D, MASSACXIUSETI'S 


Fi.I'nIRE C I W  REC:REATIONAL. AREA - ACCESS ROAD AREA INVESTIGATION 


PCB S'4hII'LE DATA 

(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 


N~kh* 
1. 	Sanplcs\ ,erc ctrllecfcd by Rlasland, Bot~ck & Lee, Inc., and were submitted to C-l'&EEnvironmenlal 

Serv~ces,Ittc. far atlnlys~sof PC:Bs. 
2 .  NIX - Ai~alytcwas 11ot detected. The mtmbcr in parentheses is the associated detection limit. 

3 1- Indicates an estimated value less than the practical quantttatinn limit (liQL). 

4 1)uplicatc sample res~ilts are presented it1 brackets. 




TABLE 4 

CEhERAL ELECTRIC CO\IPANV 

PITSFIELD, hIASSACHbSETS 


FU I'bRE; CITl RECREATIOIIAL AREA - ACCESS ROAD AREA IN\FSTIG-\TIO?i 


APPEFt'DIS 1X+3 SAhlPLE DATA 

(Results are presented in dry weieht pans per miifion, ppm) 




T \BLE 4 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMP.I;\TL 

PITTSFIELD, M SSSAGHESETTS 


m T U R E  CITY RECRE4TlOY \L ARE)\ - ACCESS RO4D AREA 1NC ESTIGATIOU 


\PPEYDIY IX"3 SA%IPLED4T4 

(Rcsulrs are prcuented In dry wcrght parts per rnrliron, ppmf 


liotcs 
1 Samples were coilecid by Blasland, Boni.6 K: Lee, Inc ,and .sere strbmjtted to CTAE %j?ii:arrrenr?l Sanicrs ,  Lxc for 

analysts of 4ppndix IY + 3 ccnstrnieilts jerLiriJmg he+lrides and peslic:des) 
2 On!) tl~oseconstrtuerrts celecied in orie cr more snt-plrs are siirnrnanzrd 
3 Duplicate smplr results are presented in brackets 
4 ND - A~aly le  n ~ ewas not defected tiur:~brr in parentheses Is the associated detection iiniit 

5 Total 2 , 3 ,  7 , 8-TCDD tox!c.iy equ!\alents (TEQl) ikere calci!inted ilstng Tax~citt Equivaieniy Factors (TITS)dcnred bq the 
World IIealtl~ Orgarliwticn {W-0) m d  piiaiished bv Vaii den Berg et a! In E~,v~~cl.~metitniIIe,llra Per\pectives 106 121, 
December 1998 

J - Indicates an estimated value less than ttie practical quatitiration i t m ~ t(PQL) 

Q - Indrcates the presence oFquant~tati*e tnterferences 

X - Estimated Maximum Possible Concei~trat~on 


B - 1t;dicates an estimated value behveen li:e rnstrurnenl detection li~iiil(DL)  and practical 

quantitatioii limit (PQL). 
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