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1. introduction 

I.1 General 

O.n October 27, 2000, a Consent Decree (CD) executed in 1998 by the General Electnc Company IGE), the 

Finlted Stales Entlrronmentai Protection Agency (EPA), the Massachusens Department of EnttronmentaI 

Protectton (MDEP), and several other government agencles was entered by the linlted States Drs~ ic t  Court for 

the Distrrct of Massachusens. The CD requlres (among other thtngs) the performance of Removal Act~ons to 

address poiychionnated biphenyls (PCBs) and other hazardous constituents present In soils, sediment, and 

groundwater in several Removal Actlon Areas ( K k t s )  located In or near P~tlsfield, Massachusetts. These 

U t s  are part of the GE-P~ttsfieid~ousaton~c Rlver S ~ t e  (the S~te). For each Removal Action, the CD and 

accompanying Stafentent sf ?%rk for Rer-tiapilpl Acfiurts Ourside the River (SOW) (Append~x E to the CB] 

establtsh Performance Standards that must be achieved, as well as specific work plans and other documents that 

must be prepared to support the response acttons for each RAA. Related to sods, these work pIansidocuments 

typtcally Include the followmg: Pre-Design hvesttgation Work Plan, Pre-Design hvestlgatlon Report, 

Conceptual Removal Desl@'Removal h c t ~ o n  (RDiRh) Work Plan, and Flnal RD,RA Work Plan. 

To date, GE has completed several evaiuatlon and mvest~gatoy acti-tfrtres related to soils withln the East Street 

Area 1-North FAA, and has submttted to EPA a Pre-Desigtz Investigut~otz Work PIu~?for rhe Eusr Sfreet Area I -  

i%r~i? Re?notul Action (PDI Work Plan) dated May 2002 and an Addendum ro Pre-Deszgn Invatlgaiton Work 

Plan for the East Street Area I-)\iarfif Removal i9cfrun (PDI Work Plan Addendum) dated September 2002 

(collect~vely, the PDI Work Plans). Folloulng EPA approval of the PDI Work PIans, CE performed soil 

rnvest~gatlons between January 2 and January 15, 2003 and provlded the results of these actl\lties in the Pre- 

Design liavestrguf~orr Report for E a ~ r  Street Area I-il'ortlz Remotal ,-fctron ( h e - D e s i ~  Report) dated Aprll 

2003. 

In r h ~  F I ~ - D C S I ~ T I  Report, GE proposed -- based o:i ~ h r :  resuits of prrlln~~ridry RDPiii rvaluarions -- addlhonal 

sod sarnpiing 10 firt'ner assess the extent of iead detected In sbrface so:] iir:h:n one of the parcels wrihin this 

RA.4 Iri a iener dared June 20. 2003, EPX 1)  approved CE's proposal to collect ;tdd:riiir,ai samples. 21 

reqo~rrd that GE include sample eollcer~on and maiys~s for antrrr,ocy at each of the proposed addrrlonal 

sarripie4, and 3 ~cbrnit ar? evaiuatitln cancemlng the need for aild~r~onal prr-des~gm ssar,piing relzted to eie~~azed 

tolatile nrarilc eompoar,d (VOGI de~ect~on lmrts for cena:n p r e - b e ~ i ~  samples In response ro the iast oi 

these rryuwernenis. CE, In ri letter dated July 7 ,  2003, proposed sui7plemental VOC boil sampkng at cer*am 
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locarions to address the eleiarcd anaIflrcaI deteerlon I:m~ts. and EPA approted GE's proposal in 3 iene; dare6 

Jul) 16, 2003. These supplsmentaI ~nvestrgatrons were subsequentl> cond~cted m .4ugasr 2093 and the results 

and GE" eetaluairon of the results Rere repopted m the Concepluui D,RA iTbtk Ptiirijiir Eajf  Srreer .4 te~  1- 

Xovril f Gonceptirai RD,'R4 work Plan), submi~ed to EPA In October 2003. The RD/K4 e\ iiluarions submitted 

In that work plan concluded that no response actrons were needed to aehter~e the sod-related Perfomanee 

Standards set forth In the CD and SOW for PCBs or other constrtuents I~sted in Appendix L'i of 30 CFR Part; 

264, plus thee  addltlonal consrlments -- benz~dme, 2-chloroethyi vlnq.1 ether, and 1,2-d~phenyihydraz~ne 

( ~ p p e n d ~ x  EX-3). 

In a letter dated 3ovember 26, 2003, EPA prov~ded cond~t~onal approval of the Conceptual RD a"i Work Plan 

and required that GE prepare a rev~sed work plan to address and Incorporate the EPA c o m e n t s  regardmg 

certaln of the Append~x IXf3 evaluat~ons presented In the Conceptual RDEtA Work Plan. T h ~ s  Revised 

Conceptual Removal Destgn/Remat~al Action Work Plan (Rev~sed RDzRA Work Plan) addresses EPA 

comments and lneludes all tables and figures from the orlginal Conceptual R D M  Work Plan, updated where 

appropriate. 

Groundwater at East Street Area 1-Forth 1s bang addressed separately as part of GE's goundwater-related 

actlvltles for the Plant Site 1 Groundwater Management Area (GMA I), pursuant to the CD and the SOW. At 

the present tlme, GE has completed the first two years of a baseline monltorlng program In accordance wtth 

GE's Basellne Monitoring Program Proposal for GMA 1. as condluonally approved bq EPA, and 1s entenng ~ n t o  

an Interim phase of baseline goundtvater monltor~ng. 

1.2 Description of East Street Area l -North 

East Sweet Area I-Sorth occupies an area of approx~matei:~ 5 acres and is located irnrned~aiei> south of the Easr 

Sireer Area 2-North k 4 A  and east of the 20s Complex rt~t'nin the GE facll~q~ iFlgkire 1-11 This area 1s 

eeneraii) boiandcd by raiiwaj p ropee  and the assozrared rrght-of-ttay to the north, Xfemii Road to the west, " 

East Sweet to the south, and a non-GE-o\*ned cornmercral area ro the east. East Srreer I-Norrh 1s locared 

sutslde of the ZOO--tear i l ~ ~ i l ~ i a i r i  sf the Wousatonic R~ver  

,As shuwrn on Figure 1-2. there are eight separate parceis {baaed on 6111, of Pinsfield tax maps,, ;ls lie11 as cenaln 

adjacent GI$-owxed road easements andlor rights-oilwa?. located t;i ithrn East Street Area I -Nonh The 

sepzraxe parcels conslsr of the hIIot~ing 
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Parcel J 10-8-1 ; 

Parcel 5 10-8-2: 

Parcel J10-8-3; 

Parcel J 10-84; 

Parcel J 10-8-5; 

Parcel J 10-8-6; 

Parcel K 1 O- i 4- 1 ; and 

Parcel K11 -I -1 5 (portion). 

Pursuant to the CD and SOW, all of East Sneet Area I-Xorth IS considered a "commerclal~industrlal" area. Of 

the parcels identified above. the first slx are oclqed by GE and are cons~dered for the purpose of RDIR.11 

evaluat~ons to be a slngle averaging area. The remaining two parcels conslst of: (a) a propem owled by 

another prlvate party (Parcel K10-14-1); and (b) a narrow strip of land extend~ng across the northern port~on of 

t h ~ s  M, wh~ch comprises part of Parcel K11-1-15, ouned by a railroad company, respectively (see Flgure 1 - 

Occup-y~ng portxons of Parcel KIO-14-1 and Parcel JlO-8-6 is an existing structure: the portion of the structure 

located on GE-owned Parcel 510-8-6 1s referred to as Buildrng 69 and 1s subject to future demolltlon by GE. 

The area of East Street Area 1-North to the west of thls structure (owned by CE) IS mostly unpaved. while the 

area to the east of the structure (non-GE-okmed) IS mostly paved, as shown on Figure 1-2. 

1.3 Scope and Format of Revised Conceptual RDlRA Work Plan 

The renamder of thls Ret~sed Concephiai RC)I'K4 Work Plan 1s presented in four sectlons .4n o\erview of 

each section 1s presented below: 

Section 2 - Summary of Pre-Design Soil Investigation Activities. Tkls secrron descrnbes the xosi recent 

soil lr,vesrlgaaon acnXe-;tres conducted by GE at kasr Slreer Area I-North and also presents the cornpie~e soil 

data set obtained from the recent pre-desrgn rnliesrrgenori, as wel: as other usable data csljecied by GE (prror 

to the pre-des~gn efforts) and by EPA Tils data set bas been used to s i i p p o ~  RDR-4 ertaluat~ons concemlng 

the need for response acr:ons to address PCBs and Appe~dlx 1X-3 constltuenis In soils 
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Section 3 - Summary of PCB Soil Evaluations. 7'31s srscnon pros-ides an ovemle\t of rbe appltcablc PCB 

Perfomanee Standards contalned In the f OIY and CD for commere1ai!mdusln2i properties, and descrlbes the 

procedures used to evaluate PCBs In sol]. ?"he results of rhe PCB erpaIuat~ons for each area sub;ec; to 

esaluat~on wlthm East Street Area I-Xorth are presented In rhls sectlon. As descnbed in thrs section, exlsilrig 

condltlons throughout tbls R4-t already meet the appl~cable PCB-related Perfomance Standards eslabI~shrd 

in the CCD and SOW for ~ndustrlalicommerclaI properrres, so that no so11 remedratlon 1s necessary to address 

PCBs ~vlthin East Street Area 1 -North. 

Section 4 - Summary of Non-PCB Soil Evaluations. Thls section provtdes an ovemew of the appllcable 

Appendlx IXt3 Performance Standards contained m the SOW and CD for comerctali~ndustnal propert~es, 

and descrlbes the procedures used to evaluate Appendix DC-3 constituents ~n soil. The results of the 

Append~x E + 3  evaluatrons for each area subject to evaluat~on wthm East Street Area !-North are presented 

in this section. As desenbed in this sectron, existing cond~tions at t h ~ s  RAA meet the Appendlx LX+3 

Peribmance Standards established In the CD and SOW for commereial~indush.la1 propertles. so that no soil 

remedlation IS necessary to address Appendix IX4-3 constituents wlthln East Street Area I -North. 

Section 5 - Summary of Future Activities. T h ~ s  secrron describes remaining actlvttles related to thls RAA. 

Because no remed~ation actlons are necessary to meet the appllcable Perfomance Standards, no Flnal RD'RA 

?Vork Plan 1s necessary. Therefore, following EPA's approval of thls Rev~sed Conceptual RUiRA Work 

PIan, GE will proceed wlth a pre-cert~ficat~on Inspection and preparation of a Final Completion Report and 

request for a Cert-lfieauon of CompIetlon In accordance wrth the CD. 

In add~tton. the infbmation presented In the above sections 1s supplemented by varrous tables, figures, and 

append~ces, as descnbed m subsequent sect~ons of this Rswsed Conceptllai RDlR4 Work Pian. 
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2. Summary of Pre-Design Soil Investigation 
A ctivities 

2,3 General 

To supporl evaluations concerning the need for and scope of remedia1 actrons to achieve the applrcable soil- 

related Perfomance Standards, the CD and SOU' ~nclude spec~fic pre-design requiremenrs concemlng the 

charactenzatlon of solfs w~thin the RtL4. The results of these pre-design actl%lhes, as well as other site-related 

i n f m a t ~ o n ,  serve as the basts for the subsequent technical R D / U  evaluattons and subminals. This section 

provldes a sumarq.  of the pre-deslgn actlvitles that have been performed by GE and others at East Street Area 

I -Horth. These act1v:t:es have pnmarlly involved the performance of so11 samphng and analyses in accordance 

w ~ t h  the 1nbrestlgat.ron requrrernents eontamed rn the CD and SOW; such actiwtles have been previously 

s u m a r ~ z e d  in documents prowded to the EPA. In addition, GE has also conducted other pre-des~gn activities 

to supplement the soil charactenzatlon program and to support the evaluatlons presented herern. A summary is 

provlded helou . 

2.2 Pre-Design Soil Investigations 

The ~nfomat~on  available to support techn~cal R D R A  evaluatlons is der~ved tLom several sources, ~ncludlng: 

e Pre-design sod mvestrgations conducted by GE rn January 2003 and August 2003 pursuant to the PDI Work 

Plans and subsequent eonespondence with EPA, which have produced the majonty of the PCB and other 

Appendix E-c-3 data used for the P.DU evaiuations: 

e Results of EPA analyses of pre-des~gn samples collected at the same ;me as CE's pre-iies~~m acrltltles in 

January 2003, wh;ch data Mere prov~ded to GE and iexcepi for the sample resu!ts rejtjecred In EPA's data 

sairdazlcln process) hate been consldereci rn the MI RA etraiuarions tor this ELM. and 

r Wlstencal soil mvealgatlons eonducred pno: to January 2003, ipihere the s a ~ p l r n g  results tX4e;s detem~ned 

to be usable h r  RIP R4 eva'iuarrons. as presl~iusly reporred ~r! 2he PDI Work Plan 



The sod data set a\aiIabic from the sources described above to support RDaA etraiuarrons is summarlzed 'oelov, 

for each relevant g o u p  of constliuents: 

The locations of the sol1 samples used m the RDIRlt. evaluat~ons summarlzed In thrs report are s h o w  on F~gure 

1-2. The analytrcal results from GE's pre-des~gn lnvestlgations are presented in Table 2-1 for PCBs and Table 

2-2 for other Appendlx LXr3 consttntents; the analytlcal results from EPA7s samplmg are presented In Table 2-3 

for PCBs and Table 2-4 for other Appendlx IX constituents; and the usable analytlcal results from pnor 

(hrstor~cal) investrgatlons at thls RPZh are presented in Table 2-5 for PCBs and Tabir 2-6 for other Appendrx 

IX+3 constituents. 

2.3 Supplemental Soil Investigations 

In the Apr~l 2003 Pre-Des~gn Report, GE provided an evaluat~on of the sufficiency or" the available data set to 

satisfy the pre-des~gn tnvestlgatlon requirements contatned In the CD and SOFV, and thus to support R D M  

activltles. While no spec~fic, pre-deslp-related data needs &!ere ~dentlfied in that report, GE dld tnclude: a 

proposal for addltlonal sampilng to further assess the extent of lead detected IR surface solis wlthln a pofiron of 

Parcel KIO-14-1, Thrs supplemental sampl~ng was identified by GE based on prel~m~nary RDiRA evaIuatlons 

conducted at that txme and specifically to deI~neate the extent of lead in t h ~ s  portion of the parcel. In a Iener 

dared June 20.2003, E M  probided cond~tlonal approval of GE's proposal to coiiect additional samples for lead. 

and requlrsd that GE also ana?tze the samples for antimony fn addir:on. that lsrrer requlred GE to subrnli an 

e-;aluat~on concsmlng the need for add~tionai gre-desrgn sarnpllng reiateri to eiei-axed VOC delectlori Ilrnris 

encountered at eenarr: sampl~ng locarions h response, and based on IS evaiiiat~or,~, CE proposed to co~duct  

s~ppiemental VOC soil sampirng In a letter to EPA dared July 7, 2003 EP4 zapproved GE's proposal IT, a iertcr 

dated July i 6,2003 

T t e  supplernenral sarnpl~ng aer:uries drseussed above l ie re  performed In August 2003 and cons~sted of the 

coiiectnofi of three swOee sampies for lead and anrirnony analysis. ar,b the collecrron of two sarnples from a 



previous sample locatlon [Erorn the 0- to I-hot and 6- to 8-foot depth rnten~als t for 1-0C anaiysls. The data for 

the sorl samples collected by GE as part of these supplemental rnvesttgat~on actlv~ries have 'seen re~rewed ir, 

accordance wrth the data vairdarlon protocols In GE's approved Fieid Sa~tlpir~rg Plirrl Qtrailrj , ~ s s u r u n c ~  Projecr 

Plan (ESP QAPP). The results of thls revlev* are s u m a n z e d  in the Data trairdar~on Report prorided In 

Append~x A. As described In that report, the supplemental sampling data collected by GE are wtthln acceptabie 

data ~alidation parameters: 16090 of these samplrng results hate been detenn~ned to be usable. Thls rvaluatton 

thus indrcates that these data can be used In the evaluatrons presented In this Revlsed Conceptual RDia4 Work 

Plan. 

The data for lead and antlmony collected as part of this supplemental lnvest~gatlon adequately delineate 

coneentratrons of these lnorganlc const~tuents. The data for the sarnpIes collected for VOC analyses indicate 

that only ethylbenzene, toluene. and xylenes (total) had detected coneenn-atlons. These data further demonstrate 

that the laboratory mas able to ach~eve lower detectton lirnlts for the analyzed constituents than those ach~eved 

for the ong~nal samples at these locations. These supplemental sampling data hake been Included in the 

Append~x EX73 evaluat~ons presented in Sectlon 4 of thrs Revised Conceptual RDlW Work Plan as follows: 

(a) For detected constrtuents. elther the average of both samples (if the constituent was detected during both 

sampllng events) or the value of the detected const~tucnt (if the constituent was only detected dunng one of the 

sampllng events); and (b) for non-detected constrtuents, half the value of the detection llmit achleved dunng the 

supplemental sampl~ng conducted in August 2003. Table 2-7 presents the results of supplemental so11 samples 

collected In East Street Area I-North during the month of August 2003. 

2.4 Site Survey and Mapping 

At the t ~ m e  when the Pre-Des~gn Report uas  submitred to EPA, the current mappmg ara~labir for East Street 

Area I-North was not sufficient to support the deta~led RB'RA evaluations needed as part of the Conceptual 

miR4 LVork Plan As a result, GE derrelopecl derailed srre napping to include the ";oi!owlr?g !aformat.ion: 

* existing bu~id~ngs;  

pai 26 and ucpalued areas, 

* surface elei er:ons and topography, 

r properly boundaries and casements. 

cexarn ur~irr~es i e  g . rnanhoies, catch basins). 
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* sod sample locairons; and 

* other sire feawes. 

The slre rr,applng result~ng from thrs effort bas been used to update this figures ~liustrating the sorl sample 

iocatlons and s~ te  features, and semes as the bas~s for the PCB and Append~x U(.-3 evaiuar~ons presented in 

Sections 3 and 3, respecrlveiy, o f t h ~ s  Revised Conceptuai RDtRA Work Pian. 
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3. Summaw of PCB Soil Evaluations 

3.1 General 

Thrs sectlon of the Rev~sed ConceptuaI RDl'K4 Work Plan presents the results of preltmlnar) e\aiuations 

reprdtng PCBs m sorls withm East Street Area f-Xorth and, based on the applicable PCB Perfomance 

Standards establ~shed in the CD and SO?.\;', an assessment regard~ng the need fbr response aetlons. Included rn 

t h ~ s  sectlon is an overvletv of the applicable PCB-related Perfomance Standards. an evaluat~on of the exlsting 

PCB so11 data, and a summaq of find~ngs related to the need for response actions. 

3.2 Ovewiew of lZpplicable Performance Standards 

The sol]-related Performance Standards for the GE PIant Area, wlth~n which East Street Area 1-Earth is located, 

are set forth m Paragraph 25 of the CD and Section 2.2.2 of the SOW. Those that are appl~eable to East Street 

Area I -North are s u m a r ~ z e d  below. 

In general, the PCB-related Performance Standards applrcable to East Street Area 1-North are based on spatla1 

average PCB sod concentrations. Atrachment E to the SOW ~dentlfies the averaging areas vciithm each RAA, 

the methods to be used to determ~ne exlsting spatla1 average PCB concentratrons. and the procedures ro be used 

to assess whether the antrcrpated response actlons wlli ach~etre the PCB Performance Standards. For PCBs, 

there are three at eragmg'evaluahon areas at East Sneer .Area I-Xorth - one conslstlng of the CE-owned port~on 

of the R4.A and the other t ~ o  conststlng of the non-GE-omed properties. (For purposes of t h ~ s  Rev~sed 

Conceptual RD/Ri?l Work Plan, the above averaglng~evaluat~on areas ~nclude the adjacent City-o\nmed road 

easements nghts-of-way.) 

For rhe GE-owed porrron of East Saeet Area i-Xorrh, CE 1s rrqurred ro conducr the follittvlng PCB-related 

response actioris 

r For ?he tinpaled porclon of thrs area. .if the spatla1 rsieragr PCB concentrat:on In the top foot exceeds 25 

paris per mlliron ippm), GE shall elthc-r rernoxe and replace solis or install a soil corer in accordance mrtk 

:he cpec~ficairons for sod corers described in Anach~enr G of the SOtY as neceisarj to achieve a spaaal 

av,erage PCB eoncenwatron of 25 p p a  or less In adci~rrtsn, smee this errtrre area \hill cnnstlr.;ie a single 
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averaging area m excess of I acre in slze, GE shall rernoie any sclrls conrarnlng PCB concennat;ons Fearer 

than a not-ts-exceed WTE) level of 125 pprn &om the rop foot In this unpated portion [Note. A pon;on of 

the GE-uulned area 1s cunently covered tt ith e~ther asphalt or concrete pavement. hotvet er, these pavernsnrs 

are generally degraded and for consewalive purposes related to these eiaiuarions, have been considered to 

be unpaved areas.] 

* For the entlre area - ~nclud~ng bolh the unpaved portton and rhe grade-led slab that wl!l remaln follo~\ing 

GE5s demolrtron of Buridtng 69 (which w1II be cons~dered a paved area) - ~f the spatial average PCB 

concentratlon m the top foot exceeds 35 ppm, GE shall recalculate the spatla1 average PCB concentrat~on for 

the top foot after mcorporating the anticipated actions ( ~ f  any) descrrbed abote for the unpaved portlon 

(mcluding the portlon tvlth degraded pavement descnbed above that twil be cons~dered unpaved). If that 

recalculated spatla1 average PCB concentratson st111 exceeds 25 ppm, GE shall malntain and enhance the 

exlsting concrete slab surface m those areas of the slab detemmed to cause the exceedance of the 25 ppm 

spat~al average concentratlon for the top foot in the entire area, in accordance with the spec~fications 

desenbed for pavement enhancement m AMachment G of the SOU7. 

* If the spatla1 average PCB concentratron in the 1- to 6-foot depth increment In the entire area exceeds 200 

ppm, GE shall undertake a combinat~on of removal and replacement of so~Is in the unpaved portion andor 

enhancement of the existing concrete slab surface in the paved area (m accordance with the specificattons 

for pavement enhancement m Attachment G of the SOW) as necessary to ensure that the PCB 

concentrations causlng the spatla1 average to exceed 200 ppm are removed or covered by enhanced 

pavement. 

* If. after mcor;loratlng the anticlpared perfomance of response actlons m accordance wll;"nhe foregoing 

Prrfomance Standards, the spat:al average PCB concenrratlon for the 0- to 15-foot depth Increment exceeds 

100 ppm, CE shal'i lnsrall an eng~neered barner e~riier over the soil frn the rrnpated portion) or over the 

concrete dab i:c ;he B.;~ld~ng 69 area) ;n accordace :nii:l; the ~pecifica~ons :'or cng~nccrcd barnerc rn 

Attachment G afthe 5 0 W  

* VJhere ut~!rt;es porent~allq subject to emergericy repalr requirements are present and the sparla1 average PCB 

coneenrratron for the sods in ;kc u r d q  corrrcior that may need :o he renopied dtnng an emergency repar 

exceeds 300 ppm ;P, the I- to &-foot depth ;ncremenr. GE shall c~aluare wfiefker addrtronal resgonse acbons 

are necessac for that conrdor and sdmnrr that evaiuatlon, and a proposal i'or such response actrons ~f 
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needed, to EPA. In addition, if a ne% subgxade u n l q  1s 1nstaiis3 or an erlsrmg subgade urri~rq is repalred 

or replaced In the furwe, GE shall ensure that the spatial average PCB concennatlon of lhe baekfiil matenal 

does nor exceed 25 pprn. 

For the non-CE-o>med properiles wlrhin East Street A"Lfea I-Korth (Parcels K.10-15-1 and K l  i-1-35), GE is 

requ~red to make "best er'lbns" (as defined in the GDj to obta~n a Grant of Env~ronmenzal Resnlcrion and 

Easement (ERE). For propemes where such an ERE cannot be obta~ned. GE must Implement a Conditional 

Soiutlon in accordance w ~ t h  the CD. As documented rn a Ierter to EPA and MDEP dated August 15, 2003, the 

owner of Parcel K10-14-1 has decllned ro execute and record an ERE on that property, and EPA and GE have 

agreed that, for the narrow portion of Parcel K11-1-15 wlthrn East Street Area 1 -North, ~f that portlon does not 

meet residentla1 use standards, CE would implement a Condltlonal Solution. The apphcable Performance 

Standards for a Conditional Solutron for PCBs at these non-GE-omed properties are as follows: 

If the spacial average PCB concentration m the top foot (considenng the paved and unpaved portions 

together) of thts property exceeds 25 ppm, GE shall remove and replace sods as necessary to achleve that 

spatla1 average PCB eoncentrat~on. In addition, GE shall remove any solis containtng PCB concentrations 

greater than an NTE level of 125 ppm m the top foot of any unpaved ponlons of these parcels. 

* If the spatral average PCB concentrat~on in the 0- to 3-foot depth increment at t h ~ s  property (conslderlng the 

paved and unpaved portlons together) exceeds 25 ppm, GE shall remove and replace soils as necessary to 

ach~eve that spatlal average PCB concentratlon. 

