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Tra~lsmitledvia Overnight C'ourier 

October 7,2005 

Ms. Sharon Hayes 
U.S. Env~ronmentalProtection Agency 
EPA New England 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02 114-2023 

Re: 	 GE-PittsfieldMlousatonicRiver Site 
East Street Area 2-North (GECD140) 
Supplement to Conceptual RDIRA Work Plan and Proposal for Additional Investigations 

Dear Ms. Hayes: 

In a letter dated September 13, 2005, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) pro-l~ded 
conditional approval of the General Electric Company's (GE's) Conceptual Removul Desrgm'Renzoval 
Actzon Work Plan for East Street Area 2-firth (Conceptual Work Plan), dated April 2005. That 
document presented GE's evaluation of the need for and scope of soil remediation to achieve the 
applicable Performance Standards for the East Street Area '-North Removal Actlon Area (RAA) under 
the October 2000 Consent Decree (CD), along with a conceptual proposal for such soil remed~ation 
EPA's September 13, 2005 letter specified four conditions for ~ t s  approval of the Conceptual Work Plan, 
and required that GE submlt supplemental inforrnatlon relatlng to three of those four condit~ons. This 
letter provides that supplemental informatron. 

In addition, this letter includes a proposal by GE to conduct additional soil charactenzahon sampllng for 
polychlorlnated biphenyls (PCBs) and other constituents in an area w~thin East Street Area 2-North where 
several exlstlng bulldlngs w11l be subject to future demolition and removal of the existing base floor slabs. 
Since these areas may rernaln m an "unpaved" condltlon followng demol~tion, there 1s a need to conduct 
additional grid-based so11 investigatrons cons~stent with the applicable requirements of the CD and 
Statement of Wark for Removal Actions Outszde the Rzver (SOW), and to revise the existlng Removal 
DeslmRemovaI Act~on(Rf>iRA) evaluat~ons once these data are obtained. T h ~ s  letter provides 
additional information concemlng the scope. tlrnmg. and follot+-up act~vltres related to the proposed 
supplemental so11 mvest~gatlons. 

I. 	 Supplemental Information for Conceptual Work Plan 

Tnis section surnmanzes each of the conditrons rdent~fied by EPA In ~ t sapproval of the Coneepeuai Work 
Plan, and presents CE's response to each condition. For those responses that warrantaan addrt~onai 
folio\\-up submrrtai to EPA (1.e.. Condlt~ons2, 3, and 41, GE proposes to subm:t an Addendum to the 
Conceptual Work Plan. 

1. 	 Condttlon I of EPA's Septemkr 13, 2005 approval ietter slated that GE may be requ~redto rs-
evaluate the non-PCB constlruenes detected In soil rf the proposed X4assathuser:s Contingent! Plan 
(MCP) "wacre 2" Method I sod standards, v, hlch GE has ~ s e dm ~ t sevaiuairons of these constrtuenis 
In the Goncepta'i Work Plan, are not finalized. GE acknowledges this cond~tron.no further response 
IS needed at thrs time. 
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2. Cond~t~on2 of EPtt's condlt~onal approval letter noted that the Conceprual M-ork Plan bad screened 
out one const~tuent, benz~drne, from the non-PCB evaiuatlons due to a low keyueney of detection 
(1.e .detecrlon In only one of 121 samples), The Iencr stated that, although the benzldrne results were 
reported as non-detect in a11 other sample resutts, the analq.t~cal detection Iirnits for this constlhient 
were cons~stently above 0.70 ppm, which exceeds the single detected result (0.31 ppm), as well as the 
EP.4 Reglon 9 Prei~minar>i Remcdiahon Goal (PRG) for this constibent in industrial soils (0.013 
ppm), which has  used Ibr sereenmg. Based on th~s ,  and the fact that there 1s no current or proposed 
MGP Sfethod 1 so11 standard for benz~d~ne, thrs EPA condition required that CE develop a proposal 
to further evaluate the presence of benzrdme. 