If the spatla1 average PCB concentratlon In the 1- to 6-foot depth Increment at t h ~ s  property (considering the 

paved and unpaved pofllons together) exceeds 200 pprn. GE shall remow and replace solis as necessary to 

achle~e that spatla1 average PCB concenmtlon. 

* If the remarnlng sparla! areraae %, PCB eoneer,rritIsn :n the top 15 feet of so;I exceeds "10 ppm (after 

Incorporarlng the anrrclpaied perfomance of any response actions for (he top ho t  and 1 -  to 6-foor depth 

mcremenri, GE shall rnsrall an engineered barner ~r, :hose areas detem~nsd to c a x e  the rtceedance of the 

I00 pprn sparial average coneenwatron. 

* '~k~fiere 3nl:eies potentially sl;bjireer ro ernerzency repair requlrcrnents are present and :he spatla! average PCB 

concentratron il^; the solis adjacent to these uirl~rles exceeds 200 pprn. GE, shall erail iate evhcther zcidrt~onair 
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response actions are necessar?; for that corndo: and submit that evaluatlor,, and a proposal for such response 

acttons rf needed. to EPA. In addnran,  fa new subgade ut~lrry 1s lnsraiied or an exisrrnp subgade uriI~ty 1s 

repaired or replaced In the lirtuse, GE shall ensure that the spatial average PCB concennratlon of the backfill 

rnater~al does not exceed 25 ppm. 

* GE must also meet the other condlt~ons for a Cond~tlonaI Solutron spec~fied In tks CD. 

3.3 Summary of Evaluation Procedures 

The procedures used to calculate PCB spatral average concentrations are established in Technical Attachment E 

to the SOW (Protocols for PCB Spatla1 Averagrng) and are summarized belo&, whlle the evaiuatlon results 

specific to East Street Area I-North are presented m Sect~on 3.4. To perform the evaluat~ons s u m a n z e d  In thts 

sectlon, GE has prepared several deta~led maps and computer spreadsheets. This Infomation is Included m 

Appendix B . 

For each area and depth subject to PCB spat~al average calculat~ons, a detailed s ~ t e  plan was first developed to 

~tlustrate the foliowmg: 

* property'area boundaries; 

* surface topography: 

so11 sampling locat~ons wlth~n and adjacent to area; 

presence of roadways. ut~llt~es, easements, etc,; 

* presence of bulldlngs, palrement, and other pemanent smictures; and 

* other sipificant slte features. 

The next step in rhe evaiuatron process &as iks  development of Therssen polygon maps for each ateraging area 

and depth internal Theissen polygor, rnappmg !nt.oltre. the use of coqcrter sokiniare to draw perpend:eu:zr 

b~secrtir lines ber'xeen adjacent sample locatriins 1s create PAO-drmeni~onal. sample-specrfic polygon areas 

Cerialn boundary c ~ n d ~ t i o n s  inpact the generatIan of Therssen poiygons, such as the bcundar~es of the area 

sl;'sjecr to aberagmg. presence of piited and unpaved areas. easenect Sodndaries, buildmg foorprrrirs, properp 

I:nes, erc As appropnats, the computer-generated Tke~ssen poi>goms were modified to reflect actual s~ t s  

condirrons, presence absence of 5011 at a gnen depth, locar~ctas of property wwmersh:p lines, or other specific or 
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unrque site cons~deratlons. Once the Thelssen polygon mapping usas complete, al; of the sod areas and depths 

potentially siikgect to response actlons %ere adequately charactenzed for use In subsequent evaIuatlons After 

generation of the Therssen polygons, polygon ~dentilicat~on numbers %ere ass~gned to each polygon and the 

surface area of each polygon ttas calcuiated. 

T'ne next step in the calcuiat~on of spatla) average PCB concennatlons \+as the development o f  cor~~puter 

spreadsheets to comb~ne ~nfomation obtained fi-om the The~ssen polygon mapping (I e., polygon ID and area for 

each polygon) wlth the analytlcal results of so11 sampl~ng to provide a three-drmenslonaI character~zation of the 

so11s associated w ~ t h  each polygon. The volume of soil assoelated wlth each polygon was based on the surface 

area of the polygon mult~pl~ed by the eorrespond~ng depth of soil for which samples were collected. Ijslng the 

inibmatlon descr~bed above, a spatla1 average PCB concentrat~on was denved by mult~plyrng the volume of 

each polygon by ~ t s  asslgried PCB concentratlon, summ~ng the results of thrs calculat~on for each polygon 

involved In the evaluation, and then d ~ v l d ~ n g  that sum by the eumulat~ve so11 volume assoc~ated wlth all of the 

polygons. T11ls procedure yrelds a spatmi average PCB concentratlon that Incorporates both bolume- and area- 

weighted cons~derations. 

The spatlal average PCB concentrat~ons under exlsting cond~t~ons were compared to the applicable PCB 

Performance Standards establ~shed In the CD and SOW to determine whether response achons are necessary 

and. if so, the tqpe of response action requtred ie.g., sol1 removal, ~nstallation of a surface cover. etc.). as 

described m the CD and SOW and summarlzed in Section 3.2. 

3.4 Summary of PCB Evaluations for East Street Area I-North 

Cs~ng, the available PCB soii data from East Sneet Area I-North and the detailed site mapprng, the existing 

spar~al assrage PCB concennarlons have been eaiculateci for each of the relevant areas ie.g. CE vs. non-GE- 

ox.%xeb, pa-ted vs. unpaved, e1c.j and depth Incrernmrs In add~rron, the maximum concennarlon In the surface 

sod j1.e . top one foot) of unpaied areas weas compared ro the appl~cable N f E  crrrer,sn for each aterzglng area. 

F~naiiy. an esaiuation has been conducted co~ceming the spatla1 aierage PCB concennailon lxor subgrade 

u~rlit~es [ha; ma) be subgee: to emergency reparr acrrtlrles rn the fu~u-e  

For each aleragxg area, the fo'oilowlng ea~alua-risn materials haie been prepared ano are summar:zed In 

;Ippendix B* 
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S ~ t e  mapping ~dentri^).mg spectfic Tiietssen polygons for several depth Increments: 

r Computer spreadsheets for several depth lncremenrs to incorporate the slte plan ~nii;tma:ian (~,e. ,  Therssen 

polygon srze) and the correspond~ng PCB anaI>~~cal data: and 

* Calculations ( s u ~ ~ m a r ~ z e d  on the lnd~tiduai spreadsheets and then cornb~ned as apprupnare) s f  the spatla1 

average PCB concentrat~ons for several depth ~ncrements. 

From the vanous rnatenals ~dentrfied above and prov~ded m Append~x B, the existtng spat121 average PCB 

concentration for each averaging area and applicable depth increment has been calculated. The following chart 

summarizes the infomarlon presented in the attachment. 

Depth Increment 

I Standard ~arcels" K10-14-1 1 - 1 - 1 5  1 

1 0 to 3 feet 1 25 1 NA" 1 0.30 1 0.95 i 
I 

0 to 1 foot - Unpaved Areas 
0 to 1 foot - Overall Area 

! 1 to 6 feet I 200 I 1.54 i 0.22 I 1.16 i 
I 
I 0 to 15 feet 1 100 1 0.95 / 0.28' 1 0.61' I 

-- 
1- -- -3 

25 0.98 NA' N A' 1 

Uotes 
1 The GE-owned Parcels at East Srreet Area i -North ~nclude Parcels J 10-8- I ,  J 10-8-2, J 10-8-3, J 10-8-4. J 10-8-5 and J 10-8-6 
2 h A  = not applicable As descrtbed in Section 3 2 and in accordance uith Paragraph 25 of the CD and Section 2 2 2 of the SO&', there 
are no Perfomance Standards for the 0- to 3-foot depth Increment at GE-owned properties and there are no separate spatlai average 
Perfomtarice Standards for the unpaved ponson of the 0- to I -foot depth increment at non-GE-owed properties 

3 In the Concepruai RDtR4 Work Pian, the numbers shov+n In this table differed slsghtiy from the numbers shown in Appendix £3 (in 

some cases because of roundmg errors) The numbers shown here are corrected to agree with those in Append~r B 

25 1 0.86 

Based on the ~nfomatron summarized above, it can be seen that the existing PCB spat~al average concenrratrons 

0.35 I 0.67' I 

are well below the corresponding Performance Standards. As such, no response actions are necessary to ach~eve 

these standards 

As prevrousl> ~rrdlcared, rt rs also necerszq :o cornpzre the rnaxlmtnrn PCB eoncectratior, id;b;rere sample bas~s) 

for rmpaked surface solis ti1rh.n etlcll a**eragrr?g area to the hTE concennatlon o f  125 pprn (for 

commercial 1ndust3al areas) The rnaxrmurn PCB sample resxins for unpaked surfice sorls w~elirn the GE- 

aimed parceic ( 2  2 pprn). Parcel Ki0-14-1 i i O pprr,~, and Parcel K i  1-1 -1 5 i 2  2 pp91  are ai; beloit the ! 25 pprn 



XTE concenirarlon esra"itli,shed m the SOW. hceordmgly, no response acllons are necessary lblt'nln :hi. 

uppernost I foot of unpaved soils to address elevated PCB Ie\els, 

Fmaliy, where urll~r~es potenrlaiiy subject to emcrgencj repalr requirements are present and the spat131 average 

PCB coneentratlon for the soils in the correspondmg uti'hq corridor e~ceeds  200 ppm, GE :s requ~red to 

rcaiuare the need for add~tronal response actlons. As shown on F~gure 2-1, several overlapping utiiiq corridors 

are located kvlthln East Street Area I-Xorth. As shown on those figures. Parcels JlO-8-6 and Kl0-14-1 ha\e 

dedrcated subsurface u t111~  conneetrons mnning from the maln utlllty lines along East Street to the smetures on 

those parcels. Table B-13 summmzes the PCB data collected from within these utlilry comdors. As 

summar~zed. the maximum PCB sample result for such sods wrthrn the ut~llty corridors IS 1.62 ppm; therefore, 

there can be no average concennatron greater than 200 ppm for soils located wlth~n the utlhty comdors. Based 

on t h ~ s  assessment, it IS not necessary to conduct a f i h e r  evaluation of the need for separate response actions 

for these ut~llty comdors. 

In summary, as described above, the applicable Performance Standards for PCBs In soil at East Street Area 1- 

North are already achleved under exrstlng srte condltlons. Specrfically, at GE-owned properties, where EREs 

n111 be executed, the exlstlng sod conditions already ach~eve the Performance Standards for 

industnalicommercral areas that WIII be subject to EREs. Slm~iariy. for the non-GE-owned propertles, at wh~ch 

Cond~tional SoIut~ons uill be ~mplemented. existing soil condrtlons already achleve the apphcable Performance 

Standards for such propertles subject to Condltlonal Solutions. Indeed, the average PCB concennatlons for each 

averaging area and depth are below the MCP Method 1 soil standard for PCBs (2 ppm). Hence, there 1s no need 

for any PCB-related remediatlon actlons at this R4A. 
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4. Summary of Non-PCB Soil Evaluations 

The Peribmance Standards estabI~shed m the CD and SOW for non-PCB Appendix LX-3 constltuents in soil 

set forth a prescnbed process that includes and considers (as needed) several evaluatron components. Slm11ar to 

the PCB sod evaluatrclns, the assessment of non-PCB consttments relies on the data set resu!t~ng from the pre- 

des~gn (and earller) so11 m\esngatlons. It also incorporates the anticipated perfomance of response actlons ( ~ f  

any) that have been ldentrfied fur PCBs. Beyond these ~nitlal evaluation components, the actitttles lnvolted m 

the assessment of non-PCB const~tuents vary dependrng on the spec~fic analytes under conslderat~on, the 

poss~ble elim~natron of certain constituents fiom further evaluation based on numerical screening andor 

comparison to background condnions, and the specriic risk-based evaluatton method. 

Thls section of the Revised Conceptual RDilW Work Plan summarizes the Perfonnance Standards and 

evaluat~on process establ~shed in the CD and SOW concerning non-PCB constituents In soil, and provldes an 

evaiuatlon of such constltuents \v~thIn East Street Area 1 -North. 

4.2 Overview of Applicable Performance Standards 

As rndlcated above, the Perfomance Standards for non-PCB Appendix Ui-3 constrtuents m soil conslst of 

several prescnbed evaluat~on steps, as ue1l as numencai standards that are to be apphed \t"lthm the evaluation 

process, The appircable P e r h a n c e  Standards for Appendix UCL3 constlmenrs ~n soil at the GE Plant Area, 

rncluding East Street Area I-Surth, are setforth in Sect~on 2.2 and Attachlent F of the SOW. Those 

Perfommce Staridards appl:, to the sane averaging areas as the PCB Pzrfomance Standard!,, &hick, in th;s 

case, means that the GE-otmeci parcels and the rws non-GE-o%\med parcels are considered as separate at7eroglng 

a r e a  The Per?^rsm,ance Standards appI:ca"r;le to these ate:agIrig areas are s u m c a n z e d  belo\+. Bezarrsc no 

response acfirons are necessaq to address PCBs 13 sod at these areas, the disc.i;sslon belo~i ornln those 

cornponearts of the e,aiuatiiin process related io the cons~derarron ofrespo~se actions for PCBs. 

1 .&~y Sera qualrfiers for the Appendix LY+3 so;l data shall be ret~c.iied to itirm~nate rinriiytieal resirlts tka: 

~ndicace constituent occurrence 2s 3 T ~ S U ~ E  of Iaboratoq inierkrence or contarn:nat!on [as indicated by the 

laboratory blank data) 



2. The remarnlng data shall then be screened by maktng the follow~ng conparisons for the sample results that 

were not elrmlnated m the prlor steps: 

a. For constrnienrs other than d~oxmsYurans, the maxlmum concmt;t-atron of each dexected constlmsnl 

shall be compared to rhe EPA Regton 4 Prellmrnaq Remedlarlon Gaais (PRGs) (set forth in Exhrb~t 

F-1 to Anachment F of the SOW) uslng the rndustnai PRGs for commercraI~~ndustnaI areas, such as 

East Street Area I-North. For polycycl~c aromatlc hydrocarbons (PAIHs) for which EPA Reg~on 9 

PRGs do not exlst, the EPX Reglan 4 PRG for benzo(a)p)xens shall be used for carclnogenlc PAHs 

and the Reg~on 9 PRG for naphthalene shall be used h r  non-carcmogenle PAIls. For other 

eonst~htents for whlch EPA Reglon 9 PRGs do not exist, CE may propose screening concenwattons 

based on elther the EPA Reg~on 9 PRGs for chem~ca'is with sim~lar character~stics or on other 

appropriate risk-based calculations, and upon EPA approval, may use such screening concentrations 

in t h ~ s  step. (The EPA Reg~on 9 PRGs, together with the PRGs spec~fied above for carcinogenic and 

non-carcmogenie PiWs for wh~ch there are no EPA Region 9 PRGs and any addztional screenlng 

concentrations proposed by CE and approved by EPA. are heremafter referred to jo~ntIy as "Screen~ng 

PRGs.") Any constituent whose maxlmum concentratron IS at or below the appl~cable Screen~ng 

PRGs wrli be el~m~nated from further cons~derat~on. Any conshtuents remaznlng after t h s  step will be 

subject to further evaluat~on. 

b. For each d~oxin'furan sample, a total toxlc~ty equrvalency quotrent (TEQ) eoncenfratlon shall be 

calculated uslng the toxlc~ty equlvaiency factors JTEFs) publ~shed by the World Health Organ~zat~on 

(WHO) (Van den Berg et a]., Elnviron. Health Pempecizres, Vol. 106, Xo. 12. Dec. 1998). Then. for 

the relevant averaging area and deprh rncrement, either the maxlmum TEQ concenlratlon or the 95% 

upper confidence itmlt on the mean (95% Upper Goncenlfat~on L~rnit [UGLf) of TEQ concenrrations, 

whichever is lower, shall be compared to the applrcable PRG established by EPA for d~ortln TEQs 

For commerc~ai indusli-la1 areas, these PRGs are 5 ppb In the top foot and 20 ppb In subsurface sod 

If the maxumum detected concenwatlon or 95% C'CL TEQ concentration rs less than the appl~cahle 

PRG, no further response actrons uriI be necessary to address d~oxrns~furans, if the maximum 

defected eogcentrrztron or 95% UCL TEQ concenlranon i ~ h ~ c h e v r r  is used) exceecis :he appilcable 

PRC, GE shall deveiop response actions {as described bsiors 1 for EPA rsviem an& approval to achiete 

the d:oxin PRGls). 
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3 .  For each constiruent cothe: than dioxinsif~ranst wlrh a maxinlum coticentrarion rhst exceeds ~ t s  Screenrag 

PRGs, the data set for that constlluent w~thln the pan~cufar U.4 shall be compared wlth the backgounb 

data set for that consiltuent, usmg elther an appropnare srarrst~cal method or summar) st-arrwcs (as 

descr~bed In the MDEP's Guzdance-for Dlsposui Siie Rrsk Clzaraclerrzarron, 1995). At t h ~ s  trme, grkren that 

there ts no EPA-approved site-specific background dam set. GE has nor sought to eiimlnate any 

constltuents based on a cornparlson to backgound concentrations 

4. For each constltuent (other than d~oxins:furans) that is not elim~nated m the prror steps, an average 

concenEation for the so11s wlth~n the R4.4 shall be calculated and compared to the apphcable MCP 

h4ethod 1 so11 standard (S-1, S-2, or S-3). If there 1s no existing Method 1 sod standard for such a 

constltuent, a Method 2 standard may be denved usmg the MCP procedures for doing so, and compared to 

the average concentrat~on. In rnahng these comparisons, separate average concentrat~ons for surface soil 

and subsurface soil (using depth Increments consistent wlth those evaluated for PCBs) shall be calculated 

and compared to appl~cabie Method I (or 2) standards. Further, the detem~nat~on of the applicable set of 

Method 1 (or 2) standards (1.e.. S-1, S-2, or S-3) shall follow the MCP cntena for categorizrng so11, and 

may take into account xhe E m s  that will be imposed on the area in question. If all constituents evaluated 

In thls step have average concenrratlons at or below the applrcable Method 1 (or 2) standards, no further 

response actlons will be necessary to address such constltuents. If any such const~tuent(s) have average 

concentratrons exceed~ng the appl~cable Method 1 (or 2) standards, then CE shall e~ther: 

a. Develop response acttons suffic~ent to reduce the average coneeneatlons of such constltuent(s) to the 

Method I (or 2) standards (or to ach~eve the Screen~ng PRGs or background levels); or 

b. Conduct an area-specific risk evaluation, as descnbed below. 

5. If an area-specilic nsk evaluarlon will be conducted, that evzluation shall be perfomed for afi constlntents 

rhal were reralnea for esaluatisn prlor ro Step 4. Ir? such an evaluauon. the ecumuiatrve Excess L ~ k t ~ r n z  

Cancer Rrsk (ELCK) and non-cancer nsk hr suc"nor,rt~tuents jexciudmg PCBs and d~oxrns/Fdmns) shali 

be caiculateb based an :he average concennarrons ohsuch constituents and the same uses for the area and 

depri; txcrrrner,r .in quest;"rlon (e.g., commerc~ali~ndusrnaI :rcorker* urlilp i4nrkeier) that %&ere assumed m 

deveiop~ng :he applicable PCB Perfomaace Standards for such area a ~ d  depth increment h such 

evaluar~on, thc same expowre assulr;p"tons used IE Al"iMac'nment A to EPA's Acuon hifemorafidum for 

Remo\aI -4crion.; Outside the k v e r  (Appendrr D to the CD) to supper, the PCB Perfomance Standards for 



such area and depth increment shall be used, unless GE proposes and prov~dcs an adequate area-specific 

just~r'iiaiion ibr alternate exposure assirmprions for ceruln specified parameters and EPA approves such 

alternate assumptions. The tox~c:ry values to be used for cancer and non-cancer risks m such an e-caiuanon 

shail be derive& &om standard EPA sources, and other dose-response ~nfomanon, such a> toxlcin 

we~ght~ng factors and absorption factors for non-PCB constlments, shall be obtalned &om EPA and MDEP 

policres and gurdanee, except that CE may propose alternate dermal and oral absorpt~on factors and use 

them ~f approved by EPA. 

If the resuft~ng cumulat~ve ELCR for the area fexcludlng PCBs and dloxmsifurans) does not exceed Ix 10'" 

and the non-cancer Hazard Index (excludmg PCBs and dlox1ns;furans) does not exceed I ,  no further 

response actlons w11l be necessary to address these resrdual Append~x IX-3 constituents. Othenv~se, 

further response actlons will be necessary. 

6. If the evaluatrons described above ~ndlcate the need for further response actlons to address non-PCB 

constintents, GE shalI develop, for EPA revlew and approval, speclfic Performance Standards for such 

response actlons. Such Performance Standards shall be based on achreving the followmg: 

a. For dloxmdhran TEQs, elther maxlmum or 95% UCL TEQ concentrat~ons that do not exceed the EPA 

dloxln PRGs; and 

b. For other constituents, any combination of the follo\+lng: (I) maxxmum concentrations of rnd~v~dual 

constituents that do not exceed the app11cabIe Screenrng PRGs; (11) concentrations of ~ndt+ldual 

constltuenn that are consistent with back~ound  Ieveis (using an appropnate statistical techique or 

summa? statist~es); or ( i ~ r )  for the remalnlng consiltuents j ~ f  any), either (A) average concentratrons 

that do not exceed the applrcable MCP Method 1 (or 2) soil standards, or (B) cumulative rrsk lerieis 

that do not exceed (after mund~ng) an ELCR of 1 x 10 ' and a non-cancer Hazard Index of ! 

'&%ere hrther response aciior,s are necessaq to ach:r.ve those Perfomsnee Standards, GE must propose to 

EPA the spec~fic response actions ro be taken, wheh are to be the same as rhs response actrons es~ablrshed 

by :he Perfomance Standards for PCBs at the area rn quesrron. sub;ecr to potentral rnod~fiear~on r i  

necessay based on the nature and concentrailon of zni, .*olatlle sonsriixnrs cietecxed 
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4-3 Summary of Preliminary Evaluations 

T n ~ s  section appllss the Perfomance Standards and et.alua;ron process surnmmzed In the preced-ing section to 

the Append~x LX-3 constrtuents present m so~ls  w ~ i h ~ n  East Street h a  I -Noah As pret lously demonswated lx 

fecrron 3, nu response acrlons are necessaq for PCBs w~thln East Street Area I-Nonh. so the rt aiuatlon of 

Appendrx LY-3 consttment's cons~dered the entrre sod data set without alteratlon to reflect any PCB-based 

response actrons. Appendrx LX+3 herbic~des and pest~cldes were not mcludeb m these evaIuailons srnce the! 

\%ere not cons~dered to be constlluents of concern wlth~n East Street Area 1 -North and were therefore excluded 

from the prc-des~gn Investlgatlons, with EPA approval. The evaiuar~ons summarlzed below fo'oliow the 

etialuat~on process outl~ned m the SOW (and s u m a n z e d  m Sectron 4.2) and utrl~ze several tables to 

supplement the d~scuss~ons presented herern, 

4.3.1 Review of Data Qualifiers 

As previously ment~oned. all of the sol1 data available to support RDiRA evaluations for East Street Area 1-  

North have been subject to a data qua115 assessment. For most of the pre-des~gn sarnplmg data, the results of 

this assessment Rere prov~ded In the Pre-Deslgn Report, wh~ie the remaining so11 data were evaluated as 

descrtbed In Appendix A of thls report. In several cases, the sampltng results have been quallGed to reflect the 

outcome of the quahry assuranceiquality control procedures performed. For the affected sample results, these 

qualifiers habe been added to the Appendtx IXf-3 data summary tables prov~ded In thls Revised Conceptual 

RDRA Work Plan and are further described m the notes provlded .cs.~th those tables. However, no sample 

results uere rejected due to laboratory mterference or Iaboratov contam~natlon. 

4.3.2 Comparison to "Screening PRGs'" 

Consistent ~ r t h  the protocols rsta"oi.ished in the SOtt'. the next step for Appcnd~x IX-3 constlturnt:, other than 

PCBs arid dro~rns~furans cons~sted of comparrson ofthe max:mum cctscenwarions of the detected constlztients ;o 

the "Scieenrng PRGs.'"  WIT^ srx exceptrons (d~scussed below), all of rhe detected I?ippendrx Ui-3 constituents 

in sori hate corresponding EPA Region 9 rndus~rai  PRGs 40:. k r  non- carcinogen:^ P l u s  urihout such PRGs. 

surrogate PRGs equita'ient to the naphthalene. as specifitxi in the SSOIV). For these sonsr:&erits, the arailahie 

data set for each area \rrzb ret ~e%eed and the eatclmam detested concenn-allon of each derecred COGSiltUeTrt with~ri 

each area ha: compared ro EP.4 Region 9 (or surrijgzte] PKGs i'or sod rn ~ndusmal areas For constlkuents 

S!.ASlP4li, BCUCK & LEE, iNC, 
:/t; 0.4 e n g i n e e r s  8 s c j e n t i s : ;  4-5 
i CE-Fi:r>i:kid.CD. E.S.iA.,Xonk R e p ~ i  avl; Prrscniai,ons Rc%:rcc CRi) RA .WP!MSai:i96Rp: A-L 



w~thout an EPA Reg~on 9 PRG or SOW-estabirshed surrogate PRG (SIX total), rhe follorring surrogate PRGh 

were used for ~nitral screening: 

r 4-Methylphenol. as a surrogate PRG for 3&4-methylphenoI; 

Hydrogen cyanrde, as a surrogate PRG for total cyanide (consistent with evaiuatlons presented rn the Ketveii 

Street Area I Conceptual liT)/M Work Plan): 

e Carbon d~sulfide, as a surrogate for sulfide (consrstent with evaluations presented In the 20s, 30s, and. 40s 

Complexes Conceptual RD'RSI Work Plan); 

* m-Xylene, as a surrogate for total xylenes (cons~stent with evaluat~ons presented In the Newell Street Area I 

Conceptual RDIW Work Plan); 

* Methyl ethyl ketone, as a surrogate for 2-hexanone (accordmg to EPA's November 26. 2003 condltlonal 

approval letter for the East Street Area 1-Xorth Conceptual RDfla4. Work Plan); and 

e N-nttrosopyrrolid~ne. as a surrogate for N-n~trosoptper~drne (aecord~ng to EPA's November 26, 2003 

conditional approval letter for the East Street .&ea I-_North Conceptual RDXA Work Plan). 

Tables 4-1 through 4-3 present the results of the comparisons of the maxlmum dexected concenlraflons urth the 

Screen~ng PRGs for the thee ebaiuarlon areas nllir,in East Srrret Area I -liorth. Based on ikes cocompansons. 

the f01;ijiouing cons:lruer,ts stere reta~netf for further evaIulnt~on In subsequent steps. 

r For the GE-oivned parcels - 'senzoia)a~:hracene~ benzoia)p:;rrne. be-nzoib)i-l~orm~hene, 

drbenzo(s;,h~antl;.acenc. and arsenrc; 
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* For Parcel K 1 1-1 -1 5 - benzo(a)pj~ene, K-n~aosopipend~ne. arsenic, anrrmony, and lead 

4.3.3 Comparison to MCP Method I Soil Standards 

liext, C;E evaluated all retamed constituents rdentrfied In Sect~on 4 3.2 agalnst MCP Method I sol? standards 

As part of t h ~ s  assessment. it 1s first necessaw to detemme the appropnate Method I so11 categoqjies) (1.e.. S-1. 

5-2, or S-31, so that corresponding so11 standards can be eonrpared to the constrtuents of interest. In general. 

under the MCP, the detemlnatron of the appropnate Method 1 soil standard(s) considers the physlcal 

access~b~l~ty  of the solis (relative to thelr depth and the presence of pavement and bu~ldlngs), as well as the 

current use of the area by adults and ch~ldren and the relatlve frequency and Intensity of such use (see 3 10 CMR 

40.0933). 

Se%eral general conslderatlons were ~nvolved in the select~on of appropnate so11 caregones, ~neludlng the 

industnalicommerclal nature of East Street Area I-North, the relatlve inaccess~btllty to the so11s (due to exlstlng 

bu~ld~ngs  and paved areas), the absence of any ch~ldren or related types of use wlth~n the RAA, and the I~mited 

aduIt activlty wlthln these areas. Specifically, 11 was assumed that: (1) chrldren would not be present in thls 

RAA; (2) adults workers m cornrnerclal operations would have a high ikequency of use (based on the potential 

for such ind~v~duals to be present for 8 hours or more on a contmumg basis), but a low lntens~ty of use, slnce 

such ~ndivlduals would typically not be engaged in actlvltles that would drsturb the so~ls: and ( 3 )  if 

goundskeepers are present, they could have a hlgh lntenslty of use, but would have a low Ikequency, since they 

would not be expected to engage in groundskeep~ng actlvltles for full days on a continuing bass.  Based on 

these conslderat~ons (and cons~stent wlth the soil categories used and approted by EPA for 

commerc~al~mdustr?al properties at Newel1 Street Area If,  the follo\ti;lng MCP Method 1 so11 categoncs hake 

been selected. The catsgoy, 5-2 sod standards haire been appl~ed ro soils present In the upper three feet of the 

area - I e . c"n 0- to I-foot depth Increment and, for parcels subject ro Cond~t~onaI Solutions ( 1  e . no EREs), the 

C1- to 3-foot deprh rncrernenz In addlslon, the Method 1 5-3 so11 standards have been dppiled to the I -  to 6-foot 

depth rncremmt at the GE-otmed comerc~a?~indusmd parcels where a2 ERE w:Ii be executed The hlethod I 

S-3 soti standards were deiemlned to appiy to subsurface soris, includtng the I -  to 6-foot depth rncremenr at 

prspenres that riiifl not have k%s and the 0- to i 5-foot deprh increment at ail areas 

it should also 5s noted that the nurner;cai .iaiues of rhe Xletkod i sod standards can t a e  drprncllng on the 

appi~cable grou~dnater c~zss~fication For East Street Area I-Ssrrk,  the appircable MCP goundivater 
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categones are CiV-2 and CiV-3. Howetrer, for the constlments rnalned for evaiuat~on at rhls &&A. <fie sfethod 

1 S-2 and S-3 soil standards are the same regardless of w h ~ h  of these groundwater categones 1s used 

To atlow the companson to MCP Method 1 sod standards, anthmet~c average concenn-atrons have been 

calculated for each ofthe retained constlEents, usrng the avariabie data for specrfic depth ~nrewals n~thrn each 

evaluatron area. In caleuZat~ng these anfhmei~e averages, ail a~ra~lable sample results for a glven evaluation area 

and depth mcrement were used, ~ncluding both results with detectable concenaatlons and resuits ~ I E E !  non-detect 

concenwations. Cons~stent ~ t h  the protocols m Anachment F to the SOW, non-detect results were represented 

In the calculations as one-half the analj%itlcal deteetlon Irmit. With regard to the addltlonai VOC sampimg 

perfomed as part of the supplemental sod lnvestigatlons descnbed in Sect~on 2.3, the methods for incIusion of 

the VOC sample results in those areas subject to that additional sampling are described in Sectlon 2.3. 

Due to the limlted amount of Appendlx Xi3 sampl~ng data for Parcel K11-1-15, GE used the followlng 

approach for comparison to MCP Method I so11 standards: GE evaluated Parcel K11-1-15 uslng the data 

obtained from this parcel as well as the data collected along the p ropeq  boundar~es on the parcels adjacent to 

KI  1-1-15. That 1s. for the purposes of this evaluation, GE assumed that the Append~x IX+3 data collected from 

sample Iocat~ons located on the adjacent parcels but near Parcel K11-1-15 was representative of soils with~n 

Parcel Kl l-1-15. For this approach, data obtalned from the followlng sampllng 1ocat:ons were projected onto 

Parcel K11-1-15: RAA6-A15, M 6 - A I 6 ,  RAA6-817, RAA6-B14, Rk46-B 15, RAA6-C2, RAA6-C4, ES 1-7. 

and ES1-9. Using these data, the evatuatrons descnbed above were perfomed for the spec~fic depth inten?als 

wlthln this evaluation area. 

The arithmetic average concennations tn each averaging area were then compared to the appllcabte hfethod 1 S- 

2 or 5-3 sod standards. The results of those cornpartsons are presented rn the following tables: 

I 

! Soif Depth Incremeat I 
I Evaluation Area 
I , I I 

i 

GE-Omxed Parcels' j Tzble 4-4 YP,: Tab1e 4-5 I 1-0 I 
1 

Parcel KI 1-1-15 Table 4-1 i Table 4- I "> Table 4- i 3 
- P 1 

Notes 
I The GE-v:~l;ed f"3rcels bt East Street Area : -\or!?; nciui;e Pdrceis J i 3-6- i J t 04-2, .I i C-8-3 J i 6-8-4 J b-5-5 arb  .l i ia-g-6 
3 \z 4 = coi app icabie 4s descnbed I: Sec;:on 3 2 a:il in aicordancr \brth Paragraph 25  of:^ GD ~ r d  '.ecr,on 2 X 'of the SOVV there 
a;; -6 Perforr~ancc S:andxdis for ibis aepth rrrcremefir 



Based on the lnfomatron presented In Tables 4-4 tk~ough 4-14, there are several consntuenrs \%~lirln each 

evaluatlon area hr whleh the rtnthetrc average concenEal;on exceeds ns correspondmg &.lethod 1 ssrl standard 

or no Method I sorl standard 1s l~sted for a speelfic constiiuent. These eonsrrtuents are as i'ollows: 

Soil Depth Increment 
Evaiuation Area 

I 
GE-Omed Parcels' 1 No zxceedances 

l 
o exceedanees 1 I h t ~ m o n y  

I 

Parcel IS1 1-1-15 

I 

Notes 
1 The GE-owned Parcels at East Street Area I -North ~nciude Parcels J1 0-8-1,510-8-2, J10-8-3, Jl O-8-4, J 10-8-5 and J i 0-8-6 
2 %A = not appiicabie As descr~bed In Sect~on 3 2 and In accordance r;c~th Paragraph 25 of the CD and Section 2 2 2 of the SOW, there 
are no Performance Standards for t h ~ s  depth Increment 

The ar~tbmet~c average of all other const~tuents subject to evatuat~on dtd not exceed thelr corresponding Method 

I standard. 

4.3.4 DioxinlFuran Data Assessment 

To assess the need for response actions for dlox~nsifurans present m soils with~n East Street Area 1-Nonh, total 

TEQ concenrratrons uere calculated for each dioxin/furan so11 sample result uslng the TEFs pubilshed by the 

WHO, fri rnaklng these eaieulabons. the econcentrarlons of the rndltr~dilal drox~n,faran compounds that Bere nor 

detected 1n a giien sample were represented as \ r  the anal.,ir,rcai detecrron l im~t for such C O ~ O U ~ ~ S  Based on 

tkls available data set, the mtirxrmldm TEQ concenrrakon was detemlned for the apn,ropr;a:e depth Increments 

for each evaluarron area. The resuhs ofthose caicuiarrons are presented :n t5e fol'lowrng tables: 



Soil Depth Increment 
Evaluatian Area i 

I 
I I 

1 GE-Omed ~arcels" 
i 

Tabie 3-4 
I 

NA: 
I I 

Tabie 4-6 

1 Parcel K11-1-15 I Table 4- 1 1 I Table 4- 12 
I 1 I Tabie 3- I4  

t 

hores 
1 The GE-owned Parcels at East Street Area i -North inciude Parcels J i 0-6- I ,  J I ii-8-2, J 10-8-3, JL 0-3-3, J! 0-8-5 and J 10-S-6 
2 h.4 = not applicable h s  descrrbed tn Sect~on 3 2 and in accordance e ~ t h  Paragraph 25 of the CD and Section 2 2 2 o f t h e  SON. there 
are no Performance Standards for rhls depth increment 

As show-n m these tables, the maxlmum TEQ concentrarrons for each evaluat~on area (in each depth increment) 

are below the applicable PRGs established In the Performance Standards for comerc~al~rndusmal  areas (I.e., 5 

ppb in the top foot and 20 ppb In subsurface sorls). As a result, there was no need to caIculate the 95% UCLs 

for the TEQ coneennatrons. Based on thrs analysis, no response act~ons to address droxinsifurans are necessaF. 

4.3.5 Area-Specific Risk Evaluations 

As described m Sectlon 4.2 of thts Revised Conceptual I3DiRA Work Plan. IC the average concentration of a 

part~cular Appendix E A 3  constituent exceeds ~ t s  conespondlng MCP Method I so11 standard, GE has two 

optlons for addressing the exceedance. Specifically, GE can e~ther develop response actlons that w ~ l l  be 

sufficient to reduce the average concentration of the subject exeeedance to the Method i so11 standards, or 

perfom an area-specific r ~ s k  evaluatton to deternine ~f unacceptable nsks may exrst and to develop appropnate 

response acttons as needed. 

Based on the Append~x tX-3 evaluat~ons perfomed for East Street Area I-North as s u m a n z e d  m Secr~on 

4 3 3 above, GE has elected to address the Appendix IX1.3 exceedancss of the Method 1 so11 standards usmg an 

area-specrfic r ~ s k  assessment. conducted  separate!^ br each of the three etaiuat~on areas w~thin the EU (~ .e . ,  

the GE-ow~ed properq. Parcel K10-14-1, ar?d the pmsn of Pzrcei K! 1-1 -15 wrth:r, th:s Pub%). 

fn aciorda~ce ulrh :he procoeois specrfied in the SOW, the rrsk evaluae~ons hate been performed for those 

const:r~en:s rkar \$ere retamed for cornpansor, :n MCP Method i stzndards and considered rhe same exposure 

scenanos dsed Sj. EQA to de-gel07 the appi~cab'ie PCB Perhmance Standards for these areas - I e., :he 

comrnerclzl i a d u s ~ a I  goiindskeepe; scenaxii for the 0- rc i-foot depth Incrernecr (and. for parcels subject to 

Condrr~nnai Soiutls~s, the ti- to 3-fiw depth :ncrernent) and [fie utiI~ty ~ o r k e r  scenario f i r  rhr ;- ro 6-foot depth 



~nerement. In addlnon, for chemleai-specir?c exposure parameters (i'e., oral and ciennai absorpr~vn Gciorsi, the 

evaluairons used dekult -iraiues recommended by EPA or MDEP. The evaluauons also used standard EP.4 

cancer and non-cancer toxicrQ values - I.e., Cancer Slope Factors (GSFs) and non-cancer Reference Doses 

t a m s )  - as set forth an EPX's htegated Rlsk L.~fom?atlsn System {RIS), together w ~ t h  EPA's recommended 

relative potency factors fWFs)  for the casernogensc polycyel~c aromatic hydrocarbons (PM-is) that do nor hare 

speerfic CSFs. -4s EPA kas not debeloped a CSF for n-n~trosop~peridme, she CSF for n-n~~osopqrrolrdinr, 

which 1s a casclnogen that 1s similar In molecular structme and size, has been used as a surrogate to esrlmate 

potential carcmogenrc nsks assoelated ix~th n-nmosoplpendme, In accordance wlth EPA's November 25, 2003 

condltlonal approval letter for the Conceptual R D i U  Work. 

These nsk evaluat~ons are described and the results are presented m Appendix C to this Revised Conceptual 

RL)IW Work Plan, whlch was prepared by CE's s s k  assessment consultants at M E C  Earth and 

Environmental. As shown there, a cumulative ELGR was calcuIated for the earclnogenxc constltuents retamed 

for each evaluation area (~.e., benzo(a)antkracene, benzo(ajp1rene. benzo(b)fluoranthene, 

dlbenzo(a.h)anthracene, N-Nltrosopipendine, and arsenlc, as appl~cable). In add~tion, a cumulat~ve Hazard 

Index (HI) was calculated for each ei-aluatlon area for the retalned constltuents w~th  non-cancer RfDs - arsenlc 

and antimony. The resultlng ELGR and HI for each evaluation area are we11 belovl the benchmarks set fbrth in 

the SOW of 1 x 10 ' for cancer risks and an HI of 1.0 for non-cancer Impacts, as shown below: 

Cumulative ELCR Hazard Index 
Evaluation Area 

hotes 
1 The GE-owned Parcels a: East Street Area ? -Rarth lnciude Parcels Ji  0-8- I ,  J I  0-8-2 J i 6-53, J10-8-4, J 10-8-5 scd II 0-ti-6 
"4, = not appiledbie As described :n Sectnon 3 2 and :n accordance 1~1th Paragraph 25 ofthe G'D and Secrron 2 2 2 of the Soh. there 
are no Performance Shadarcis for ih:s depth rficrement 

For evaluzrlsn areas where lead mas retamed iParcels K 16- -1 9- f and K 1 I -I - 151, a drfferenr procedure had to be 

used smce there arc no EPA-prescribed tox~c~ty \dues for Iead. h accordance :vrrh EPA guidance, icad was 

evaiualeci though the use of EPA"s consenante Adult Lead Methodology c-4LM) model ibr the goundsheepsr 

scenario a: commerc:al industmi parcels Thrs model uas used to back-calculate a nsk-based concentratioc 

(R13C) for l e d  nn so11 for use in the adult goundskre.lser scenario ?hat RBC IS 2,605 ppm Since h~ghly  

;n;ennrnerrt expobures are not tiell represented oy the ALM model, t h a ~  model codid not be appi~ed to back- 

calculate an Kf3C for tie ;it~ilr~ lnorker scenano applicable to the ;- to 6-kor depth mcrerncne at 



commerctaIi~ndusmal properiles. Instead. based on ageemenc bemeen EPA and GE, the average Icad 

concentration for that deprh ~ntenrai at such propenles was etraluated by comparrson to a default level equrvalenr 

to the MCP UCL far lead of 6,000 ppm. Tnese procedures are consistent t \ ~ t h  those presented for 

commercial!mbustrral properties tn the EPh-approved Concephial R D j U  ITork Piail Addendum for Nev.ell 

Street Area I, dated Aprii 17.2003. 

Review of the average lead concentrations for the relevant depth increments at Parcels K 10- 14- I and K I 1 -1-1 5 

(as set forth m Tables 4-7, 4-8. 4-9, 4-1 I ,  4-12, and 4-13) indicates that, for both parcels, the average lead 

concennattons for the 0- to I-foot and 0- to Moot depth increments are well below the RBG of 2,008 ppm and 

that the average lead concentrations for the 1- to 6-foot depth Increment are far below the UCL of 6,000 ppm. 

Fmally, it should be noted that EPA's PCB-related r ~ s k  evaluattsns presented m AEachment A to Appendix D to 

the CD do not include exposure scenarios or calculations for the 0- to 15-foot depth Increment. Accordmgly, 

there 1s no appl~cable rlsk evaluation scenario for that depth merement. Instead, slnce the applicable PCB 

Performance Standard for that depth increment (100 ppm) 1s the MCP UCL for PCBs in soil. the average 

concentration of each of the retamed non-PCB constltuents for the 0- to 15-foot depth increment at each 

evaluation area has been compared to the UCL for each such constituent. T h ~ s  approach 1s consistent with April 

2003 Newel1 Street Area I Conceptual RDiRA Work Plan Addendum approved by EPA. These comparrsons are 

shown In Tables 4-15 through 4-17. As ind~cared in these tables, a11 average concennations of the retained 

constltuents for the 0- to 15-foot depth increment at these evaluation areas are far below the appl~cable UCLs for 

constiwents for wh~ch UCLs exist. For N-n~trosop~perid~ne, no MCP IiGL ex~sts, such that the companson 

described above (related to Pareei K 1 1 - I  - 15) could not be perfomed. In these clrcumstanees, GE has ur~lrzed 

an alternative method of assessment for W-n~wosopiperid~ne, based on companson of the aberage concentrat~on 

of that compound m the 0- to 15-hot depth Increment ~11th the average concenh-ations m other depth increments 

and the nsks ealcu:ated for the caner, The average concenaation of ?;-n~trosopiper~d~ne ~n the 0- to 15-hot 

depth Increment (0 7'7 ppm) IS comparable to the average coricen~atron !n the 0- to 3-foot depth increment. (0  72 

ppni and \%ell "se"iom the areragr concennarion In the 1- to 6-hot deprh increzent ( 1  27 ppm). The area- 

spec~fic nsk evaiuai:on fbr Parcel K : i - 1-1 5 (presented rn Appendix 6) czleuiated i e q  ii>u cancer risks for the 

retained constikents In the latter deprh rficrernenrs ~nc ' idd~ng X-nirrosop~perrdlne - 1 5 x 10 ' for the 0- to 3-foot 

depth (based ox a goundskeeper sceniino) and 3 5 x ? O  for the 1- to 6-foot depth (based or: a i;alrq, tvnrker 

scenario). Czven these resula, I r  i s  concitided that (lie concrnnar~riri of 3-nr.trosop:pendine In the 0- to 15"-hor 

deprh increment uouid iikev,~se present no unacceprahiie nsks 



In summag, based on the results of the nsk evaluattons drsinbed above, exisang concenrratloris of the non- 

PCB Xppend~x LX1.3 const~ruenrs In sod ar East Street -Area i-Xonh already saasfq the appircable Perfomance 

Standards both at the GE-o~ned parcels ju~hnch wtii be subject ro EREs) and at rhe non-GE-owed parcels 

(tvhch w ~ l l  be subject to Condit~onal Solut~ons). As a result. no remeii~atlitn actrons are necessary to address 

the non-PCB Append~x LX-3 constituents w~thm East Sneet Area I-Konh. 

SLIISLAND BCjtiCK & LEE, INC. 
1-50;; eng inee r :  8 s c l e , n r~s ! s  4-1 3 
V Ci-P:i:sSr!"C~ESA_: * . m h  R q ~ i u  mi Prciniaiuiocs Kcv:red f BD.RA_W~(;C;Y::i9tKp: &>. 



5. Summary of Future Activities 

Based on the results of the PCB and Appendrx IX--3 so11 evaluat~ons presented In this Rev1si.d Gon~ctpniai 

RD:L% Work Plan, sxlst;ng sol! cond~txons both at the GE-o~smed parcels and at the non-GE-ot\nsd parcels at 

East Street Area I-Xorth already meet the appircabie Perfmance Standards for c o m c r c ~ a i  lndusrnai areas 

As a result, no further response actions are necessary for so~ls  In East Street Area l-Yonh. Therefore, there 1s 

no need for a Final RI>IRA tt"ork Plan fbr t h ~ s  RU.  FoIlo\vmg EP.4 approval of t h ~ s  Rev~sed Conceprual 

RDiRA U'ork Plan and assumlng that GE and EPA concur that no fkther response actions are necessary. GE 

wllI proceed to schedule a prs-cert~ficat~on lnspect~on under Paragaph 88 of the CD and \wll c o m e n c e  

preparatron of a Frnal Completion Report and request for a Certlficatlon of Complet~on for the East Street Area 

I -?45rth Removal Act~on in accordance ~ l t h  the CD. In addition, CE will proceed w ~ t h  preparation of EREs for 

the GE-owxed parcels at thls R4A and w ~ t h  the non-remed~at~on steps necessary to implement Conditional 

Solutions at the non-GE-oumed parcels m accordance with the CD. 



Tables 

t a i & e Q  BOUCK & LEE INC 
e n g i n e e r s  d s c i e n t t s i s  



TABLE 2-1 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR PCBs 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

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



TABLE 2-1 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR PCBs 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

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

Note$ -~ 
1 Sample.: were cdlectcd by Bl;lsIdt~d, B0iir:k 8 Csc?, inc , and werc submitted to CT&E Environme~itai Services, Inc for analysis of PCBs 
2 Sanijdes t w w  heen vaidalad as por I c l t j  Sanrpling IiijriiUuniity Assurance Project Plan. General Electric Cornp~tny, Pittsfieid, Massachusetts, Blasiand Bouck & Lee, ltiC (apprdvr?ri Nvveixibi?~ 4, 21102 nard rasutimillctl r)ez~?niher 10, 201)2) 
3 NO . Anaiy(e was rwt deteclorl '7 he niimbei iri pairrntlleses 15 thc assrxinted delrction litnit 
4 F~clid dugitxrale sample rcsi~llx, are fireseritnd iri brackets 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX LX+3 SOIL ANALnlCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlfaA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E M F  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PlTTSflELD, MASSACHUSEUS 

(Results are presented rn dry welght parts per mrll#on, ppm] 

V iSf-F*t:sf,e'd_C3_ESA-"-Pi@n R ~ ~ - w t i  aslo P:es"in:a:~c~~.Re~.:seo Zs2_F.A_S*P'X%2? WlaWes s:s 
T a w  2.2 Page i cri 17 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTiGATION SOIL S m P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOtL ANALMIGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PISTSFIELD, MASSACMUSETS 

{Resuits are presented in dry weaghl parts per mrllron, ppm\ 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL S M P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALVflCAL RESULTS 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAPIIPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX fX+3 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDjRA WORK PIAM FOR THE EAST STREET ARM I - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PInSFIELD, MASSAGHUSmS 

(Results are presented In dry weight parts par mrllron, ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL S M P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALnlCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRa WORK PIAN FOR THE U S T  STREET AREA Z - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD. M A S S A C X U S m S  

{Results are pres~ntsd in dry werght parts per mnllton ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTlGATION SOIL S M P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX lX+3 SOIL AMALmlCAL RESULTS 

REVfSED CONCEPTUAL R D / W  WORK P!.AN FOR THE & S T  STREET A R U  1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, M A S S A G W U S m S  

(Results are presented in dry werght parts per mrllion, ppml 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN l N V f  STiGATiON SOIL SMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IXa3 SOIL ANALMIGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET ARFiA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPkqY - PjTTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

iResults are presented rn dry wecght parts per millran ppmj 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAFnPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALMlCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RD!Rk WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PI'TTSFIELC, MASSAGWUSmS 

(Resufts are presanted tn dry weight parts per mril~on, ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOiL SAPAPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALYlfCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D I W  WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COIMPaMY - PmSFiELD, MASSAGXUSmS 

{Resutts are presented in dry weight parts par million, ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN IlvVESTIGATfON SOlL SANIPLfNG DATA FOR APPENDIX 1X+3 SOIL ANAlnlGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA W R K  PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA I - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PIITSFIELD, MASSAGHUSEmS 

[Results are presented tn dry weight parts p e r  m~lffon, ppm, 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAlVlPLiNG DATA FOR APPENDIX iX+3 SOIL ANALniCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAT R D i M  WORK P U N  FOR THE ERST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PIISSFIELD, MASSACMUSmS 

fResults are presentad rn dry werght parts per millton, pprnj 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTlGATlOEI SOIL SAnnPLlNG DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALVJCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENE& ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSWS 

(Results are presented in dry weight parts per mittion: ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN IMVESTfGATiON SOIL SNAPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX 1X+3 SOIL ANALVTICAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA WORK P W  FOR THE W T  STREET AREA 1 - I.IORTW 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC GOMPAEJY - PfnSFlELD. MASSACHUSEmS 

{Results are presentad m dy weight parts per million. ppmi 

: .S~_--.::;i~eiiri-CD-ESA-1-f\~XWFiep~ag an/: Pre~%nla:ioTrS.ilei-:sed CR>R4_V\~F"C!3%?r %iiab;es xls 

1ac1e 2.2 Page 13 of 37 I,- - 1  r ,  * isur 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATIBQ SOIL SAIYIPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX 1X+3 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE VtST STREEf AREA 4 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PInSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

fResuJts are presented rn dry weight parts per mtll~on, pprn) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN lNVESTfGATlON SOIL SAFnPLING DATA FOR APPENDfX 1X+3 SOIL ANAtmICAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRB WORK. PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 5 - NORTH 
GENEWU ELECTRIC COMPANY - PIITSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented in dry wsrght parts per militon, ppmi 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL S M P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX 1X+3 SOIL ANALmlCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PInSFIELD, MRSSAGXCISETTS 

(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppmj 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN lNVESTIGATlON SOIL SANIPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL AMALTTICAL RESULTS 

REVISED COFJCEP7UAL RDIWI WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA ? - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELO, MASSACHUSETTS 

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



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL S M P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX IXs3 SOIL ANAFniCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK P U N  FOR THE EAST STREET AREA I - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PfTTSFIELD, M R S S A G I I U S m S  

(Results are presented rn dry weight parts per militon, p p n )  

_, i ,-- ~ J C - P I I ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ J - C ~ - E ~ A ~ ~ ~ N ~ O P  Qeccrs a w  Dwse-ral.w.s:Reiise~ G"ii)_FA_WF,C?542:i6"aa'as x a  

Tahie ;-5 Page 98 9 3' 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL S M P L J N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALUICAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUM RDiRA WORK PLAN FOR THE E3ST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PImSFIEFD, MASSACHUSETTS 

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



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN fNVEST1GATlON SOIL SMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IXb3 SOIL ANALVICAF RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA "i MC3RTW 
GENERAL ELECTRIC CQMPMY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSEmS 

(Results are presented rn dry weight parts per mallion, ppmj 

* ~~f_n~::~:.e,a_t:-ES~-: ' u r ~ m  riaems an3 P~r.se-tat,.msAw~srd CS5-W31t_'~4F*:6%2196ia?i:es x's - 
Tawe 2-2 Page 26 c! 37 .,- i,O~.*'-- 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAIvlPLlNG DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALniGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D I M  WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA EA - WORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITSFIELD, MASSACHUSmS 

{ResuMs are presented in dry weight parts par mill~on, ppmj 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGAYfON SOIL SAIYIPLlNG DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOlL ANALnlGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RD1P.A WORK PIAN FOR THE M S T  STREET AREA I - NORTH 
GENERriL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITFSFIELD, MASSACWUSEnS 

(Results are presented m dry wetght parts per mrifron, ppm) 

V . G E _ P I ~ I S ? ! ~ ~ J _ C C _ E I ~ ~ _ ; _ % ~ ~ . R ~ S P C ~  and Fr+senia:rsoj'Fisns& C L ? ~ _ P ~ A - ; * ; ~ C O % ~ ~ ~ T ~ C , ~ S  xls 
Taois 2.2 Page 1; 9f 37 *I& 2 Xj4 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SMltPLfNG DATA FOR APPENDIX fX+3 SOIL ANAtrt lCAL RESULTS 

REVlSEO CONCEPTUAF RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PmSFlELD, MASSAGMUSETS 

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

v .GE_F"x::s"~ir:3-C3~E%~i-F.&h~i?ij~fls a'id Pre~%~(ii:i4ns~Ru~'1sed Ci7L?-Rk_t4PCG%2~~Tahlr$ x's 
:a& 2.; Page 23 of 3: 3 ,= ",a%.- '-p-s 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SANIPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX 1X+3 SOIL ANALMIGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK P U N  FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PInSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Resuns are presented in dry wetghl parts per milfran, ppm) 



f ABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAhnPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALmlCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEWUAL RDIW1, WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA : - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC GOMPAPtV - PITTSFIELD, MASSAGWUS-S 

(Results are presented rn dry wetght parts per mrflron, ppmj 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL S m P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX iX*3 SOIL ANALUIGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA W R K  PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 3 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PI'IISFIELD, MMSAGXUSETTS 

(Results are presented m dry worght parts per mriiton, ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLlNG DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALnlGAL RESULTS 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN tNVESTIGATION SOIL S M P L i N G  DATA FOR APPENDiX fX+3 SOIL ANALMIGAI RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RBIRP, WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA ? - NORTH 
GEIJEWL ELECTRIC COMPAEJY - PITTSFIELD, MMSACWUSETTS 

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



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN iNVESTICAT1QN SOIL SAPnPLIMG DATA FOR APPENDIX fX i3  SOIL AIjALMiCW RESULTS 

REViSElS CONCEPTUAL RBIRA WORK P U N  FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, M A S S A C H U S m S  

(ResuILs are presented m dry weight parts per milIron, ppn)  



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL S a P L I M G  DATA FOR APPENDIX lX+J SOIL ANALVflGAL RESULTS 

REVfSED CONCEPTUAL RDiRCI WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITSFIELD, MASSACWUSFIIS 

{Results ere presented in dry weight parts per  mtltion, ppmi 

b ,GE-Pr:iskii3_C3-f 544:-Nrs0?~Racsc~ a r ?  ~re~en la i i c i i j ;F iev~s~  CRl-Ri,_:uPimS*ilii?jTa~~~s *,s 
7 -  ,o - oCi- i -A Face 30 9: 37 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN lNVESTIGATlOPl SOlL SMPLING D N A  FOR APPENDIX 1x63 S O i t  ANALVflCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL ROiRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 4 - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PLfTSFIELD, MASSACMUSmS 

iRtrsults are presented in dry weight parts per niliron, ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALYTICM RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA ? - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COIMPMY - PIITSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented rn dry wcs~ght parts per miliron, ppm, 

V GE_P~t:s'e;d-C3_ESA : Wz'Rer;urs an0 ?reseoDi~~.s,C;e~~~ied 3 R i _ ? ~ ~ - ' ~ ' ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ O ~ S ~ B 9 ~ a b t e s  r:s 
T - " - - 
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TABLE 2-2 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SWPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX 1X+3 SOiL ANALnlGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D i W  WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E N  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PfTTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Resutts are presented 8n dry we8ght parts per millton, ppm) 



TABLE 2-2 
STIGATION SQiL SArsnPLlNG DATA FOR APPENDIX 1X+3 SOlL ANAL 

:ONCEPTUAF RDlRA WORK P U N  FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 
G E N E M L  ELECTRIC GOFIIPAIJY - PfflSFIELD, MRSSACXUSETS 

{Results ere p r t ~ ~ ~ ~ t e d  in dry wetght parts per mrltren, ppmi 

TtCAL RE 

NORTH 



'E-DESIGN 1 N t  

REVISED 

TABLE 2-2 
'ESTIGATION SOIL S M P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL AMAL 

CONCEmUAL RDlRA WORK PFAM FOR THE W T  S f  REET AREA t 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITISFIELD, MmSACHUSETTS 

(Rasults are presented an dry weight parts per  millton, ppmj 

f Hexachiorophene NA I 

."(TICAL RESULTS 

- NORTH 



PRE 
TABLE 2-2 

-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SANIPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANAL 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA WORK PFAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA Z 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSmS 

{Results are presented tn dry weight parts par miilion, ppm) 

I Cobalt 1 N A 1 
Copper 1 N A 

hl A 

.?TICAL RESULTS 

- NORTH 
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3 a+$ d tued~o3 suse 3 re~aaas Je d i=aCoid e@.reii.ssv rji,enO/,ieid Stt piat j iad ss ePrew?l'en uaa me4 ~a~b?*.e~ 7 
si,iEir+w.m F + yj 



TABLE 2-3 
EPA SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR PCBs 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

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

N_oi$?.;- 
1 Sarnpk. co i i ec l~~r r  ~ ~ n d  ar~olysis perfonead by Ur~itod S ta te s  Environmental Protectiorl Agency (EPA) Subcer~ twc to r s  Results provided to GE urrder a Data Exchnnge Ayreemeiit LjeWonn GII arid EPA 
2 NE> - Anolytr? was  not detectrd Ttio riirnrhnr in p:irent)reses is the associated detection limit 



TABLE 2-4 
EPA APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL f i r J M n l C A L  RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA WORK PLJW FOR THE M S T  STREET AREA 3 - NORTH 
GEVERAL ELECTRIC COMPMY - PITTSFIELD. MASSACXUSEnS 

(Resuits are present& in dry weight parts per millron, ppmj 



TABLE 2 4  
€PA APPENDIX 1X+3 SOIL AWMTTIGAL RESULTS 

REViSED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA WORK P U N  FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPAIJY - PInSFIELD. MASSACWUSEITS 

iResults are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 



TABLE 2-4 
EPA APPENDIX ix+3 SOIL mmnfcK RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUM RDMA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 4 - NORTh 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMpAh"Y - PITTSFIELD, MiZSMCHUSElfS  

{Results are presented cn dry wetght parts per mriiton, ppmj 



TBBLE 2 4  
EPA ASPPEKDIX IX+3 SOIL ahiAbrf iCAL RESULTS 

REVISED COkGEPTUAL RDfRA WORK PIAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA ? - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PffiSFIELB, IASSACHUSEnS 

(Results arc- presented m dry ruetght patds p e r  rniltron, ppml 

&&& 
: Sarn;ie cIQe-cti-i-; and anabfsss fe?crmea 39 L,nr?eo Slates Enr.!r(;zmiinb! Prsteci?o'i Agency (EPF;, Sjkslonrrai;ton 2,esuirs 

rra.;!&ed to GE bnder a Das Exchange f;g-ee~i"n: WP~een GE a d  EPP 
2 *uk - "ia? Pna!ped 



TABLE 2-5 
HISTORICAL SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR PCBs 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

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

Notes- " -- 
1 Sanipbs wore cnib?cic:tl arid arralys~.d by Gi:ricral Eiaciric Cntripariy subcvr~iractors far PCBs 
2 NU - Anaiyte was riot daiacled 'The r>uriibr?r rn parenllieses 1s !be associated detection llnllt 

3 NR . Mot Reported Yotsl PCB datir was onleced lrorn silrilrnary data tabks and no! the laboratory report form 
4 Fteici Uupi~;o\tt 'iompit. rz*stilts art; prescriterl trr hrar,kets 

Q-3 k~Qu>?l!fie p" 
P . 'lli<? rliirllytei IS delectati iii the sili~~ple 7110 pe?fcei!t d!ffefev~ce ln the ~01>centra1/0ns cal~ulated f r i m ~  ~ V V O  dissimilar GC columns is greater thari 25% Tllc viilue s)ril>uitt he coiisiKkred esllcn,ltotl 

VIC-E .Ptltrrt,rlxi Cn f"SA 1 Nx,rtl~tRe~x>ris arirj Presilrt;il~~m:R#~vvsi-ri CRU RA W R W 5 4 2 l ~ T n b l r s  xis 
7;ibll. 3 5 



TABLE 2-6 
HISTORICAL APPENDIX iX+3 SOIL ANALMIGAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRil WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREk I - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - P17ISFtELD, UA55AGHUSmS 

{ R e s u l t s  are presented tn dry wetght  parts per millton, ppn) 



TABLE 2-6 
HISTORICAL APPENDBX IX+3 SOIL ANALYfICAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 4 - NORTH 
GENERAF ELECTRIC COMPANY - PIn-TSFIELD, MASSACWUSEnS 

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

- I  v ,p- s~c-i;:ltcf#e*d-C3~ESAAAAr.r,~5 Repu""s an? 9~se'~ta;nn'i RBLSB:: C R l j _ p A - v ~ i T ~ ~ 3 ~ ~ $ s ~ T a ~ i ~ ~  r:s 

labe  2.6 P a ~ e  2 d 5 ?,6~23-W 





TABLE 2-6 
HISTORICAL APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALUlCAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDI'RA WORK P U N  FOR THE EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC GOMPNY * PITTSFIELD, MASSACMUSEf7S 

iRssults are presented rn dry wergl-rt parts per millron, ppm) 



TABLE 2-6 
HISTORICAL APPENDIX I X t 3  SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDI'RA W R K  P W  FOR THE EAST STREET AREA ? - NORTH 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PInSFIELD, M A S S A G X U S m S  

(Rssutts are presented rn dry wsrght parts per mrllton, ppm) 

Notes 
1 Samo'es were collected and analyzed by General Electric Company subcon!racrors +or Appendix IX + 3 constituents 
2 ND - Analyte was not detected The number in parentheses is ?he associated deted,on limr? 
3 NA - Not Analyzed 
4 Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxictty equivalents (TEQs) were caiculated using Toxicity Equivaiency Factors (TEFs) derived by the World Health Organrzation 

(WHO) and published by Van den Berg e? a1 in Environme.itai Health Perspect~ves 106(2), December 1998 
5 F,eld ouplicate sample results are presented in brackets 

Data Quailflers. 

Orqan~cs (volatiies PCBs, semivolatiles, d~oxinAuransl 
6 - Anacyte was also detected in the associated method blank 
J - inaicates an eslmaied gi31~.e iess than the pwcticai quanritalion limit (POL) 
Y - 2.3,7,8-TCDF resiilts have been confirmed OP a DB-225 co!umn 

Inorqanccs 
B - Indicates an estimate0 value between the instrument detection i*m't (!DL) and oiadicai obantrtatton ii%it (PQL) 
N - Indicates sample matrix spike anaiyss was outsrde control limits 
E - Ser~ai drlu?ion resu,ts not wcthrii 10% Apolicabie only if analyte conceltra? o l  is at leas! 50X rhe IDL in origtqaa sample 

- indicares iabocatory dup~ficate analysis was o~tSfdE? control limits 

b ~GE-~~::sf~eiri~CDOCSkkli*.i-y!~ R e m 5  and Pr$ser?ta!ims:Rrv$ed CR~-FU-'S:PICCB~~? a6Tab.e~ x.5 
i;ine 2.6 Page 5 i r l5  
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+PBiE 4-2 
COWPAPISO% OF DETf C E O  AF"PE"I0I.X iX-3 COhrSTiTUE%iS TO IIIDrlSIRzRb SCREE%l%G PDGs 

&ON GE-EiWhlE3 PARCEL K l O - 4 4 - l  

REVlSED CONCEPTUAL RDfFaAWORls, PIAN FOR EAST STREET AREA Z -NORTH 
G E Y E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PWSFIELD, PnrSSSACHJSfTTS 

iRcrsu8ts m ppm, dry ffetghO 

I USEPA Rwwn 9 1 ConstXW RBt;riixrd for 1 8ndustrblPRC;s 1 F 

&&& 
1 PRG = PieimnarvRemWtr.an Goai 
2 Per AClachm~nl F @ S l ~ f z m n !  of ~Noix fi. Renovat &irons O'rsde me R m i  ISOIY! mmoaiisol to PRGs ii twuapd la: a!i b e t a d  

A p p f n d ~  fx+J ~unStR~gnB eriep' PCBs dcms a e  !urns 

3 h asw6ance cKb T m m n  4na~hmelii F O! the 5 6 W  USEFA Rwon 9 P9G5 for o?nrnsrceVr-;umm~ a e s  w e e  a& to, ln-I scree-w 
mmpa15o~ Fo, canSll.ueqi3 tot Y ~ C O  them are l o  such PRGa me foiisxwd s u q m e  R-cn 9 of?Cls wPre us& 13- %:eencg 

a Denzdalpyene foc caCcu*)ganr PAHs, per TIICmria! AVacrmenI 5 Sesnn 2 3 Stea 3a 

5 naj!Raene far w-ca-crrqerc PAM5 prri -ecbn=a: Azacnment ' Seccon 2 0 S!cp 3a 
c *@inae- cymde fsi'wi. cyande 3e; EPAs Newt-' 5t:et Area I F i D W  *%el  ?an Condacns Appmval ,em- dam4 nisi ?a 2002 

6 -i-r4~1e lor we. x#r;ler wr EDDs % m i l  Sbe .  'uea ! QDIRA WG* irlaa. Car4aanar bpmva! ieser ~ Q a t  May 24 22:: 

e caw" dsu%xfe :or sb'ide ~x?t E m i s  25s 3 C i  40s Con3texes 9 S t X A  Wo* Piw C3-44aiiar Aaonvai irre: ?;dl& Mazci; ?S 2902 

4 Conna~byenls reiamed 'ar (uCIW eeiiamn 1 rr mam:,m 6c5aed mnce-i-nrjm euzee4s 3 ini-es~6ii3nJ PR: 



T W L E  4-3 
COMPARISON 0s DETECTED APPE*rDIX ?X+3 GDNSTJUEhTS TO iN3dST9;Ai. SCPEEkihiG P'iGs 

hON GE-3WNED PARCEL Kli-3-1S'MTW PROJECTED DATA 

RE'JISED CONCEPTUAL RD" WORK PW4 FOR EaST STREET MEA : - hORTX 
GENERAL ELECTRE COMPANY - PITTSFIEFD, MfiSSAGWSEmS 

iRasults tn porn, dry weqnti 
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TABLE 4-4 
EXISTING CONDlTlONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

GE-OWNED PARCELS (O- TO 1-FOOT DEPTH INTERVAL) 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results In ppm, dry weight) 

N*+i*b 
1 Toi.11 2 3 7 D TCOLI ioxrbi euiiine4onty ~ u o l u ~ n l s  ( 1  tt3sl weir ralculald usmg Wwld He;il!h Organuatnn (WHO) I o x l y  Equwaic,,cy F a e a ~ s  (TEFs) f o r  all PCDUIPCOF runtmriif+tlilr 

Whpie vidNlliia1 C I I ) I I ~ $ X ~ ~ ~ ( .  W e r e  ns)i dl.lrL1Pd d value 01 uito-half !hr analylral dsls,lun !inin was us&? lo Caiculate lhtr TEQ Concsntralnns 

.? Walt the exrCplr?il of To!.)! 1CGs (r,nslnuanis crvdluatcd aahw haw a rndxnii~ln snrnpir tesuil 1 h ~ I  exceeds thria ,espL+ctw? EPA Reqiinn 9 industilal PUGS or surriyi~t~ PRGs 
2 Non dlrte-l la+,jrle 8C6uItb m c i o d ~ ?  :a iliie llail Il,e ac!#e.nnn irlrn n !l,c calculstali of msxlnlurn and ainhrnetn: aveiagc coilcentralnns and presmled in bold 
d ihij MrlMXI 1 S 2 wid slrlPM(~ldii I s ~ L * ~  are thobc asvlcwled we,  GW-2 or GW-3 grovndwali?r (whc1,evi.r s more stmgsnl) excepl for UuuniPuran Tutnl TEOs Tulal TEOs ole comp;srnt 
k, the i$BA P W s  tot such li 0s  $491 out wt A!t;bchinranl F ol t!tc Stafmmnl a1 Woik for Rsnaval Ai-I-0s Outsnle the River (SOW) or the othm ?EQ campatisan craafia uliivtll iri 

lilr Cnri(~iilii;ri F?I>.mA Walk Wd11 101 N l l w 4  Sheel Aces I 

5 Atff l l in#~ I r e 4 J ; i 4 >  CO~~~.~O~T:.(XIIIS 0 1  all <WOS!LUBI)IS C'XL.L'P~ Tala1 TFtis are nimparL* 10 Metr,m$ 1 Sod Standards For f Ens thp rnaucllurn ~0ncenli3Iun a cornpart4 lo Lhc 

iippropiulr EPA fiR<i (t i t  i l t i l ~ ?  I*~IIIP;~,JSO~ cclrrmii) 
6 Sarnplrvg data fot ;arnplstg ii)c,rrxtii W 6  CG h a w  bee,) nnclod,.d n there e v a i ~ i s ~ o n ~  as toliows (a)  For detr?c(id coniiodilusnts enher the avorage of hirth ss,nples Id the mnstniieo! was deti.ctCd ili img hiifli samiplmly t-~t*ivtsl 

O< I!P v.tiiic Oi Iiie dstrclr! coomldianl td lrie ooiihi4uent was unlvda!M& dduruly aile (11 h e  samplny uwilts) elid (b) lor non-ds l s i l d  cunlluents, half the value of llle i l e l~c tun  I ~ i i n  ,rcIia.%bil ctululi) 

rfle sup~lcrrienrll r,miplMlg c.iialla It* ui Ailgiis? 2003 

VLIA  Pd(s(*M CO t sA i NumiR<vx>rtz. ard C"rowL'i~!L~,i>a\M~*\lstll CRD PA W~OO~421ahSec4Tbia d~ 
0 4 



TABLE 4-5 
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

GE-OWNED PARCELS (1- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INTERVAL) 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results in ppm, dry welght) 

NyIrS 
1 1 1 1 ~  c<ml i l~e t i i i  t"v3liiallW atniw tram! 3 iridurnliill Sdlnvls f(?611Il Ittat exceells ltier r@§r)ec11%! EPR Regun 9 lnd,ir(ftal PIiGs 01 surlr4ale PRGs 
2 NWI (JP~c*c< I~l i lol f? qe.;uns r,ciadr*r 8s ane.half rhr delect:lori lung n !he cillculalun of arrtttrnptr aversQe concentlatons and present& ui bold 

'! The MeIINIII 1 Y?I S1J"laiilS isii*l ail" IhUSe a~,51)Cir316%l ~111  GW-2 01 GW-3 groiindwldler (whchever a more slimgeiil) 

4 Aldhinrlr av(?filye m)occ~.!i.3tufis 01 all milslnuenls sie co:01npB10d to MeillUt 1 Sod Stdn6a1ds 
5 -. a COIIIIIIU~?~II iniil 5uhjt>cI to analfia\ 



TABLE 4 6  
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

GE-OWNED PARCELS (O- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INTERVAL) 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results In ppm, dry welght) 

V l i iF  Prn.~f~Id Cil  r SA" r Floilh3R11m>lls a i d  i ~ i e s ~ n r i l l r ~ n ~ , ' F < e v c i ~ l  Ci?(x RA" WP\OO542 lSGSe~4Tbls XIS 
4 I 



TABLE 4-6 
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

GE-OWNED PARCELS (O- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INTERVAL) 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 - NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results In ppm, dry weight) 

NQtB 
1 701~1 2 1 7 R 7CUD Ir)x%l(y I1UUWrliCncy q u ~ f ~ i l l %  ITEOP) wet* Caiculdtt~i usiw WulW Hedlt!l OrgNi~a la l l  IWtiU) T o a n y  Eqii@valelbcy Factor5 (1 EFs)  !or all FCUUIPCDF mmfu?uiuls 

W h e t s  indRhdud1 ~ I I I ~ $ X I ~ I I K I S  wQie li;ii6%3E1~l& a nvdiuu of onl*.hali !!XI anaiilr:li daloclari lma was uacd lo r:a!cu!a!e the TEU conc<?nttatnns 

2 illid1 7LOs WC~T.  e~illuat(11 101 Ihe S .  10 15-IwI d ~ p l l ?  II)LIL"~I~CI!~ only 

3 Pempl~lg llaia lo, namplKi(i luc:ilx*n RAA6 Ch ham beer* rib liiolnd m these I?va!ualans as foiiows (a) Tor dsleclpd cunst0uents, edhei the nvriJgr ol both sdinp!cs ( d  the conatlurn! was ilslrdr\l duirw h i h  s.rirr(iiiny ewnlr) oi tlm vnlue 

of the P148*iE*1 mniiIfiiilr8,I ( d  the consS*ueilt war only dolr.ar\l durv*g or30 of lfrr somiliuyi events) dnd (b) !or noo-dclariw! rNnsduents, half l!le v ~ i u e  of tho dctecian lmd adiawrd duia,Q Itlr rupplcrocntal sainjrliiig mihlui!i;*i n Aiigiirl Z(N1,I 

d wat* ttir rxrrrplmn iif Yolal iEUs ionsiliir?nts svi?iual& atmw haw a inaxrrnunr r;ainp!e tesult Ihal exceeds !IIL*U rospeCfiK EPA R-011 Y lnd~Sti,ai PRGs or suiiogate PRGJ 

S Nan drwl~c1 hampie tesiiNli r ic l i id~*j  J1 cine-half the delenoo l xnd  n !he clrlculatrrn of m a m u i n  arKf siahrnotn: awfags Lonccnlrslans viKl p1~'6en!<71 II boid 

b The I.IV((bctU 1 9 3  SOL^ ~Idiwl~t i lh  IillVIl 1 0  Itto* ds?*ic6illi* wdli GW.2 of GW.3 groui,dwalcc (whrhevei s mote siia,gsrit), eu;ept for DwrsiFuran Tola! TEUs Tuls! TfQs  ere compared b tlic EPA I~RGJ lot srirh 

7EC)s $el OM st Ali:%~htneml r of lire SfBIEl r r~n l  oi U'odk I.14 R ~ " r m v i l l A c ~ t 1 ~  OUtStilr ff3c Rw+!r (SOW) or the eater TEG cornparaon crAerW uti!il~*l m the Concepliial RUmA WorX Wao br Nowall SDerll Ati-;r I 

7 Arbtim~4.lr i)v~is*)u izanct~n!iatuins of jii (f.Uitliihl~iPnlS eICeP! Total TFOS ale mii(pBii?d to MeItMd I Sot! Sldi,ditrdS For 1 EQs. the maurnurn COriCenleaton s cutngsred lo tlte nppiopihxte EPA PRO (08 iiltici criing;lrisnn trlcisiii) 

N . ux~btainurmt no1 buhjaw! to an.rli*c; 

v i i i E  .Pn8+felir CL) t S A  i Nortt%Wemns and Ptc~sentatonr~Ri'yp~,~*1 CilD RA M'i"\OflS12 1R65~4Tbls ds 
d f, 



TABLE 4-7 
EXISTING CONDITIONS. COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
O- TO 1-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

N Q ~ B ~  
1 1.il.zl 2 3 7 f4 TCOO l i i r ~ d y  miunali~ncr qlroln*wls [ t Fa*) wore calculalirt usmy rVotld Health Orgsnuatnn (WHO1 Tox~cfii Equtvniency Famis (1ETs) !or nil PCODIPCUF mrnpoiinill 

Wticic nirlnnluli  mrnjwunds wrlc mt lli~tec!?xi a avairir 01 n n e  llall !he anaIil+aI drteclun Imn was iiaed lo calculate !tic? TEU concenlmtans 

2 Wnli the PU^I*II!~~ OI Total li01 cnlislaiinoli evaiiialid above haw a mautliuin sampie lpsuil t t i l  czseds tlretr rrapeclw EPA Rwan 9 Inductitst PRGs or suiiogale PRijs 

3 Non d r i r d  sarn(~I~~ if i l iull l mi.lidrrl ua ixre ti.lIf the d+!lR.lm iiirbn n B,e wlcuinl*ln of rnautnom and aiilhrncln: average miiccnliataos am6 present& n hold 

a ihi. )r(cttlc%l t S 2 sol sinn4lirdS isriw ;,,a trr?rs w?ucmt& wffh GW 2 or GW.3 gioiindw:l(tv [whrheMr is mole sirmgein!) except !or Duuflumn Total TEUb Tota! TEUs drt: mmilarotl 
hl the $.PA fsl.tGh lot SUCII ~ F O S  set oail li Anachint?nt F of llhe $iaBrrr?rrrof Wotk IOI f+cnwv~Acf#,nr Oufsdc lfrr Rwei (SOW) oi !he othm TEO cozriparaon oler,.? ullvotl n 
t'v.ll$ixl(mnl pcrloimtxl for the Concaiitusl RDIRS, Woik Ptjiii for hieue!I S!roct A+ea I 

i Aint>tnfw. ow+;xdu! roncs.ilra!ons of .ti1 cons*.lduuiil\ except Tiofdl TLOF arc CafnpaiM to Methoif 1 S o d  Slsndards For TEOs the maxmiuin conceolia!no s cn#iipa~ed to !he 

rppropiirlls CIU Ai"iiG (0, othtbi uirniwrilirii CdeiXio) 

o - uinsle,eiil itir! $iibjr*ts to irri,llv.iee 

V IGL V"*iiff"l( (-0 ESA i ~101th\ i?swrh .itM PICSCIII!.IUI~ 11Rebs.lSCtl CRU ffA_WP\U1>442 IOb%t?\ 4 rb!% Xis 
4' 



TABLE 4 4  
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL KIO-14-1 
O- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA $-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

N 9 k t  
$ rolit 2 3 ? t4 TC.:nl? loh r*y  i)yoruait(ic~y ~ ! i x ~ l r " r ~ l ~  (1 EOii) w w e  (.IIICLIII~(<~I~ U S ~ P I ~  World Health O r ~ a n ~ a t m n  (WIIO) ToucIy Cquivalrncy Faclots (TFFs) for all PCL1C)lPCDF r:ommiinds 

Whi-ti. niindu.al t"zirnjmimdi wore imi d f ) l . ~ ~ t ~ x l  a valii*. 01 oiir-half the airaly(*ldl detcituir imi t  was us& to c a l ~ u l a l e  ttie TEO concenlrotans  

2 WLIl tblt- ua.ep!fjft of 7 u l ~ J  iEu& ctinrauprro cvba!ue$tmj above haw a maurnurn S ~ ~ B V ! P  rOSul1 lhal ercrais ther  renpeniw £PA Rwon 9 ln0usirul PRGr or r u f r w a t e  PRGs 

.I Nondi*;i)c'l sairifile ii*sutlr in~l~illt?? as on6 hall tlir delcLtnil I#,?$ n8 lho calculalnii of inamutn  and aii(hnie!r: avrtiage concenlirtnns and presenld M &,hi 

4 lt,e Ui*!h*KI 1 S 2 wd st.riilatda laltul ale !how armci;itnl wall GW.2 0, GW-3 yitrundwater (wtirhever s inore btrn(len1)~ excepl for Dnunlruinlr Tol;,! TEOs Tnlal IEOr d,e coinparid 
M) the kPA 1'1105 10, &ticti TEUb SP! oil! Anat lh#7rr-nl i of the SLalcnrnl of Worh Iw Rei?wvaiAchi>tis Ovh,& Mr Rivet (SOW) or Ihe other I EO Con~pafiro8, crleria utilucd ur 

t*v.ili~.,l~iill iie*lilrni& fhi Ilte Con~~.pliii.i RO'UA Work Pinil fui Niwcll Slieel Arc.1 t 
5 A r e , m e l r  rw*t.ryxr ~>RwrXl rd lmi lb  of 111 t_t~~ls~ilnurlr,ls r ~ ~ e p l  iijl.ll TEOs are cnvnpait*J to Uethod 1 S o l  Slaodasds Foi iEOs the rnaxn7,irm ro0Len:iatun u ConrParPd lo the 

B L ) , > ~ o ~ > I L . I I  / P A  P R j i  [or 00~t-8 ~.OIIIV~II-OI? CIL(P , I J~I )  

b - miiiini>r<il $not riilljcn i )  ai,;aiyss 

'i U:& Pil(%felil C t )  ESA I +ItiillilAemiih and Plracnlatuor\ilpvaPd Cull llA~WI"\OUSd21QBSac4Tbls xis 
4 8 



TABLE 4-9 
EXISTING CONDITIONS - COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
1- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

NI)R"; 
1 COII%IIIIL~CIIIS evrlIiWlibd iahovi? 113vt! ;1 IY~XIIIUIIII snini)ie rc?sull ltlai t'xcrbods llieir rPsyective EPA Reyiori 9 indiisbwl PRGs or surrogate PRGs 

2 Nor-dotiact sariwit? rc?$iiiis included ,la one-llall !tie doircliiiib l~rln! 10 Uie caicuI;~tbnri of mi~xinwrn and ariltirrolic average coilcentrallotis and preselrled $11 Ddd 

3 ih$, )ii(i*tti~tl ! 5 3 SWI standards J i s l ~ d  aro ttiuse asstxiated wllh GW.2 or GW-3 groundwater (whithevi!r is nxwe strinyenl) 

4 Aril!>ii*.lz?: rrvrraee cor~ceril~-rIiiniris of all rmrstiliieiils arc? corwarcd lo Melhod 1 Soil Slarldards 

\, rGF T'~llilii~l(l ( 0 li SA i F4<,rtti\Rt~yx)iis and F ' r i ~s rn rn I i i ~~~~Revb~e i l  CRO RA WT"\DU412196S~cJTbI5 xis 
4 9 



TABLE 4-10 
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
0- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

Sample Depth (Feet): 

- 

V IGE ,Prtt$fiehl-Gil ESA, t Nont%4cwids and PrrrenWlans\ilo~~siK1 CRI) .Uh .WP\00542196Sc,c4Tbis xis 
4 10 



TABLE 4-10 
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
0- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

!dQles 
1 ToL31 2 3 7 8-YCUU knic!!y cwurwilit~ncy ~ t m b ~ i r h  (TEOsi wrr calf UILI~OX! i u s i i i ~  Wc)rId Hr~aIIts Oiganira!iuir IW1IO) Toxicity Equivalency Facton ( IEFsl b r  nli PCDOlPCDF mrnpoutlils 

Vttieio' iixlivrrfu,il rri*ti{x)ii?xls -+re rrnr deledo6 a vdJui? o l  one.ti:sil the alalylica! driectiorr lilnil was u s e  to cal~ulnle ttte 1 CO concenlmlans 

2 7uWJ IECls Marc ~ . v l u s t &  lor lrle 1- In 15-llx#f Uopllr iocrernefil olily 

3 WIIR tire exceytroli of Tola 7EU4, L U I I S ~ I ~ I ~ ( ? ~ ~ $  evill i i i l ltd R ~ V L "  have a rnnxifnuin snrrivie riisull that o x c ~ n l s  tlroir respectsve EPA Region 9 lnduatrinl PRGs or surnaste PRGs 
4 NUn-tJrri~*cl s;mpie rrsuiis ~ircliidrlrl s$ onrrti,df the deZc111111 1111111 in Vie ~al~ulatfion U! maxtrnum and arithrnebc average curicencntions and present'd in hold 

5 It>a Mettiwi 1 S 3 $mi stsriilrwds irut& ~XII! Omz,e nssocdal~? ~ 9 t h  CW-2 OI GW-3 i j~o i i i tdml r r  (Khichevrr ,a rnorc stnngerit), except for DtoxiniFurari Total TCQs Totai TEUs are cornjrarcd 
W the CF'R i'Rlr'r I01 sixh i t 0 ~  set util iii A!!;u:titnrill I 01 Itit. Slabrrieni ol Woik fo, Rairmvdl Arbons Oufside the Wvs, (SOW) or the othor TEU compnnson cnlena tittiired in 

evsiirfJtnnS peiinrritrrl !c%r the Ci~nrC~fltiidi R O l U  Wur* P l m  lor Weveil Street Area I 

6 Arrllnielc ovef;q)e cntrcrwibrrimir?; of oil Consliliii?frh ~"xcovt 'IOU! rCOs a161 cornparod to Met11r~J 1 Sail StdrKldlds For 1EUs the inaxtinurn conconltotion is compared it3 Ure 
a(iirmiin,r!r Fl'A h)"RG ( t i c  rilirrr ronrpmsiv, crriormn) 

ii - = txt:onsttlutnl it01 .siihi<scl li) snaiy*2tq 



TABLE 4-1 1 
EXISTING CONDITIONS - COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11-1-15 WITH PROJECTED DATA 
O- TO <-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA ?-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

Not~*$ 

i Tot,ri i 3.7 8 ?CUD toxicity cquiualrf~cy qiioliofllr, (1ECls)wre ca!ctlial& using Wodd tleailti Oq]all#zation (WHO) Toxictly Eqiiivsioncy Factors (IFF'S) for ,rll PG0I)IPCIIC ciinrjuir,$dr 

Wh+?r~ irdiv,diial c o m ~ t i i u ~ s  vveril riot detectex, s villue of olic-half the anitiyliLa1 detection litnal was us& to caicutale tire iEi)  coiicentrdt#ons 

2 Wilh tl ir prLeplioo 01 ToIB! i m s ,  cun~l~tuenls ~vsi i iatmi above have a nisximuin sarriple reauil llie! excoeds thcar rcripscbve EitA Rty)itin Q iln(uslr86l FJRRG& or buinxlste PRGI 

3 Non-ilel~vl snmirle iesulrs iociuiied as on+*-tiulf the dclnctron limit iui llirr cslcuiatiun of maximurn and a6iltlmet1c avormle co:oncen!r:,l~w,s aid pipscr%tcd in tKiM 
4 Itre MulllinJ 1 S.2 sa! s!airdarils i iat8i l  are llrose assacrat& wlli GW-2 or GW-3 Qroundwnter (whicllovor es mote stnngr:nt), except lor Uroxir?iFurnn i u l s l  TEOs Tob,l TEQs ate cornpaw 

li) the Ei*  haR1;s 10, h i i ~ l i  7EOs set Out in Atlachinen! F nt the Sluloinci f lo l  Wo~k br Reitiov,l! Action? OufsMn the Wver [SOW) or !he oliir~r Tl:Q ctmtp~nnsun ciilp,%n ul,iirc*l in 

pvalii;r!ions prrlorrnnd lor the Nfwe!l Sfreel Area I RAA 
5 Aflllirrr<~lrc evei*we ~ o n ~ ~ n l i i t t ~ o f ~ i i  01 ail ~or~s l~ l~~enLF,  except io!,~! TEUs. are compared lo Mellloil 1 Sail Standares For IEQs.  lhe rnnximurn cnricenliolion $8, cnmparcd (cl the 

Bppn)poatc $.PA PUG (08 alhili rnnipaiison cr.i!erian) 

6 hlo MCP MolloC 1 So31 Stardart# avaii;rble for eva!uatiun of !his cc)m(mund, thoreloie, ttiis (.onrllluent mil he retained hi stibsl*quoii! ares-spenf8c n*k eueliintioii 

7 - " C~IIISIIIIIOOI ,lot st jbj~ct b ilfldlyhi?, 



TABLE 4-12 
EXISTING CONDITIONS - COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11-1-$5 WITH PROJECTED DATA 
0- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

NOli?* 

1 7ilbtl 2 3.1 8 TCOKI Viniclly riqiiivalrncy pimtarnts IlEOS) **re CBlculatnj uairlg Wand Ilealtl? OyaniLalan [WHO) ruxroty Equivalency Faclurs (TErs)  lor ati PCDWIPCUF coinpouriils 

N'hpi~  il*d?v*Jii81 c01i13~)t~tMb wet* no1 ilt.tricli*l B value of One-half llrs analytiiai detcaclron linrit was us& lo calculate tho TLO concontrabons 

? Willi ntr ~%zrt~plxw ol lt,t:~l TEas consetuanb ovelu;tlevl above have a rnaxwniirii sainpie result that excenls their respective EPA Region S lnrlusliinl PRGa or suircKjatp PFlGs 

3 Noi3d~Ico~t Sri l l i j i iC ICLIIIILS inclt~divi aa one heif Itae detuetio~i limit in Ihe calculation of rnaxmun, and anlhnietic sverilge concontrolions and preseiltcrl in bold 
4 ihr? M c t t c ~ l  1 S 2 soil Ita*Nl.mls l i s t ed  &re llinse as.iocialtx$ wldl GW.2 or GW-3 omundwaltv (w(1,chcver s morr strr:i~eiill, excppt lor [)ioxiniFuran Total TEOs Total TEUs ore cnnrporat 

b the (-PA PRGs for surh IICUs ?,pi otit ti1 Affactiiiiriit P 01 tl lr Staferr~rit  o l  Work for RenmvaiArlroi6s Oulsrde lhe Wivrjr (SOW) or ttie "trier TEQ cotnpnnroii cnleiin iitilircd in 

evelwthrn% per(o17nid lot tltr* Newii Street Area I R M  

5 Anltirnritir irrersige eoncr?ntrdi8on.; of dl1 constituents. euccjit TOW TEOs, are carnuart* lo Mtitliod 1 Soil SLandiclaiiis Fur TEOs, the maximurn mncenllalion IS rumperwl to llii! 

itEl,m/lllllL" Pl'A PfiiG (oc oltiei (.o~tii)m(ioii ciitervitr) 

b Nii MCP MetIiod 1 Soil St.3niJilir) dv,riiirl>lc* fw evnliirrtborl w l  tlrll comjiounil, t!icrek~re. !!?as coiistituo8t wl i  be retatnctl ror ai~i,seque,it artlo-5pecilc nsh evillualioi? 

I - - ionsblur4rl iiol iuhjcct Ps niirily%i? 

V rGE f')tbt.l?id CL1 6 SA- 1. NorlhiHcwrts wxl Pr,es~lntaItuii5iNt~~tsi*1 CRD Kn.LVPi00542 19mSw4Tbll, xls 
4-12 



TABLE 4-13 
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GEGWNED PARCEL K11-1-15 WITH PROJECTED DATA 
1- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

--- - "-- - 
Sample IE / Srmvle Devth lFeeli: 1-3 13 

MCP Method I S-3 Constituent EL-I I IGW-2.GW-3I Soil I Initial Comvarison 

Nalf:y 
1 1 tae U,nrlv!ol$wlU t~va!tinl%l aMvr time e maximuin sarni)ie fesul! mat OXCBWS their ,esp1"2!ive EPA Rwaan 9 lnduslnal PRGs or sumgale PI?Gs 
2 Nundeimt sorriille restills r,ciiidrxl as one-llaii me delecliorl limit #ti lhe CBlcuialron of  anlhmetic average ccmcenlralions urwl prrsool~d In bald 

1 106 MCII>IXI 1 S 3 seal S I E I I U ~ B ~ S  lislnd are Urnst' as&ociatcrf WVI GW-2 or GW-3 gioundwalur [ V V ~ I I C ~ I ? V P ~  is nlOrC stringent) 

4 A I I I ~ I I I L ' I ~  BYL"I&]*(~P C O ~ ~ C S ~ ~ ~ ~ D ~ ~ O ~ ~ ? ~  of 811 mt1st11~enlS are comp,trM b Mcltiod t Soil Standards 

5 No Mi:i" M e l h d  1 Soil Slnndar~ ovaildbia h~ uuniua!ion a1 h i s  c o m ~ i u n d ,  !tierefore. !!ti$ aof,rtitven! unli be retniilcrl for subs~qtif~cl(! area-~pe~tfic i ibk ~)valh#all~fi 

lf lCX P>Rrier?ki CO FS9 1 Notlti\i?ewib sind Pras$*illa1i~>ns\Hpr,s& I:RCI_IW. WPi00542!9BS~~4Tb!r* xis 
4.13 



TABLE 4-14 
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL KII-1-15 WITH PROJECTED DATA 
O- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

I 
, . , *,, 8 ,  !. :, ,,",.+. FJ,.!k. ',I II "j , , '  No 
, . '  . . . . . . . .. . -. .- . -. . . . . . . .- - . . . . - . . - .. . . . - . . - . . . . . . I . , . ,  ! ,  I 1~ :. , , w - .  l l t , l t v  ' , ( 2  7 7  iSf'cs hvt r  7 )  Yes 

I 
I trraris 

L F F  P~ltsfirkl CD C S A  I Norlhtnr*w&r niril I"r~~w~!dlt~)nsW~'~tsrd CRD-F4.A Wi~WS4?1985@cJlbls XIS 
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TABLE 4-14 
EXISTING CONDITIONS -COMPARISON TO METHOD 1 SOIL STANDARDS 

NON GEOWNED PARCEL K11-1-15 WITH PROJECTED DATA 
0- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

~WDS 
1 io la~l  2.3.7 R ICOO tuxicrly equrvaifiniy rjirotrer?ts (TEQs) *re cslciiln!& tiistog Woiid tiealth OrQanlration (WHO) Toxicity Equivalericy Foctors (1EFs)  far all PCUDIPCDF lompnunds 

Whsre i ndav~d~d CIJ~Y~~X)O&~  ~ n ? m  i i ~> t  de l~ leCI .  R value of i,rretraii the analytical detect,oil lhrn~l was us& lo cirlculotn ltie TEQ conccnlrabons 

1 iulai 7COs vcur~ evaludtnl for I1h~ 1- h3 15-foot deplh ifc<r?meiii only 

1 W~t l i  tie excepl,un 01 TuUI 7COs. CO~S~!UC( \~L  OVBIO(I!CY~ ;itmve liirve a rn;rxirnurl! saniplo rasiill !lial exceeds Il\oir rcs(,ectne EPA Rcglon 9 lndussial PHGs or sumgale PRGs 

4 Non rlc?lecl srunplir rcr~ulh atckwlwl as one hail Itio deleci8un lirnil iii the iaiculabon of  maxsmum and arottimelit average concenlralions and presenled In ha@ 
5 Tht? Moltxxj 1 S 'i soil Stu~uI;3nfr liqtnl are lhrjt,o nssuciotaf *lw,tl! GW-7 or GW-3 utuundwaler (whicllever IS more stnngenl). except for RoxlnlFuran Total TERs Total T t R s  nm o o m p u i ~ 4  to tile EI'A PR6r lor .;iir.h 

i i  UI scl our si Atio~hnicinl Cat !ha Sfsafene?c.,tI crf WufX for i?t+irnivillAclmiis Ouls~llu the Rrver (SOW) or !he omer TEO cornpartson cnlenil requf?stc? In EPA's May 24.2002 comment letkor ~cysrdtny tho RAA 

b ARttirliul~c irvarlvjs mncen-;i(rrrtrvns oi all c~~obkiluanb, sxiribt Tulsl SEG?s, nro lumpor& lo Mrrthud 1 Soil Stondads For TEOs, the msxlrriurn nrncerltrotion Is comparfd lo tlie appropriate EVA PRG (or other ronrfiarrrorr cti1eiu)i.i) 

7 No MCP Melhe* 1 Sill! SLjrrlrlanl avatlabie (or ev,~iuatioii of Ulis roin$iound. Uierelore, this consliluenl wit be ralained far subseqilent area-specific nsk evaluatmn 
8 -. lorialrlur~~r! no1 hirbjecl &, siirilybis 

V "*I: PaMsfieIII CD kSA I Nurth\Ro(rjrls a d  Pfe?icnMtmna\Revi*rrd GRO-RA WP\0054i'll)(iSsc4Tbl~ xis 
4 14 
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3&eir~e zljll~we to uw -aez an ir! rut -urszap a* .i)*r-abo se ietw.a WPS~~ dtd~es ~awwa~ 83~rst: uerii iaw *we* i53 z 
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GESEKAX, ELECTRIC CO3fPANY 
PXTTSFIELD. 3I.ASSACHIISETTS 

EAST STREET AREA 1-5ORTW SI_'PPLEI\.IESTAL PE-DESXCS fNt'ESTIGATlO3 

SOIL SAMPLING DATA VALIDATION REPORT 

i 'h~s append~x surnrnanzes the T ~ e r  I and Tier I1 data revlens performed for sorl sanrpies coiiected dunng 
supplemsnral pre-desrgn Investlgarron acrlvirles at the East Srreer Area 1 -h;or?h RAA. located 1.1 P~ttsEieM. 
Rlassachusens The supplemental samplrng actl-LItles conslsred of the collecr~on of three surface samples for 
lead and anttmony analysis. and the collection of two samples ikon a prevlous sarnpllng Zocatlon for VOC 
analysls Data vat~dat~on was performed on all samples i~nclud~ng field and laboratory quality control 
sampIes) 

2.0 Data Evaluation Procedures 

T h ~ s  Soil Sampling Data Val~da~lon Report out1tnes the apphcable qualrty control crltena utilized dunng the 
data review process and any dematrons from those cntena. The data review \\as conducted m accordance with 
the foiloxvlng documents: 

Field Santpfrrrg Plar~iQualrn Asiurarlce Prqect Plan, Getterul Elecrrrc Conlpanj Pitrrfield, 
Afus.iuthzut.tts, Blasland, Bouck (9r Lee, Inc (FSP QAPP. approxed Pjovember 4, 2002 and 
resabm~ttcd December 10.2002). 

Region I Trereci Organic u~lriir~orga~~tc: Dutci IJa1tciutio~r Guidcl~tlei, C'SEPA Reglon I (July 1. 1993): 

Rcglorr I Laboraton Datu Lhlrrlatrun Ftrnct~ofrc.il Czlrckl~rrcc jor Et,ul~*~~tljtg Itlnrgurrzc, Al!al~sci 
IJSEPA Region i (June 13. 1958) (&IodiGed F e b r u a ~  1989). 

* Reg~o~z i Lahorntor) Dafa Z'ulzclarlori F~i~~ctrorrirl Gllrdclr~ie< j ~ l -  Erirl~turltig Orgutzrcs . ~ P I ~ / ~ : \ c A ,  
ITSEP.4 Reglon I (February 1. 1988) (%{odlfied Hobember 1. 198881, 

* Reglait 1 Lahoratnt? Dutir Iklidutinir F~dnctio~lal (;ui~fcline> fui- E~,alilcrtr~rp Orgutzrc\ Atra(l.\es, 
GSEPA Keglon I (Draft, December 1996): and 

,$rrrrotiidl FLintric>~rai Guicieirtrt.sxot- Droxtr~ kiir-atr Ihru j.hlidutior~, CSEPA (Draft, Jsnuac 19961 

.A st?mman of the T~er  I and Tier I! data eva!ua:loni 1s presented In Table ! Each sampie szbjected !a 
et aiuarion 1s listed In 1 ab!e 1 to document thar the darz re\ Iett it as performed, as \\ell as to picsent rhe h1ghcs.i 
let el of data ialtdat~on (Tier X or T ~ e r  III that t ia i  appired Samples rhz: requlrcd data qualificarron are listed 
separate:) tor each parameter (compound or anaI;-te) t h r  requ~rcd qiialificatron 



Thc fbiinv.in,g data qiiaiifiers hare  been used In this data eijaiuaiior 

J Ti ie  compound or anaipe was posir:l:elq: ~dentrfied. but rhc: assoc~ated nurnerlcai saiue ~ c ;  zr! 
emmated concentrarion Th:s quailfier is used when the data etzluatron procedure 1deni:fieS 3 

defic~ency m :he data generation process T h ~ s  quajiiier 1s alsc? used \+hen a cumpouild or ana1y.e 
IS detected at est1ma:ed concenrraiisns less than <he pracrlcai quantrtailon I m l t  IPQI,) 

i_' The compound or analpe was anai5zed for, but \\as not detected Tile sample qazn;~tat:rlun I~rnli 1s 

presented and adjusted for dllutron and (for soild samples on?)) percent moisture: hon-detected 
sampie resulzs are presented as hBIPOL1 uithin data reporting tables and In 1 able i for 
consrsiency with previous documen~s prepared for thrs ln\esrlgat:on 

GJ The compound or analqqe was not detected above the reported sample quantltailon limit 
However, the reported llmlt 1s approxlmale and may or mxy not represent the actual level of 
quantltatlon. Pion-detected sample results that requ~red quahficatlon are presented as icQ(PQL1 J 
w1th:n this report and In Table I for consistency wltb pretious documents prepared for thrs 
~nvestlgatlon. 

R Indicates that the prev~ously reported detectlon h m ~ t  or sample result has been rejected due to a 
major deficiency m the data generation procedure The data should not be used for any quallrattve 
or quantltatlve purposes. 

3.0 Data Validation Procedures 

The FSPlQAPP pro1 ides ( ~ n  Section 7.5) that all analytical data w ~ l l  be validated to a Tier I level followmg the 
procedures presented in the Region I Tiered Orgutrrc urzcl Inorgufrrc Data l'u/zclutroti Gi~tcie!ltres (USEPA 
gurdellnes) Aecordlngl). 10090 of the analpica1 data for these tnvestlgations were subjected to Tle: I revleu 
The Tler I reklew consisted of a compieteness evldence aud~t, as ou~ltned In the USEPA Regiotz I CSF 
Con1pieit.rte.5~ Evideizce Azrd~i Prograr?~ {LSEPA Reg~on I .  713 1191 ), to ensure that all laboratory data and 
documentation were present 

In the ebent data packages were detemined to be ~ncomplete. the mlsslng lnformatton was requested from the 
laboratoq. Cpon coqlerron of the Tier 1 revnew, the data packages compiled w ~ t h  GSEPA Reglon I Tter I 
data completeness requirements. 

The Tier I1 data revlew cons~sted of a revleu of all data package summav forms for ldent~ficat~on of Qual~ty 
Assurance/Quallty Control (QAIQC) devlar~ons and quallfieat~on ofthe data aecord:i~g to the Keglon I Data 
'tial~dation Functional Guldel~nes The Tter 11 rei.lei% resulted In the qual~ficatron of data for se\ieral sarnples 
due to minor QAIQC deficlencles ,r\dd~t:onally, ail field duplieares were examrned for Reiatlve Percent 
13ifFerence (RPD) eon~pliance \%lth the erlterla specified In the FSP Q QPP. 

A tabulated summap of the samples subjected to Tier I and T ~ e r  11 data es aluat~on 1s presented belou 

Summan of Samples Subjected to Tier I and Tter I 1  Data \ altdatton 

- 
'i OC, U 0 0 - Y 5 1 5 

-- -- 4 
I 

\:LLI~> n ,, I t B o 1 J 1 0 i 5 
w----vF---d-----P--a-- -- a=--- - ---------- -- 7 

Total Ct 0 0 7 1 Z 10 g 
mr--7!a -- --- --- ---- ---------------A ---- ---- 4 ---a 



i5'jLihen qual i l~cai i~m of the sampe data required, :he sample results assocated siith a Q&\ rjC' Ddrarnel~r 
dcs;atron nere cjuahiied ln accordance wrth iRe procedures orrtlined :n USEPA Region I dzra tai~da;;on 
g~lclancc documenis i%%en the d a a  saliaatlon process ~dexl'iified set era1 quai~ry control cleiicrenc~e;. Ihe 

ctirnular~.ie effecr of the t.znsus drfc~eracies was employed lil assrgnlng the final data cjuaiifier 4. summary c-i 
:he QAQC parameter de.tlatlons hhzl resglted In data i;uaI;iicat~on 1s presented below for each ana i~ t ca :  
method 

4.0 Data Review 

Inr~iai cal~brar~on critenon for organic analyses requlres that  he average Relative Response Factor (RRF;) has a 
value greater than 0.05. Sample results were qualified as estimated (J) when this cntenon was exceeded The 
compounds that exceeded ~nttlal calibration cntenon and the number of samples qualified are presented beloii 

-2nal)sis Qualified Due to Initial Calibration Deviations 

Compound 
a Sumber of Affected I 1 Qualification 

Samples 
I 

I i 
VOCs ! I - 1 -~ ioxane  1 5 I J 

1 1 
ii 

I 
1 2-Butanone I 4 J 

The continuing cahbration crltenon requlres that the Percent Deviation (%D) betmeen the initla1 calibrat~on 
RRF and the contlnulng callbration RRF for VOCs and SVOCs be less than 25% Sample data for detected 
and non-detected compounds iwlh 'YOU values Ihai exceeded the contlnurng calibrat~on cntenon %ere qualified 
as est~mated ( J )  A summary of the compounds that exceeded contlnulng calibration cntenon and the number 
of samples qualified due to those devlatrons are identified belo-. 

Compounds Qualified Due to Continuing Calibration of %D \ alttes 

Compound 
1 Uumber of Affected 
I Samples 

1 Qualification 1 
I I 

3larr1x sptke (X IS)  sample analysis reco%ery cnrena for organlcs requlre that the RPD between rhe " I S  and 
rnatnx spike duphcate I3ISD) be less than the Iahora:ory generated QC acceptance i~m;rs specliied on thc !ZIS 
reporting ronn f i e  compounds that exceeded RPD ! ~ m ~ t s  and the number of sampies quaiiiied due 10 
de? 1at:c.n~ are presented beloct 

Compounds Qualified Due ta Zlairiz Spike RPD Deliations 



Laha:a:oq dupi~eaie samples %ere analyzed to e-. aluarc the overall preclsior, oflaboratory and fieid clroced~rc-; 
for morgan~c analysis The WP) herweer; duolicztc sampies 1s requrred 90 be less than 35"- for so11 stimpi,-- 
u lt,h analge coneentratlonc 'p-zarer than fi%e times the PQL Detected sample results for ariaittes that e.i:reded 
these !im~is \+ere qual~iied as estimated iJ1 The Innrgamc anal>~es that did not nee1 lahoramq drrpl~zar:: KPD 
cnterla and the samples yuahrled due to those de~:atiofis are presented beion 

Analvtes Oualified Due to Laboraton Du~l icate  De\iatinns 

5.0 Overall Data Usabilitv 

Th:s sectlon summarizes the analyt~cat data In terms of lrs completeness and usab~ljty for sstte characterization 
purposes Data completeness 1s defined as the percentage of sample results detemned to be usable dunng the 
data vahdatton process Data completeness w ~ t h  respect ts usability was calculated separately for lnorganlc 
and each of the organtc analyses The percent usability calculation included analyses evaluated under both the 
Tler I and Tier I1 data ~altdation re\leus The percent usabihty calculat~on also ~ncludes qualrty control 
samples collected to aid in the evaluation of data usabthty Therefore, fieldlequlprnent blank, tnp blank, and 
field duplstcate data detennlned to be unusable as a result of the valtdation process are represented In the 
percent usabtlrt) ~ a l u e  tabulated below 

Data I 'sabi l i t~  

The data package completeness as detemlned from the Tier I data review was used tn zamblnat~on with the 
data qual~ty de\ lations ldeni~r'ied during the T ~ e r  I1 data revlew to determine ox erali data qualit?. As spec~fied 
in the FSP,QAPP. the overail precstslon, accurac:. representatlleness. comparab~l~t j .  and completencsi 
(PARCC) parameters deterrnlned from the 7 ier I and Tle; I! data revie\\\ \+ere used as indlcator., ofo\erall 
data q\;al~tj  These parameters were assesied through an evaluat~or! of the results ofthe field and !al?oraror> 
QX QC sanlple analyses ro prok~de a measure of compliance of the analytrcal data \\?.itli the Data Qualltq 
Ob~ect~;es  (DQOsl spec~fied In the FSP QAPP Therefore. the foiiot\stng sections preicnt summarler of the 
P4RCC pararneterc asessment v~rth regard to the UQOs spec~fied In the ESP QAPP 

5.1 Precision 

Prec:siun measures the reprac"i.;e~b~l:r! c*irneawrernenr-, under a S:\en .ct or condrt:onc; Spzc~ficall~, 11 14 

a quani:iirli\ e incawre of the i rrriahiiiry of J g r t ) u ~ ,  rif mtii.turemcr?", ccornr,lareii 10 theli axerage ~ a l u e  for  
this ln\eststyarien. precision u a r  defined a\ the RI'D betlreen dupiicare \ampic reiatti Thc duplic3te 
sarnpic% ii,cil t o  cki l i t l~:~ preilsion inciildcd iaho~atorq ds:plic~ie\. fieid dupl~carcs, Mf C;ISI) sample\. and 



1CP .;er;a? dll~ild,i? samples For t h ~ s  anailllcai program, I ? 90 o i  the data required qualrficriiio-? lor 
I~lsoratuq dupincatc: W D  dcv~~atlons and 6 17?0 or the data required quai:r^icat~on MS MSD RP;> 
deliations &one o 2 k  data reqii~red qual~iicarior; for 1CP senal ii11ii:ian de-v;aaor,s or fieid a~plrcatc 
IU"D de\ iationi; 

Acc~rac l  measures the bias in an anaiytlcai sqsrern or :he degree of agreement of a measurement i x  ith a 
I;no\km reference i aiuz For this lilt esbgaaon, accuracy iis as defined as the perceill recoi e q ~  of QX QC 
samples rhar .s, ere sp~ked with a 'mox'vn Coitiel;itri?IiOT1 of an anai:;ie or compound of rnrerest The Qk QC 
iarnpies used to etaluare anal>llcal accuracy ~ncluded rnstmrner?: calibrar~csn, ~nternal standards. 
I>ahilrator). Control Standards {LCSs). ;*i.IS/T\/fSD samples. CRDL samples, and sunogare compound 
recosrer?es For rhrs analyt~eai progam, 6 8% of the data requlred qualification for cal~bratlon derlatlvns 
%one of the data requlred qualtficat~on for LCS recoveq det iations, CNIL standard recotenes, ~nternal 
standard recovenes, or sunogate compound standard recolenes. 

5.3 Representativeness 

Representattkeness expresses the degree to whtch sample data accurately and precisely represents a 
charaetenst~c of a populat~on, parameter variations at a samplmg pomt. or an environmental cond~lion. 
Representativeness is a qualitative parameter which is most concerned wlth the proper design of the 
sampltng program. The representativeness cntenon is best satisfied by making certain that sampllng 
locations are selected properly and a suffic~ent number of samples are collected. T h ~ s  parameter has been 
addressed by collecting samples at locat~ons specified In Agency-approved work plans and by foilowlng 
the procedures for sample collecrionianalyses described In the FSP/QAPP. Addit~onally, the analj-tlcal 
program used procedures that were conslsrent with USEPA-approved analytical methodoloa. A QAQC 
parameter that 1s an lndlcator of the representallveness of a sample 1s holdlng time. Wold~ng time cnrena 
are established to malntaln the samples In a state that 1s representatlve of the in-s~tu field condlrlons before 
analys~s For this analytical program, none of the data required qualrficatton for exceeding holdlng tlme 
requlrements. 

Comparabrllty IS a qual~tatl-ce parameter expressing the confidence uith x~hich one data set can be 
compared with another This goal mas achie%ed through the use ofthe standard~zed techniques for sample 
coliectlon and analysls presented In the FSP,QAPP The USEPA S?V-846' analyttcal methods presented 
in the FSPfQAPP are updated on occasion bq the USEPA to benefit from recent technological 
ad1 ancements In analytical chemistry and Insln-imentatton In most cases, the method upgrades ~nclude the 
lncorporatlon of new technology that impro%es the sensitivity and srabilq of the Instrumentation or allous 
the laboratory to Increase throughput u~thiiouz hlnder~ng accuracy and preclslon. Q\ierall. the analq.tical 
rnethodi for t b ~ s  ~nvest:ganon hake remained consistent 111 then general approach through continued use of 
the basic anai)~rcal fschnrquzs (1 e . sample extraction preparatmn. instrunlent caltbratton, QA,QC 
procedures, etc j Tnrough this use of consistent base anaijxlcrti procedures and by requiring rhar updated 
procedures rnee: the QA/QC crr:ena spec~fied In ;he FSP QAPP. the anal\;rica! data fiom past, present, and 
future ssmpllng stems will he comparable to alIo~\ for quaiitatire and quantlrarite assessment of slte 
cond~tionj 

5.5 Completeness 



C orrpletenes~ rs dc:lied as the percznlage of rneziuremenrs rhar arc judged to be ta'iid or usable to meel 
;ti:: nrcscnbed DQOs Tke completeness cr.:enon i s  essen::aily rk:: same fo: ai l  data uses -- the generatloo 
of 2 rufficlent amount of \al:d dara The actual curnpictcness ni ihrs ana:>.ricai dara kr rndltldua: 
dn2i:y~~cal parameters and overail useb~l~r> of thrs data set IS iCIOi+.i 



TABLE A- l  
EAST AREA 1 NORTH SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SAMPLES 

ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD. MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented In parts per million, ppm) 

'd IGL, Pt!!s~.i~td_~CC) EcA. 1 M~jrllriRepurls ;and IJrerenialiniii\Coiir r*ptrrsl R c R 4 \ E S A  1 - Norlh Valrdaliai? 1,AbIo xis 
V,d.d~!..i,, 



Appendix B 

PCB Spatial Averaging Evaluation Tables 
and Polygon Maps 

BBL 
BIASLAND* BOUCK & LEE, I N S .  
e n g ~ n e e r s  & s c i e n l l s l s  



























TABLE B-1 
EXISTiNG CONDITIONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

0- TO 1- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT (UNPAVED) 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D l M  WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHLlSEnS 

Notes 

1 Poiygo~ ID and area based on infomatmn shown on Figure 8-1 

2 Nondetectabie PCBs included as 1'2 the detectan ilmit in calculations ano shown n boM 

3 For instances where a duplicate sample was available the average of the samples was tnciuded n the tabie 

4 All catuiat~ons and rounding are performed by the computer software Therefore, cerlatn quantites in the table are displayed as 

rounoed numbers for clarity 

V ~GE-P~Rsfield-Cij-ESA~I-Nor?h~~Reports and Presentations'Revised CRRRC\-WP 
005.1219SAttB xis Page 1 of 1 



TABLE 8-2 
EXlSTlNG CONDITIONS 

GE-OWNED PARCELS (OVERALL) 
0- TO 1- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK P U N  FOR EAST STREET AREA $-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRiC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

I Totals: 1 -- 1 70,277 1 -- I -- 1 2,602.84 I -- 1 2,231.94 
f VoIume Weighted Average: 0.86 

Notes 

1 Polygon ID and area based on infonnallon shown on Figure 8-1 

2 Non-detectable PCBs included as 112 the detecton limit n caicuiatnns and sbow? in boM 

3 For Instances where a dupIca?e sampie was avatiable, the average of the samples was included in the table 

4 All cafcuiaiions and rounarng are performed by the computer software Therefore certatn quantittes tn the table are displayed as 

rounded numbers for clanty 

V 'GE-PsRsfieid-CD-ESAA1-NoRR *Reports and Presentat~ons~Revrsed CRD_RA-VJP\ 
00542195ARB xis Page :: of ! 



TABLE 8-3 
EXISTING CONDITlONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

3 -  TO 5- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK P U N  FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENEWL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PIT"I"SFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

1- TO 2-FOOT DEPTH tNCREMENT 

2- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

Lf ?GE-Pi~~f;eId-CD-ESk~1~I\:orth\Reports and Presentations~Revised CRD-WI-WF- 
005421 96AflB XIS Page 1 of 3 



TABLE B-3 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

1- TO 5- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDiRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PI'TTSFIELD, MASSACHUSERS 

3- TO 4-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

4- TO 5-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V !GE-PiMsfield-CD-ESA-1 -NorthiReports and PresentationstRevised CRD-RI;-NIP 
305421 56AtiB xis Page 2 of 3 



TABLE 8-3 
EXISTING CONDITlONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

1- TO 6- FOOT DEPTW lNCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENEML ELECTRlC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

5- TO 6-FOOT DEPTW INCREMENT 

SUMMARY I- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

Notes 

1 Polygon ID and area based on ~nformaton shown on Fjgiires 5-2 ?hrough 8 6  

2 Nondetectabi PCBs included as 112 the detection limit m caicuiatons and shown m bold 

3 For instapces where a ddpicate sawpe was avaaiabk the average of the sanpes was nncbded dn the tabie 

4 Ail casdJatio?$ and m ~ n d  ng are performed bk the computer sohare Therefore certar? qdantitles in the tabie are d spla)ed as 

rounded numbers far clanb 

V \GE-P~MsiieId-CD-ESA~~-NorthiReporls and Presental~ons~Revised CRD-!?A-WP 
005421 96ARB xis inage 3 of 3 



TABLE 8-4 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH lNCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDfRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

0- TO 1- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT (SEE TABLE 8-21 

1- TO 6- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT [SEE TABLE B-3) 

6- TO 7-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V iGE-PiEsfiefd-CD-ESA-1-N~rtn~Repoits and PresentationsiRevisP3 C R D - w W P \  
C'3542196AttE: xis Page ? of 4 



TABLE 8-4 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRlC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

7- TO 8-FOOT DEPTH lNCREMENT 

8- TO 10-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V iGE-P~ttsfieid_CD-ESAA1lN~rthiReports and Pr%sentations,Revrsed CRD-RA-WP\ 
005421 96AttB xis Page 2 of 4 



TABLE 84 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

0- T 0  15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D l M  WORK P U N  FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACXUSEflS 

10- TO 12-FOOT DEPTH lNCREMENT 

12- TO 14-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

RAA6-E5 
RAA6-C6 
RAA6-E6 
RAA6-B7 
RAA6-D7 

Totals: 

V \GE-P~rtsf;eld-CD-ESA-llN~rthiRep~rts and Presentat~onsiRev~sed CRD-R4_WP\ 
005112196AflB xis Page 3 of 4 

Iblume Weighted Average: 0.66 

120 
122,151,137 

136,119 
132,146 
135,118 

-- 

5,207 
7,280 
3,639 
3,594 
2,656 
70,277 

10 - 12 
10 - 12 
10 - 12 
10 - 12 
1 0 -  12 

-- 

1.6 
0.1585 
0.17 
0.019 
0.38 

-- 

385.74 
539.25 
269.52 
266.25 
196.77 

5,205.68 

1.60 
0 16 
0.17 
0.02 
0 38 

-- 

617.18 
85.47 
45.82 
5 . 0 6  - 
74.77 

3,429.22 



TABLE B-4 
EXfSTtNG CONDITlONS 
GE-OWNED PARCELS 

0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH iNCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITfSFlELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

14- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

SUMMARY 0- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

RAA6-C6 
RAA6-E6 
RAA6-B7 
RAA6-D7 

Totals: 

Notes 

1 Polygon ID and area based on information shown on Figures 5-7 through 8-12 

2 Non-detectable PCBs included as 1'2 the detection limit In caiculatrons and shown In oold 

3 For instances where a dupl~cate sample was available, the agerage of the samples was included tn the tabie 

4 All calculations and roundrng are performed by the computer sofhare Therefore. certain quantities in the tabie are displayed as 

rounded numbers for clarity 
5 = Concentralro~ represents an agerage of sample collected by GE and sampie collected by USEPA 

V :GE-P~nsfieId-CD-ESA~l~NorlW~Repclrts and Preseniations\Revised CCID-RA-V+F, 
00532196A1?8 xis Page 4 of 4 

IVolum Weight& Average: 0.59 

125,155,141 
140,122 
134,150 
139,121 

-- 

7,280 
3,639 
3,594 
2,656 
70,277 

14 - 15 
14 - 15 
14 - 15 
14 - 15 

0.1585 
0 1 7  
0.019 
0.38 

-- I -- 

269.62 
134 76 
133 13 
98 38 

2,602.84 -- 1 1,527.31 

0.16 1 42.74 
0 17 
0 02 
0.38 

22.91 
2 53 

37.39 



TABLE B-5 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
0- TO 5 -  FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETlS 

Notes: 
1. Polygon ID and area based on information shown on Figure B-1. 
2. Non-detectable PCBs included as l i 2  the de:ection limit in calculations. 
3. For instances ithere a dup!lca!e sample ivas avai!ab!e, the average of the sarnp!es :A,2s inciuded :n the table. 

4. All ca!cuiations and rounding are performed by the computer software. Therefore, certain quan?!t!es !n the tab!e are displayed as rounded 
numbers for c?ar??y. 

V iGE-P1tlsfieid-CD-ES4~1-Norlh~Reports and Presenlat:ons,Revised CRD-R4-WP: 
005.12196An5 x:s Page 1 of i 



TABLE f3-6 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
0- TO 3- FOOT DEPTH thfCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D f M  WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA ?-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PInSFtELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

0- TO I- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT (SEE TABLE 8-51 

I - TO 2-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

2- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V :GE-P1hsfieId-CD-ESA-1-NorthiRepoits and Presentations'Revised CRD-W-WP, 
00542196AttB XIS Page  1 of 2 



TABLE B-6 
EXISTING CONDfTIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
0- TO 3- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHtrSETfS 

SUMMARY 0- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

Notes 
I Polygon ID and area  based  o n  infomatron s h o w  on Figures 6-1 through 6 -3  
2 Non-detectable PCBs ~ncluded a s  112 the detection Iim~t in calculat~ons and shown tn bold 
3 For instances where a dup l~ca te  sample was ava~lable, the average of the samples was fncluded In the table 
4 All caiculatrons and rounding a r e  performed by the computer software Therefore, certain quantities in the table are d~splayed a s  

rounded numbers for clanty 

V IGE-P~Rsfisid-CKESA-1-North:Reports and Presentatrons'Revtsed CRD-RA-VkiP: 
005421 96AMB xis Page 2 of 2 



TABLE E3-7 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
I- TO 5- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

1 - TO 2-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

2- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

\I iGE-Piitsfield-CD-ESA-l-iIV~ith\Reports and PresentationsiRevrsed CRD-RA-WP) 
005421 %ARB xis Page I of 3 



TABLE B-7 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OVVNED PARCEL KIO-14-1 
I- TO 6- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D f M  WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACXUSERS 

3- TO 4-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

4- TO 5-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V 'Gf-Pitrsfield-CD-ESA-1-N~rth~Reports and Presentatsons\Revised CRD-RA-WPI 
00M2196AnB xis Page 2 of 3 



TABLE B-7 
EXIST lNG CONDITtONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
1 - TO 6- FOOT DEPTW INCREMENT 

REVlSED CONCEPTUAL R D l M  WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

5- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH lNCREMENT 

SUMMARY I- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

Notes: 

1. Polygon ID and area based on information shown on Figures B-1 through 8-6. 

2. Non-detectable PCBs included as 11'2 the detection limit in calcuiations and shown in bold. 

3. For instances where a duplicate sample was available, the average of the samples was included in the tabie. 

4. All calculations and rounding are performed by the computer softmre. Therefore, certain quantities in the table are displayed as 

rounded numbers for clarity, 

V \GE-Ptttsfield-CD-ESA-+-NclrlhiReports and Presentatrons\Re*.tsed CRD-R.1-WP, 
005.12196AnE xis Page 3 of 3 



TABLE B-8 
EXiSTiNG CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-14-1 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTI-( 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PtTT"SflEtD, MASSACXUSEmS 

0- TO 1 - FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT (SEE TABLE B-51 

1- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT (SEE TABLE B-7) 

6- TO 7-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V !GE_P~Msfieid-CL)-ESA~f~North~,Reports and Presentatrons!Revrsed CRD-I%-LVP! 
005421 96AtlB xis Page 1 of 4 



TABLE B-8 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-f 4-1 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D l M  WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 4-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACXUSETfS 

7- TO 8-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

8- TO 10-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V <GE-PiHsfieid-CDESAA<-NarlhiiReports and Presentations Revised GRD-W-WF\ 
005;12:96AttB xis Page 2 of 4 



TABLE £3-8 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NUN GE-OWNED PARCEL K10-$4-3 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REV!SED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PtTSFlELD, MASSACHUSETS 

10- TO 12-FOOT DEPTH lNCREMENT 

12- TO 14-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V !GE-P~ttsfield_CD-ESAA1lN~rth~Rep~rts and Presentations\Rev:sed CRD_RA-wP\ 
0054229iiA39 xis Page 3 of 4 



TABLE B-8 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL KIO-14-S 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENEML ELECT RlC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACXUSEITS 

14- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

SUMMARY 0- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

Notes: 
1. Polygon ID and a rea  based  o n  information shown on Figures 8-7 through 6-12. 
2. Non-detectable PCBs included a s  112 the detection limit in ca icula t~ons  and shown in bold. 
3. For instances where a duplicate sample was available, the  average of t he  samples  was  included in the  table. 
4. All calcuiations and rounding a r e  performed by the  computer software. Therefore, certain quantities in the  table a r e  displayed a s  

rounded numbers for clarity. 

V :GE-Pi~sfieid_C~ESA-I1NortwReporis and Presentat~ons:Revrsed GRDRA-WP 
00%2196knB xis P a g e  4 of 4 



TABLE B-9 
EXISTING CONDITiONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11-1-15 
0- TO I- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK P U N  FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSEnS 

1. Polygon ID and area based on information shown on Figure B-1. 
2. Non-detectable PCBs included as 1/2 the detection limit in calculations. 
3. For instances where a duplicate sample was available, the average of the samples was included in the table. 

4. All calculations and roundtng are performed by the computer software. Therefore, certain quantities in the table are displayed as 
rounded numbers for clarity. 

V iGE-P!tlsl;ei~CD-ESAA1-Ncirih\Reports and Presentatrons:Rev~sed CRD-RA-WPI 
00M2196AttB xis Page 1 of 1 



TABLE B-10 
EXISTING C0NDfT10NS 

NON GE-OVVNED PARCEL K11-1-15 
0- TO 3- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PlTTSFtEtD, MASSACHUSETTS 

0- TO 1- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT (SEE TABLE B-91 

1- TO 2-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

2- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V ,GE-P~Rsheid-CD-ESA-I-NorthiRepofis and Presentations:Rev~sed CRD-R.1-WP: 
005421 96AttB xis Page I of 2 
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TABLE B-I l 
EXISTING CONDlTlONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11-1-15 
1- TO 6- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL R D l M  WORK P U N  FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSEnS 

1- TO 2-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

I Totals: 1 -- 1 16,406 1 -- 1 607.61 I -- I -- I 687.78 
IVolurne Weighted Average: 'l.23 

2- TO 3-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V \GE-P~tisi;eld-CD-ESA~l~North~Reports and Presenta t isns \Rev~sed CRD-M-WP\ 
005421 96AttB xis Page 1 of 3 



TABLE B-1 1 
EXISTING CONDITJONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL Kll-1-15 
I - TO 5- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVtSED CONCEPTUAL RDfRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA ?-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

3- TO 4-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

4- TO 5-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V 1GE-P1fisTieid-CD-ESA~l~North\Reports and Presentations\Revrsed CRD-RA-WP, 
005421 96AttB xis Page 2 of 3 



TABLE B-11 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11-1-15 
1- TO 5- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHttSEmS 

5- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

SUMMARY I- TO 6-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

Notes: 

1. Polygon ID and area based on information shown on Figures B-1 through 8-6. 

2. Non-detectable PCBs included as I12 the detection limit in calcuiations and s h o w  in bold. 

3, For instances where a duplicate sample was available, the average of the samples was included in the table. 
4. All caiculations and rounding are performed by the computer software. Therefore, certain quantities in the table are displayed as 

rounded numbers for clarity. 

V 1GE-Ptftsfieid-CD-ESA~1~North\Reports and Presenlaho~s\Revtsed CRD-RA-tVP, 
0053219t;AHB xis Page 3 of 3 



TABLE 8-12 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11 -1 -15 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH itrlCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA I -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACXCISEUS 

0- TO I- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT .(SEE TABLE B-91 

1- TO 6- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT (SEE TABLE B-11) 

6- TO 7-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V iGE-P1Rsfield-CL)-ESA-1~NorthtReports and Presc?ntat~ons\Revrsed CRD-%WP\ 
005421 96AttB xis Page 1 of 4 



TABLE 8-32 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11-1 -I 5 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH fNCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDIM WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA I-NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITSFIELD, MASSAGHUSEnS 

7- TO 8-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

8- TO 10-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

it \GE-PiRsfie!d-GD-ESA-1-North\Reports and Presentaiions\Rev~sed C R D - ~ W P I  
005421 96AttB xis Page 2 of 4 



TABLE 8-12 
EXlSTING CONDITIONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K11-1-15 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1 -NORT ti 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

10- TO 12-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

12- TO 14-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

V \G£-Pilt,sfieid-CD-ESAA1-North\Repor?s and PresentaPonsiRevtsed CRD-Rr\-WP, 
005421 96AttB xis Page 3 of 4 



TABLE 8-12 
EXISTING CONDtTiONS 

NON GE-OWNED PARCEL K f  1-1-4 5 
0- TO 15- FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 3 -NORTH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSEmS 

14- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

RAA6-A17 1 151 1 844 1 14 - 151 0.020 1 31.25 I 0.02 I 0.61 
Totals: 1 -- 1 16,405 1 -- 1 -- ! 607.60 1 -- 228.61 

lVolume Weighted Avemge: 0.38 

SUMMARY 0- TO 15-FOOT DEPTH INCREMENT 

Notes: 
1. Polygon ID and area based on  information s h o r n  on Figures 8-7 through B-12. 
2. Non-detectable PCBs included a s  112 the detection limit in calculations and shown in bold. 
3. For instances where a duplicate sample was available, the average of the samples was included in the table. 
4. All caiculaiions and rounding a re  performed by the computer so fbere .  Therefore, certain quantities in the table are displayed a s  

rounded numbers for clarity. 

V ,ruE-P~Rsfierd-cD-ESA~f -NarthiReports and Presentat~ons,Revrsed CRD-W-injP\ 
00532196AMB xis Page 4 of 4 



TABLE 6-13 
PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR PCBs WITHIN UTILITY BANDS 

REVISED CONCEPTUAL RDlRA WORK PLAN FOR EAST STREET AREA 1-NORTH REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

[Results are presented In dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

Ngtl"- 
1 Samrles weir: cullecled by Bladand. Bvuck & Lee, Irrc . and wcre subnulied to CT&E Erivironmental Services, Inc for analysis of PCBs. 
2 Samples trsve been validated as per Field San~lrny Plsri/Qualily Assurance Project Plan, General Electric Company, Pitlsfield, Mnssacliusells, Blasland Bouck & Lee, Inc (approved Nove~nber 4.  2002 and r~eubrrwiled Del'ent>or 113, 20112) 
3 NO - Aiiaiyle was 1101 detrclrd The number in parr?ntheses: is the associated detection lin?il 
4 Field dupliwle sainple reswils are presented in brackets 

Qc-112~"~~ 
J - indicates O~al the assoi.raied nuiwrical value is an estinlaled concentralton 
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Revised Risk Evaluation of Non-PCB Appendix 1X+3 Constituents 
in Soifs at East Street Area 7-North 

1.0 Introduction 

A number of non-PCB constituents have been detected in the existing soils of properties 

located in the East Street Area ?-North portion of the GE-Piitsfieid!Xousatonic River Site. 

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 Revised Conceptual RD/RA Work Plan. These steps included screening by 

comparison of the maximum detected concentrations of the constituents at each area to 

EPA's applicable Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for soil (or, in some cases, 

screening based on other considerations, such as low frequency of detection). Following this 

screening, the average concentrations of the remaining constituents in each relevant depth 

increment at each area were compared to the applicable Method 1 soil standards set out in 

the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). 

As described In the text of this Work Plan, for three sectrons of East Street Area 1 -North - the 

GE-owned area, Parcel K10-14-2, and the portron of Parcel K11-1-15 within East Street Area 

1-North - one or more non-PCB constituents had exlstlng average concentratrons that 

exceeded the applicable Method 1 soil standards in at least one of the relevant depth 

Increments For each of these areas, GE requested AMEC Earth & Environmental (AMEC) 

to conduct area-specific risk evaluations of the non-PCB constituents under exlsting 

condtt~ons The rlsk evaluations were pedormed for all non-PCB const~tuents that were 

retarned prior to the comparison to the Method 1 so11 standards (except for drox~nsifurans, 

wh~ch were evaluated separately in accordance w~th the procedures set forth in the SOW) 

Th~s Appendix describes and presents the results of the revised area-specrfrc rtsk evaluations 

for the three above-l~sted areas at East Street Area l-North All three of these areas are 

considered comrnercraliindustrtal properires In accordance with the SOW, these rlsk 

evaiuatrons were based on. {a) the ar~thmetrc average concentrations of the reta~ned non- 



PCB cor?s"iiiuenr;s for each area; t'b) the  same exposure scenarios, soil depth increments, and 

exposure assumptions used by EPA in develap~ng the PCB Performance Standards for 

cornmerciaiirndtlstnai areas (as descrtbed in EPA, 1999~3); and (c) standard €PA toxcc~ly 

values. As dtscussed below, for the areas and const~luents evaluated, estimated cancer 

risks and non-cancer hazards fat! below the acceptable benchmarks prescribed in the SOW. 

2.0 Constituents and Depth increments 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 described in this Work Plan but before the comparison to 

MCP Method I standards, and have used the average concentrations of those constituents 

at each of the areas in question. The constituents evaluated, which vary somewhat from 

area to area, are shown in Table 1 and discussed in detail in the area-specific risk 

evaluations presented in Section 5. For each relevant area and COPC, average 

concentrations have been calculated for the same depth increments evaluated by EPA 

(1 999a) in developing the PCB Performance Standards. For commercial/industriaI 

properties, these increments are the 0-1 foot and the 1-6 foot depth increments, although 

average concentrations have also been calculated for the 0-3 foot depth increment for those 

commercial/industrial parcels that are subject to Conditional Solutions. 

With the exception of lead, area-specific COPCs have been included in risk calculations for 

each area to determine whether cancer risks and non-cancer hazards fall within acceptable 

limits. (In accordance with the SOW, PCBs and dioxinsifurans have not been included in 

these evaluations.) Since EPA has not developed standard toxicity values for lead, that 

constituent has been evaluated through the application of the EPA's adult lead model, as 

discussed below. 

3.0 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 scenarros utilized by EPA j1999aj in supporting the PCB Performance Standards. 



For commerciai/induslr~aI properties, these are the Commerciai Groundskeeper scenario far 

surface soii (Ci-1 foot depth) and the Utilrty Worker scenano for subsudace so11 ("1-6 fool 

depth) In addition, for commerciailtndtlstriai parcels subject to Conditional Soiutcons, the 

Commercrai Groundskeeper scenario has also been applied to the 0-3 foot depth ~ncrenaent 

The Commercial Groundskeeper scenario assumes that an adult is exposed to constituents 

in surf~cial soils 84 days per year for a period of 25 years. With the exception of chemial- 

specific absorption criteria, all exposure assumptions used to evaluate this scenario were the 

same as those used by EPA (1 999a). Exposure assumptions used in the evaluation of this 

scenario are provided in Table 2. 

The Utility Worker scenario assumes that an adult is in contact with subsurface soils 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 EPA (1999a). These 

assumptions are also presented in Table 2. 

With respect to absorption factors, EPA's dermal guidance document (EPA, 2001a) specifies 

oral absorption factors less than I 00  percent for certain of the constituents evaluated (e.g., 

89 percent for the carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs]), and notes that 

where such factors are greater than 50 percent, the tox~city factors do not need to be 

modified to represent the absorbed dose. Nevertheless, for purposes of the evaluations at 

these properties, we have conservatively assumed that the oral absorption of all chemicals 

evaluated is 100 percent. The dermal absorption factors used were taken from EPA's 

dermal guidance (EPA, 2001 a), where available, or otherwise from Massachusetts DEP 

sources (MDEP, 1994). The specific absorption factors used in these evaluations are shown 

in Table 3. 

The carcinogenic COPCs have been evaluated for potentla1 carcrnogentc risks, whde the 

non-carcinogenic COPCs have been evaluated for potentla! non-cancer hazards. The 

toxicrty values - I e , Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) and/or Reference Doses (RfDs) - used In 

the evaluatrons were those set forth on EPA's (2003a) Integrated Risk lnformat~on System 

(IRIS), when available. For the carcrnogenlc PAMs for whrch no spec~fic toxrcity ~nformat~on 



IS provided, reiatjve potency factors (RPFs) recommended by EPA 11993) have been used to 

adjust the CSF values for these PAHs based on their assumed potency reiatrve to 

benzojalpyrene In addrtron, since EPA has not developed a GSF for n-nttrosoprperidine, the 

CSF for n-nrtrosopyrrolidine, whrch is similar rn molecuiar structure and size, has been used 

as a surrogate toxic~ly value to esttmate potentrai carcinogentc rlsks associated with n- 

nrtrosopiperidtne, in accordance with EPA's (2003b) condit~onal approval letter for the 

Conceptual R D i M  Work previously submitted by GE. The specrf~c toxicity values used In 

these evaluations are included in Table 3. 

Based on these input values, predicted cancer risks and non-cancer hazards have been 

calculated for the COPGs at each area using standard risk assessment procedures. The 

results have been compared to the benchmarks set forth in the SOW (for constituents other 

than PCBs and dioxinslfurans) of an Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk (ELCR) of 1 x 1 0-5 and a 

Hazard index (HI) of 1.0 for non-cancer effects. 

4.0 Evaiuation of Lead Exposures and Risks 

Lead has been retained as a COPC at two of the areas evaluated (Parcel K10-14-1 and the 

portion of Parcel Kl l-1-1 5 within East Street Area I -North). However, EPA has not 

developed toxicity criteria for lead (EPA, 2003a). 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 a model to evaluate adult exposures to lead, considering fetal 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) JEPA, 1996, 1999b, 2001 b). This methodology predicts 

the blood levels of lead that would likely occur in a pregnant woman and in her fetus after 

non-residential exposure to fead-contaminated soil and dust. The biokinetic ALnil 

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 

model also incorporates a geometric standard deviation (GSD) for background blood lead 



levels to account for varrabtlrty wrthrn an exposed population The model then considers the  

lngest~on of lead by adults rn a non-resrdeniral setting, using a soil rngestion rate of 50 

rngiday and an assumed exposure frequency of 219 dayslyear, based on occupatronal 

exposure. The oral absorpt~on of lead after lngestron is assumed to be -12 percent, Using a 

starting sori concentration, the model is able to predict the 95" percentlie blood lead 

concentration in the fetus of an exposed pregnant woman If this concentration does not 

exceed the maxrmum allowabie concentration of 10 pg/dL, it is concluded that exposures 

result in no r~sk of harm. 

The model assumes that there is adequate exposure to result in a steady-state blood lead 

concentration (EPA, 2001 b) 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 21 9 out of 365 days per year, for every year of exposure, and 

that steady state is reached. 

To evaluate potential hazards associated with the presence of lead in soil at particular 

commercial/industriai areas at East Street Area I -North, the ALM has been applied to "back- 

calculate" a soil lead concentration that could result in a 95th percentile fetal blood level of 10 

pg/dL. This is the same methodology that was applied to evaluate lead in soil at 

commerciallindustria1 properties at Newell Street Area I, as described in Appendix F to the 

Conceptual RD/RA Work Plan Addendum for Newel Street Area I (BBL, 2003), which was 

approved by EPA. Based on discussions with EPA Region I risk assessors (McDonough, 

personal communication, 2120103), AMEC has used the higher end of the default range 

recommended by EPA for background blood lead level (1.8 pg/dL) and the low estimate of 

the GSD (1.91, as shown in Table 4. in addition, at EPA's request, AMEC has used an 

exposure frequency of 3 days and an averaging time of 7 days to represent that individuals 

are expected to be exposed three days per week throughout the exposure period, as was 

assumed by EPA (1 999a) for the Groundskeeper scenario. These calcula'lions result in a 

back-calculated PRG of 2,008 mgikg (as shown in Table 4), which, for purposes of this 

evaluation, will be used as a Risk-Based Concentration (RBC) for lead under this scenario. 

This is the same RBC used for this scenario in the Conceptual RDiRA Mlork Plan Addendum 

for Neweil Streef Area I (BBL, 2003), as approved by EPA. This RBC has been applied to 



evaluate lead exposures at Parcels K10-54-1 and K? 1-1-15 for the depth increments where 

the Groundskeeper scenario appiles - i.e. the 0-2 foot and 0-3 foot depth increments. Where 

the average area-specrfic lead concentrations at those depth tntervais are below the RBC, :t 

ns assumed that iead exposures will not resuit In adverse effects. 

Because the ALM assumes that a steady-state blood lead concentration is reached. short- 

term or intermittent exposures (such as those assumed to be experienced by the Utility 

Worker) would not be well represented by the model (EPA, 2001 b). Accordingly, for the 

Utility Worker scenario, which is based on exposure only five days per year at a gtven area 

(see EPA, 1999a), the ALM has not been used. Instead, based on agreement between GE 

and EPA, and again consistent with the approach used in the EPA-approved Conceptual 

RD/RA Work Plan Addendum for Newell Street Area I (BBL, 20031, lead concentrations in the 

depth interval where the Utility Worker scenario would apply - i.e., the 1-6 foot depth interval 

- have been evaluated by comparing the average area-specific lead concentration for that 

depth interval to a default level equivalent to the Upper Concentration Limit (UCL) set forth in 

the MCP for lead, which is 6,000 mgikg. 

5.0 Area-Specific Risk Evaluations 

Area-specif~c risk evaluations were conducted for the three areas at whlch there were 

exceedances of the Method 1 soil standards after the screening process. Specific COPCs 

and depth increments evaluated for each area are described below along with the results of 

each risk evaluation. Spreadsheets showing pathway-specific and COPC-specific 

calculations are provided in Attachment A of this Append~x. 

5.1 GE-Owned Property 

A portion of East Street Area I-North consists of GE-owned parcels at which GE will execute 

Grants of Environmental Restrictrons and Easements (EREsj. An area-spec~ftc rtsk 

evaluation has been performed for this section of East Street Area ?-North based on the 

average concentrat~ons of all constttuents that were retained for evaluat~on prior to the 

comparison to the MCP Method 1 soil standards. The depth increments subject to risk 



waluairon for lhls sectron are the 0-1 foot and 1-6 foot depth tncrements The GOPGs 

evaluated and their average existing concentrations are as foIiows. 

Avg. Conc, Per Depth Increment ( m g f k g )  
COPCS 0-1 foot 1-6 foot 
Benzoia janthracene 0.44 1.62 
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.42 1.37 
Benzojb)fiuoranthene 0.50 1.51 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.21 0.61 
Arsenic 6.20 5.92 

Consistent with the approach used by EPA in supporting the Performance Standards for 

PCBs, the Groundskeeper scenario has been used to evaluate risks for the 0-1 foot depth 

increment and the Utility Worker scenario has been used to evaluate risks for the 1-6 foot 

depth increment. The calculated total cancer risks and non-cancer hazards for all COPCs 

evaluated at the GE-owned area are as follows: 

Scenario ECLR HI 
C4roundskeeper (0-1 foot) 1.2 x l o 4  0.0041 
Utility Worker (1-6 foot) 7.0 IOJ 0.00083 

All these estimated risks and hazards are below the levels of concern specified in the SOW. 

Lead is not a COPC for this area and thus has not been evaluated. 

5.2 Parcel K10-14-1 

Parcel K10-14-1 is a non-GE-owned commerciallindustrial property for which GE will 

implement a Conditional Solution. A property-specific risk evaluation has been performed for 

this parcel based on the average concentrations of all constituents that were retained for 

evaluation prior to the comparison to the MCP Method 1 soil standards. The soil depths 

subject to risk evaluation for this parcel are the 0-1 foot, 0-3 foot, and 1-6 foot increments. 

The COPCs evaluated and their average concentrations are as follows: 



Avg. Conc. Per Depth increment (mgikgf 
COPGS 0-? foot 0-3 Foot 1-6 foot 
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.43 0.33 0.18 
Antrmony 242 21 7.85 4.73 
Arsenic 9.4 8.7 5 4  
Lead 845 752.8 14.33 

Consistent with the approach used by EPA in supporting the Performance Standards for 

PCBs, the Groundskeeper scenarro has been used to evaluate r~sks for the 0-1 fool depth 

increment, while the Utility Worker scenario has been used i o  evaiuate risks for the 1-6 foot 

depth increment. The Groundskeeper scenario also has been used to evaluate risks for the 

0-3 foot depth increment. The calculated total cancer risks and non-cancer hazards for all 

COPCs evaluated at Parcel K10-14-1 are as folJows: 

Scenario ECLR HI 
Groundskeeper (0-1 foot) 1.3 x 0.17 
Groundskeeper (0-3 foot) 1.2 x lo-" 0.15 
Utility Worker (1 -6 foot) 1 .7 1 0-' 0.001 1 

All these estimated risks and hazards are well below the levels of concern specified in the 

SOW. 

The average lead concentrations in the 0-1 and 0-3 foot soil increments, 845 and 762.8 

mglkg, respectively, are well below the calculated RBC of 2,008 mglkg for lead In soil in such 

depths at commerciallindustriaI properties. The average concentration in the 1-6 foot 

increment, 14.33 mgikg, is far below the UCL of 6,000 mglkg. Thus, lead concentrations in 

the surface and subsurface soils of this parcel are below the benchmark levels of concern. 

5.3 Parcel K11-1-15 (portion) 

Parcel K11-1-15 consists of a narrow str~p of railroad-owned land, a port~on of whlch l~es 

within East Street Area I-North GE will implement a Condittonal Solut!on for that port~on. A 

property-specif~c rtsk evaluatron has been performed for the port~on of this parcel within East 

Street Area I-North based on the average concentrations of all constrtuents that were 

retarned for evaiuat~on pr~or to the compartsan to the MCP Method 1 soil standards The 

depth increments subject to nsk evaiuatron for th~s parcel are the 0-1 foot, 0-3 foot, and 1-6 



fool depth Incremenrs. The GOPCs evaiuated and tneir average concentrations are as 

f9iiows: 

Avg. Gonc. Per Depth Increment (mglkgf 
COPCS 0-4 foot 0-3 foot 1-6 foot 
Benzoja)pyrene 0.69 0.48 0.55 
n-N~trosop~pendine 0.27 0.72 I .27 
Antrmony 356.5 249.34 21.37 
Arsenic 10.43 9.27 6.4 
Lead 1221.83 871 105.3 

Consistent with the approach used by EPA in supporting the Performance Standards for 

PCBs, the Groundskeeper scenario has been used to evaluate risks for the 0-1 foot 

increment, while the Utility Worker scenario has been used to evaluate risks for the 1-6 foot 

depth increment. The Groundskeeper scenario also has been used to evaluate risks for the 

0-3 foot depth increment. The calculated total cancer risks and non-cancer hazards for all 

COPCs evaluated at Parcel K11-1-15 are as follows: 

Scenario ECLR HI 
Groundskeeper (0-1 foot) 1.7 x 10" 0.25 
Groundskeeper (0-3 foot) 1.5 x 10" 0.18 
Utility Worker (1-6 foot) 3.5 1 o - ~  0.0051 

All these estimated risks and hazards are well below the levels of concern specified In the 

SOW. 

The average lead concentrations in the 0-1 foot and 0-3 foot soil increments, 1,221.83 and 

871 mgikg, respectively, are below the calculated Groundskeeper RBC of 2,008 mgikg. The 

average concentration in the 1-6 foot increment, 105.3 mglkg, is well below the UCL of 6,000 

mgikg. Thus, the lead concentrations in the soils of this parcel are be!ow the benchmark 

levels of concern. 

6.0 Summary of Results of Area-Specific Risk Evaluations 

The predicted cancer rlsks and non-cancer hazards for the non-PCB COPCs at each of t h e  

East Street Area I-North areas evaluated are summarized in Table 5 That table shows t h e  

cancer risk and non-cancer hazard results for each exposure pathway and depth increment 



evaluated at these areas, (Backup COPG-specific ~alcuiat~ons are provided in AMachment 

A.) As shown In Table 5, total estimated cancer rrsks do not exceed the rdent~fied cancer r~sk 

benchmark of I x 10" lor any depth increment at any of the areas evaluated S~mrlarly, non- 

cancer hazards resuiting from exposures to surficial and subsurface soris do not exceed the 

target Hazard index of 1.0 at any of these areas. Finaliy, as discussed above, none of the  

average lead concentrations at the areas where iead is a COPC exceeds the RBC for the 

Groundskeeper scenario or the UCL for the Utility Worker scenario. Thus, it can be 

concluded that, under current conditions, the soil concentrations for all such COPCs at the 

East Street Area I-North areas would not present a risk of harm under the exposure 

scenarios evaluated. 
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Table 1. Parcel-Specific Arithmetic Mean Exposure Point Concentrations 

NR = Not relevant; constituent is not a COPC for this parcel 





Table 3. Summary of Chemical-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations, Absorption Factors, and Toxicity Values 

Constitilent 
Benro(a)ari thracene 

/ ~ e a d '  
Notes: 
1 Conservative default 
2 From EPA Dermal Guidance Document (EPA, 2001a), except where noted 
3 Frorrl IRIS (EPA, 2003) 
4 Der~ved through appl~cation of RPFs (EPA, 1993) to CSF for benzo(a)pyrene 
5 Cancer slope factor for the surrogate compound n-n~trosopyrrolrdrne 
6 MDEP (1994) 
7 Lead evaliiated usrng EPA's Adult Lead Methodology (see text) 

Cancer Slope Factor 

7 3 "  
0 7 3 4  

7.3 
2 i 5  
--- 

I ti" 
N A 

Reference Dose 





Table 5, Summary of Risks and Hazards at East Street Area 1 North Properties 

NR = Not relevant for this property 



Attachment A 

Revised Risk Calculations for the 
East Street Area I -North Site 



GE-Owned Area 



Table A la  - East Street Area 1 North - GE-Owned Area: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Ingestion Exposure to 0- to I-Foot Soil 
Pathway: lr~cidental Soil Ingestion 
Receptor: Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
Risk = CLII x CSk 

=D x Cf- x l /BW x 11ATc ----- --.-- "-- 
Cs IgR 0 A EF ED C F BW ATc CDI CSF 

Soil lngestlon Oral Exposure Exposure Convers~on Body Averaging Time Chronic Cancot 
Chemical Concentrat~on Rate Absorpt~on Frequency Durat~on Factor Weight Car ). lrllake 9 or 

(mglkg) (mgld) (umtless) (dlyr) --- (yrs) (kglmg) (kg) 9 i k g : L i  
B~nro(a)anthrdcane ----- 0 44 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 6F-08 1 BE-OR --------- -- - --- --- 
Benzo(a)pyrcne 
p- 

0 42 -- - 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 3 SE-08 7 3 1 812-01 25,550 ---w-p_p-pm- 

Benro(h)fluorantherie ---- 0 50 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 2 9F-08 0 73 2 lE-OW -- -------- --------- 
C)~beri~o(a h)anthracene -- --- 0 21 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 1 2L-OR 1 3  9 OLI-06 --------- ------ - -- -- 
Arsenic ----- ------ 6 2 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 3 FE-07 1 5  5 SI - O /  ---- --- -- 

Total 8 6E-07 
NONCARClNOGENlC 

ED x CF x l lRW x IIATnc --- - 
0 A E F 

---."--- --" 
Cs IgR ED C F B W ATnc CBI RfD "" 1 
So11 lngest~on Oral Exposure Exposure Converscon Body Averaging Tirne Chro~\!c Refere~\ce I-in?ard 

Chemical Concentratcon Rate Absorpt~on Frequency Durat~on Factor Wecght Noricarcltiogenic Daily Intake Dose Uuotti~iit 

(n 
Arserric 6 2 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 1 0 C 2 ~ - ~ 2 ~ ~ - ~  3 4E-00 ------ 

t o ta l  3.4E-03 



Table A1 b - East Street Area 1 North - GE-Owned Area: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Dermal Exposure to 0- to $-Foot Soil 
Pathway: Dermal Contact 
Receptor: Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
Ktsk : (:[)I x GSF 
C131 -Cs x UAF x SA x UA x Lt- x LLl x CF x IIBW x I iAtc -- - 

ED BW 
- - -- ---- -- - -- - -- 

Cs DAF S A D A EF CF ATc CDI CSF R ~ s k  
Dernial Chror~rc (.allcer 

Soil Adherence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Convers~on Body Avorag~ng Tirile r)dtly SIopl. 
Chern~cal Con~eritration Factor Exposed Absorption Frequency Duratrori Factor Wergtit Carc~riugeciic Intake Factor' 

-__- (m9ik9) (nlgl~mf 1 (cm"iday) (unltless) (d/yr) (yrs) (kglt'lg) (kg) (days) --- ( n ~ g ~ k ~ - d L - ~ 2 9 l k ~ g )  
Bonzo(a)arithracerie 0 44 ----- -- e 1 3,300 0 13 84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 2 2E-08 0 73 I bt-OW 

"------ - 
Renzo{a )py rec~  0 42 0 I 3,300 0 13 84 25 1 E-06 70 2 IE-08 -. # --- 25,55U -- / .3 1s t  07 
Benzo(b)fluoranther~o 0 50 0 1 3,300 0 13 84 25 1 E-06 25,550 ----------- 2 %-OR (3 73 I BE-08- 70 --------- 
Uibecl~o(a h)dnthracene ------- 0 ?I 0 1 3.300 0 13 84 25 1 E-06 70 1 1E-08 7 3 7 7E-00 r 5 + ? 2  ------ ------------ --- - 
Arsenic --- -"------ 6 2 0 1 3,300 0 03 84 25 1 E-06 70 258550 7 2F-08 1 5 1 1E-07 

-----""'.---- 
Total J.7E-07 

NONCARClNOGENlC 
H(2 = (,Ol/f<K) 
CDI -C&~-E~AAJLA-_ZEF x ED x CT x l iBW x 1iATnc 

r--- Cs DAF S A D A EF ED C F B W ATnc CDI RfD 
--- ----------- - 

Dermal Chronic 
So11 Adherenu? Surface Area Oerrnal Exposure Exposure Convers~ori Body Averngirlg Tirnc Daily f?eff?renc 0 I inraril 

Ctiernical Coricentratiarr Factor Exposed Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Weight No~icarcrnoqec~ic Intake ~ o s e "  diiirrtiei~t 

(yrs) (kglmg) (GLsL-m!-g5L-J!'9lk-L -- -- 
Arserx 6 2 0 I 3 300 0 03 84 25 I E-06 70 ----- 2 OE-(37" 0 0003 6 7T-0.3 %'25 -- -- ------------- 

Total 6 7E-04 

- -  lngest~on Uermal l otal 
Bunzo(a)anthracene 1 9E-08 1 6E-08 3 5E-08 

Arsenic .--- 
Total 





Table A l d  - East Street P~rea 1 North - GE-Owned Parcel: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Dermal Exposure to I- to &Foot Soil 
Patltway: Derrnal Contact 
Receptor: Utility Worker 
CARCINOGENIC 
Risk = CUI x 1 Sf 
CUI =Cs x I3AE x SA x DA x k F. x LD  x LF. x lif3W x IIAtc - -- -- -------- - -- 

Cs DAF S A D A EF ED C F BW ATc CDI CSF 
Dermal Chronic t nr~ r  er 

Soil Adherence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Convers~on Body Averag~ng iirrlc Daily Slope 
Chemical Concentration Factor Exposed Absorption Frequency Durat~on Factor We~ght Carctr?oye~?tc irltdka Factor" 

(ntgikg) (mglcrn") (crn'lday) (un~tless) (dlyr) -- (yrs) (kglrng) (kg) (days) - d )  BQsl--- 
1 62 0 8 3,300 0 13 5 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 8 0 7 3  2Nk ___------------- 
I 37 0 8 3,300 0 13 5 25 1E-06 70 25,550 3 3E-08 1 3  24t-07 -- ----*--- -- 
151 0 8 3,300 0 13 5 25 1 E-06 70 3 6E-08 0 2- 7 6k-08 - 75,550 -- 

@~nzo(a 11)dnttlracena 0 61 0 8 3,300 0 13 5 25 1 E-06 To ------ 25,550 - 1 sC-a8 1 3  -- I - IF-07 -- 
Arsor?ic 5 92 0 8 3,300 0 03 5 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 3 3E-08 1 5 4 9E-08 ---- 

Total 4.5E-07 
NONCARCINOGENIC 
1 iL) = Ci.ll/flfU 

-------- 
Cs D AF SA D A EF ED C F BW ATnc CDl RfD HQ 

Dermal Cltronrc 
Soil Adlierence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averaging l i m e  Darly Reference liazard 

Chemical Coilcontrat~on Factor Exposed Absorpt~on Frequency Durat~on Factor We~ght Noncarcinogenic Intake 1 3 0 s ( 3 b u t ? l i e n t  

(mgikg) (mgicm2) (crn2/day) (unitless) (diyr) (Y=) (kglmg) --- ( a k 3 - 2 )  ------ 
Arsenic ----- 5 92 0 8 3,300 0 03 5 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 9 2E-08 Q 0003 3 IE-0-1 ---- -- ------- 

Total 3 1E-Q4 

--."--.-- nogenlc REX-"------ Ingestion Derrnal I otal --- 
Uenzo(a jar~thracene 1 1E-08 2 8E-08 4 OE-08 

otal Noncarciriogonic Harar 

-- 



Parcel K10-14-1 



Tabla A2a - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K10-14-1: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Ingestion Exposure to 0- to I-Foot Soil 
Pathway: Incidental SON lngestion 
Receptoc Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
Risk = CUI x CSt 

I- x kL1 x CF x I lBW x IIATc 
Cs IgR 0 A EF ED CF B W ATc CDI CSF Risk 1 --------- 

Soil lngest~on Oral Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averaging Trnre Ctironrc Cancer 
Chemical Concentratron Rate Absorption f requericy Dciratron Factor Werght Carcinogenic Daily Intake Slope Factor 

(rngikg) (mgid) (unltless) (diyr) (yrs) (kg/fng) (kg) (days) - p ~ 2 ~ & - ~ ~ ~ ~ k Y ~ Q - ~ - - ~  ---" 
0 43 -- 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 7 5E-08 7 3 I 8C-07 

5 5E-O? 1 5  8 3t -01 
Total 1 0E-06 

I 
- 

Arsonrc 9 4 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 ---- -- -------__ 

NONCARCINOGENIC 
I-IU - GUllRlU 
CUl -- Cs x IgR x CIA x EF x ED x CF x IIBW x 1iATnc 

I- 
----.*- 

Cs IgR 0 A EF ED C F BW ATnc CDI RfD 

So11 lngestron Oral Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averag~ng Time Chrori~c Refecence bldzard 
Chemical Concentrat~on Rate Absorption Frequency Duratron Factor We~ght Noncarcinogen~c C)aily Intake Ooso Quolrerit 

----- (ntgikg) (mgld) (unrtless) (diyr) (Yrs) (kg/mg) (kg) (da@---Ar?fi&%Am3&~-dL--- --- 
242 A2i?22 -.------__. 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 4 OE-05 0 O O ~ - -  9 Yiz-O:>-" 

Arsenic -- 9 4 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 1 5C-06 ---- D 0003 -----.__ 5 --- 2F-03 - 
Total 1 DE-01 



Table A2b - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K10-14-1: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Dermal Exposure to 0- to 1 -Foot Sail 
PaNrway: Derrnai Contact 
Receptor: Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
R14k -. CUI x CSt 

----- - - --*-- 
Cs DAF SA DA E F ED C F BW ATc CDI CSF Rtsk 1 

Dernial (:hmnrc c3anct.f 
Soil Adherence St~rface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Converston Body Averagirig riirtc Daily Sto)lfa 

Chemtcal actor Exposed Absorption Frequency Duratton Factor Weight Carccnogeriic Intake f artor ' 
glcm") (cm'iday) (unttless) (diyr) (yrs) (kgimg) (kg) (days) _ & ~ & ~ ) _ - ~ ~ ~ & ! Q : ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~  

B ~ ~ Z O ( J ) P Y ~ ~ ~ ~ C ?  OL-.-.--. 0 1 3.300 0 13 84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 - 2 ?E-00 7 3 1 6E-0; -- 
Arsenic 9 4 0 3 3,300 0 03 84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 1 1E-07 1 "i ?BE-07 -- - ------ - -------..-7 fa-l ------- 

3 2E-07 
NONCARCINOGENIC 
t ic2 - CL)IIRIrl 
GO1 -Cs x UA f  x SA x DA x CF x ED x CF x l iBW x IIATnc ---------- -- ---- -- --- - -- ---- 

Cs DAF S A D A EF ED C F BW ATnc CDI RfD HQ 
Dermal CIlrnn~r 

Soil Adherence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averagtng Trnls rlaily Refprent t4,ltdrd 
Chemical Concentratton Factor Exposed Absorpt~on F requency Duration Factor Weight Nuncarc~nagen~c In take  ~ n s e b ~ u o t i c n t  

(mglkg) (mgkm2) (cni2iday) (un~tless) (cl/yr) i__ --.-- __ .-- -__ ------ (yrs) (kgirng) (a- c&kmw(rak&:)-- m 

--- - 242 0 1 3,300 0 I 84 25 1 E-06 70 9*i25 2 6C-05 0 00114 ti bk"-02 Al'tirnuIx -- ---- ----*-*-------- -------- 
'3 4 0 1 3,300 0 03 84 25 1 E-06 70 3 1E-07 0 0003 1 OF-03 

--.. 
Arseclrr: ------------- -- 99'~L---" .  -------- 

l a t a l  6 7E-02 

Total Noncarcinogenic Hazard 
Ant~rnony 
Arsenic - 5 2E-03 I 0E-03 6 2E 

-- Total 0.10460 0.06666 0.171 



Table A2c - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K10-14-1: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from lngestion Exposlire to 0- to 3-Foot Soil 
Patllway: Incidental Soil lngestion 
Receptor: Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
Htsk - CUI x CSF 
L ~ ~ ( 3 s ~ l ~ ~  x QA x LF K kl) x CF x I/UW x I I A l c  ------- -~ --- 

Cs IgR OA E F ED CF BW ATc COI CSF 

So11 Ingestion Oral Exposure Exposure Conversron Body Averdging I lrne C hroflic Cancel 
Ct~ernrcal Concerttratiori Rate Absorpt~on Frequency Durat~on Factor We~ght Ca c Dally lritako Slope I actor 

--------- (mgkg) (rngld) (unitless) (dlyr) (Yrs) (kglmg) (kg) d r l g L ? e ) - - j E Q & d L "  -- -- - 
0 39 ?"%"*  erg^^-.-.- 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 258550 ----- 2 JE-08 --- i J 1 *--m 11-07 

Arsenic - -" --- ---------- 8 7 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 5 lt:-07 15 7 71 -01 ---- *~v?E--.-'"-- - a- ---- 
Total 9 "I-07 - - 

NONCARCINOGENIC 
tic2 - ~ClJl/F<tLl 
qE 4 s  x IgFi x OA x EF x ED x GF x I lBW x I IA lnc  

-"---- -- ------- -- 
Cs I@ 0 A EF ED C F BW ATnc GDI RfD 

Soil Ingestion Oral Exposure Exposure Convers~on Body Averaging Time (,hrunrc, Ficrfcrt-nce ! Iszdrd 
Chemical Concentrat~on Rate Absorption Frequency Durat~on genic Daily lrltake Dose c2uoii~nt 

(mglkg) (mgld) (urirtless) (diyr) (yrs) )--AIm!L-A! ---- - 
A r l t 1 f ~ 1 0 ~ ~ -  - --- 21 / 85 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 3 GE-05 O 0004 9 OL-02 ----------------- --- 
Arsr*nic -- - --- - 0 1 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 1 4F-06 0 OOOJ 4 8i -03 ---- -------------- - 

Total 9 4E-02 
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Table A2f - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K10-14-1: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Dermal Exposure to I- to 6-Foot Soil 
Pathway: Dermal Contact 
Receptor: Utility Worker 
CARCINOGENlC 
Risk - C Dl x L b F  
LDI =Gs x UAI x SA x UA x E. F x kU x CI  x 1iBW x IIAtc - -- ----------- 

Cs DAF SA D A E F ED C F BW ATc CDI CSF R ~ s k  
Dermal Cl?rur~ic er 

boil Adherence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Conversion Body A v ~ r s g ~ n g  i tmu Daly %l(Ve 
Chemical Goticentration Factor Exposed Absorptiori Frequency Duratlon Factor We~ght Carc~~~ogen~c. Intake I"0~1or ' 

(mglkg) Lmyicrn") (cm'iday) (un~tless) (dlyr) -- --------- ---- (Yrs) (kgJn1g) (kg) -j9?L---AzgwL-iEg&dJ--- -" -- 
0 18 i 3 e r 1 z o ( a i ~ ~ z ~  0 8 3,300 0 13 5 25 1 E-06 70 -------- 25 550 4 3f"-09 --- 7 3 3 - ?1--o11 -- 

Arsenic -- ---- 5 4 0 8 3,300 0 03 5 25 1 E-06 70 3 UE-OR I t, 4 5t 08 *LS&"-. -- ---- -u --- - - - - 
Total I' (BE-08 

NONCARCINOGENIC 
kJO = GUIIKtU 
<:Dl -Cs x DAF x SA x DA x E f  x ED x CF x I I B W x A T n c  
r---- ----------*" 

Cs DAF SA D A EF ED C F BW ATnc CDI RID HQ "'7 
Dermal Chrorr~c 

So11 Adherence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averag~ncj Tune Dally Reference klasard 
Chemical C:oncentratron Factor Exposed Absorption Frequency Ouratton Factor Weight Noncarc~nogerl~c Intake ~ o s e b u o t i e n t  

(mglkg) (mg/cni2) (cm2/day) (unitless) (dlyr) i --- (Yrs) (kglmg) (kg) 1 -U&-lf) 
1 73 A z k z r L  0 8 3,300 0 1 5 25 1 E-06 70 ---------.. 9,125 8 9E-08 ---- 0 0004 ------- 2 2F-04 

+!z2!!iL-- ---- 5 4 0 8 3.300 0 03 5 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 8 4E:-08 -A?A&3-- --zE:OL --- 
Total 5.OE-04 

K--------- 

Total 

Total Noncarcinogenic Hazard 
Antllnor~y 
Arsenic ------- 
Total 

pwpwp- ---- 



Parcel K11-1-15 



Table AJa - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K11-1-15: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Ingestion Exposure to 0- to I-Faot Soil 
Pathway: incidental Soil Ingestion 
Receptor: Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
Risk - CUI x 1,bF 
$01 = C s  x IgR x O A - x g x _ k L l  x Cf x IIBW x ?/AT(, 

I CF 
-- ------" -- ---- 

C s IgR O A E F ED BW ATc CBI CSF R ~ s k  

Soil Ingestion Oral Exposuic Exposure Conversion Body Averagcng 7 11710 Crlmnii. c'ot-icer 
Chemical uration Factor Weight Carcinogenic Daily Irltake Slope F aclur 

(yrs) (kgimg) (kg) VaEl.. ---- ~ ~ g ~ h ~  dl dTx/h-cjj- 
0 69 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 25,550 4 IC-00 7 3 .3 017-07 & C ~ & E ~ ? - - -  -- ------- --- 70 

P *------ w --- ------ -- ---_ 
N-rtitrosopib>eri<jer~e - 
---4 

0 Z J  50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 25 550 1 6E-08 2 1 3 JY-08 -- 
Arsenic 10 43 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 25.550 6 It-UI 1 5  (3 3E-07 - -- -- - ------- ---------- "- 

Total 1 2E-06 
NONCARCINOGENIC 
I-iU Gl3iifSf13 
CUI . I: F x ED x CF x l lBW x IIATnc -------- -- ------------- 

Cs IgR 0 A EF ED CF BW ATnc CBI Rf D k I Q  

Soil Ingestion Oral Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averaging T~rne Chronic Referencor I1.17ard 
Ct?cmical Concerltratron Rate Absorptiori Frequency Duration Factor Werght Noncarctriogen~c Dally Intake 170s~ Uuot~cnl 

--..- (niglkg) (mgld) (unitless) (diyr) (yrs) ( k g / ~ )  (kg) (da ? ~ k ~ : ~ - ~ @ ~ ~ & : ~ ~ - - -  --- 
Anl i~ i~u~iy  356 5 - ---"" ----- 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 g*12"5- 5 gk-05 0 0004 I 5 i - O i  --------- 
Arsenic - ------- 10 43 50 1 0  84 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 - 1 IE-06 0 0003 5 7F-(03 --------- ------ -- 

Total 1 5E-01 



Table A3b - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K11-1-15: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Dermal Exposure to 0- to 1 -Foot Soil 
Pathway: Dermal Contact 
Receptor: Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
Risk = (301 x CSF 

---------- 
Cs OAF S A DA EF ED CF BW ATc C Dl CSF 

Dermal d"l1rt3n!c ' ~ d f l w  

Soil Adherence Strrface Area Derrnal Exposure Exposure Converslun Body Averaging Titrio Daily Slope 
Chem~cal Carrrnoqenic lntako F;rc!or4 

-- ----- 25,550 3 SE-08 7 3 ---- -- --------- - 
0 21 - 0 1 3,300 0 1 84 25 1 E-06 70 ' r  r 1 0E-08 2 1 7 2C-08 J~O-- - --- - -- 

Ar".o~iic 11) 43 0 1 3,300 0 03 84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 1 2k-07 I ti --- - w- - 18L"Ol 
T a t a l T 8 E F  

NONCARCINOGENIC 
I-1U = GC~IIKf13 
LDI Cs x KAf A SA x DALE! x EL) x Cf x l iBW x 1IATnc 

r--- -- - ---- ~ --------- 
Cs DAF SA D A EF ED CF BW ATnc CDI RfD WQ 1 

Dernial Chrofl~c 
Soil Adherence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averagtng Tiine Dally Reference E i ~ ~ a i d  

Chem~cal Conte!>tratron Factor Exposed Absorpt~on Frequency Dutahon Factor Welyht Noncaf~~nogen~c Intake ~>osil"nuutient 

Arsenic 
rota1 

Total Noncarcinogenic Hazard 
Aritimony 
Arssr --- 
T T I  





Tabls A3d - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K11-1-15: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Dermal Exposure to 0- to 3-Foot Soil 
Pathway: Dermal Contact 
Receptor: Groundskeeper 
CARCINOGENIC 
Risk - LDI X <:SF. 
LQL-Gq x ilAb x SA x UA x L F  x k 0 x Ck x IIBW x IIAtc ----- ----- ------ 

C s DAF S A D A EF ED C F BW ATc CDI CSF 
Dermal Chrnrlic ~,ancol 

Adherence Surface Area Dernial Exposure Exposure Convers~on Body Averaging Tiriie Dally S ~ Q P ~  
Soil Concentration ake Factor" 

kg-<$) ( t~pik&$~'  --- 
0 48 --- E-OR I" 3 -- --- "-- --pp 

N-nitroso~peri'der~e 0 71  0 1 3,300 0 1 84 25 1 E-06 70 2 8 t - 08  2 1 5 YE-08 
-" - - ----- z?!!!?!? --------- - ---- 
Arror~ic 9 27 0 1 3,300 0 03 84 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 I iE-07 1 5  1 6E-07 ------ ------ - 

Total 4 OE-07 
NONCARCINOGENIC 
kIU 5 COIilttU 
CDI =Cs x DAF x SA x DA x EF x ED x CF x IIBW x IiATnc 
j_----_IIIIII-" ---*-- ------- - 

cs DAF s A D A E F ED CF BW ATIIC CDI RKI HQ 1 
Dermal Chrerire 

Adherence Surface Area Derrnal Exposure Exposure Convers~on Body Averaging Time Dafly R ~ ' f ~ r r ~ r ~ c ~  Ha~ard  
Cticniical Soil Cc~ncentratton Factor Exposed Absorption Frequency Duration Factor We~ght Nuncarc~noget~ic lritoke f-)useb Qiiutien! 

(rngikg) ( r ~ ~ ~ / c m ' )  (cmZ/day) ( (days) -.mmL ----- 
249 34 0 1 3,300 O J . - , - - .  84 25 1 E-06 70 9, 125 Anti*'oilL--- ----p--7------ -- --- 

1 
2 7E-g2w 0 0004 -6LktL 

Arsenic 9 27 0 1 - 3,300 0 03 84 25 I E-06 70 9,125 3 U E - ~ L ~ - - O ~ > ~ ~ ; ~ ~  1 0~93 
Total 6 9E-02 

EJenzo(a)pyrene 
N-nitrosop~pertd~ne 8 9E-08 5 9E-0 
Arsenx 
Total 

Total Noncarcirlogenic Hazard 
Ant~morry 
Arsenic 
Total ------ 





Table A3f - East Street Area 1 North - Parcel K11-1-15: Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks from Dermal Exposure to 1 - to 6-Foot Soil 
Pathway: Derrnal Contact 
Receptor: Utility Worker 
CARCINOGENIC 
Risk Cl.ll x CSI- 
C Dl =Gb x Ll4k x SA x 0A x kf- x LLl x Cf- x 1/BW x IlAtc 

DAF SA DA EF ED CF BW 
---- ----- - ---- -- -p 

C s ATc CDt CSF 
Dern l~ l  Chrorllc L3rlncOr 

Soil Adherence Surfacs Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averaging 1 irns Datly S I ~ P ~  
Chemical Coriceritratiun Factor Exposed Absorpt~on frequency Durat~on factor 

rnglkq) rnqicrn') (cmd/day) (unitless) (d/yr) ------------ L-..".--"- (yrs) (kQ/mg) 
onzo(n)pyrone ------- 0 55 ---- 0 8 3,300 0 13 5 25 I E-06 70 25,5530 1 3E-08 T 3 96T-08 ---- ----- - ----- -- 

~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ > r i d e r i e  1 27 0 8 3,300 0 1 5 25 I E-06 70 25,550 2 3C-09 2 1 4 9E-08 
"̂_------ -*__-------_ 

Arsonic, f j  4 0 8 3,300 0 03 5 ----- --------- 25 1 E-06 70 25,550 3 SL-08 1 5 5 3E-08 --- -_l_-"."--.-~-l_l~~__)_l_~____ 

Total 2 OE-07 
NONCARClNOEENlC 
E4U = GL)I/HfD 
601 =Cs x DAF x SA x UA x EF x FD x CF x I lBW x 1iATnc 

r---- --".--".--- ------- 
Cs DAF S A D A EF ED C F BW ATnc CDI Rf D EJQ 7 

Dermal Chroriir 
So11 Adherence Surface Area Dermal Exposure Exposure Conversion Body Averaging Tirrie Daily Rofc~reflce tiar*drd 

Chemical on Factor Exposed Absorption Frequency Duration Factor Wetght Noricarctnogeri~c e Close" Q~uctt~ent 

---- mglcrn2) (cm21day) (unitless) (dlyr) -L % W k M - -  " - 
ntimury ---- -- ---------- 0 8 3,300 0 1 5 25 - ------ 1 1E-06 0 0004 ,3 8L-03 --- 

Arsenr~ 6 4 0 8 3,300 -------- ------- 0 03 5 25 1 E-06 70 9,125 9 ":LLs"-- 33E4- 
Total 3 1E-03 

Arsenic ---.-- 9 2E-08 5 3E-08 
Total 1.6E-07 2.OE-07 

Total Noncarcinogenic Hazard 
Antlmony 

Ingestion Dermal 
1 4E-03 2 8E-03 4 
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