To address thls EPA condition, GE has evaluated varlous potential approaches, including addittonal 
sampling for benzidtne in an effort to obta~n 1o.rver detection 11rnlts. Wo~\ever, for thls particular 
M A .  GE proposes, as a conservative measure, to calculate average concentratrons of benzidine for 
the relevant depth mcrements, uslng a concentration of one-half the detection l~mlt  for the non-detect 
sample results, and then to revise the arca-specific risk assessment previously presented in the 
Conceptual Work Plan to include benz~dine at those average concenh-atlons. That revised risk 
assessment wlll use the same exposure assumptions and toxicity Inputs used previously, wlth the 
add~t~on  (At the same time, the rlsk assessment of benzldinc at the calculated average concentrations 
will be revised to take Into account the results of the additional non-PCB sampllng proposed m 
Section 11of thls letter.) The results of the revised risk assessment will be provided in the Addendum 
to the Concephal Work Plan. 

3. 	 Condition 3 of EPA's conditional approval letter rejected GE's proposal to pave certain small, non- 
continuous, currently unpaved areas associated with samples PS-W-94, PS-W-95, PS-MI-96, and PS- 
W-97, which showed PCB concentrations in the top foot of soil above the not-to-exceed W E )  
Performance Standard of 125 ppm for the top foot of soil in unpaved commercial/industria1 areas. 
EPA directed CE, instead, to remove and replace the top foot of soil in those unpaved areas. In 
addition, EPA instructed GE to evaluate whether, following such removal, any additional remediation 
actions are necessary to achieve the other Performance Standards. 

Based on this EPX comment, the soil removal limits have been rev~sed, as shown on Figure 1,  to 
rnclude add~tionat one-foot soil removal in the currently unpaved portions of the polygons associated 
with samples PS-W-94, PS-W-95, PS-W-96, and PS-W-97. These revised removal hmlts w ~ l l  result 
In an ~ncrease of approximately 150 cubic yards In the soil removal volume at thrs FAA, rcsult~ng in 
an Increase In the total removal volume from the 5 10 cub~c yards proposed in the Conceptual Work 
Plan to approxrmately 660 cubic yards of sod. 

GE has also evaluated whether t h ~ s  mod~ficatlon would affect the prror cvaiuations concemlng the 
attamment of the PCB Perfomance Standards for the other relet ant depth Increments. Spec~tically, 
CE has te-calculated the ant~cipated post-remediat~on spatlal average PCB concentrations for the 
reletant depth mcrements at East Street Area 2-Nonh bared on the reir~sedsod rernobal Irrn~ts shown 
on F~gure I .  These calcuiat~ons rndrcate that the spatral aperage PCB concsnlrat~ons will decrease 
slightly for the top foot of soil and rernaln essentiaIiy unchanged for the other relevant depth 
mcremenis. and that hence no further remediation wrii be necessary to achieve the Performance 
Sxandards for those depths Increments The dera~lsof rhess rei~sed post-remediailon cai iu i~t~ons  and 
the support~ngdata rvdl be presented in the Addendum to the Gonceptlial Ll'ork Pian, along ~ r t hthe 
revised W,RAevalwiaons necessary to take account of the additronal PCB szn~piingproposed rn 
Sectron If of rhrs iettzr. 
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4. Condit~on4 of EPA's condrtronal approvaI letter addressed GE's evaluations In the Conceptual Work 
Plan regarding the need for speclfic response achons in subsurface utllrty con~dors M i th~n East Street 
Area 2-North. As descrrbed rn the Conceptual Work Plan, due to the penasrye presence of ut~hh/ 
lines thoughout t h ~ s  ,GE perfomed the ~nvesc~gatton and assessment of ut111ty corrtdors at this 

in an iteratrte manner, with EPA approval. Under this approach, the et~aluation in the 
Conceptual Work PIan focused on those areas m the vrcinity of active subsurface utrllty lines where 
discrete PCB sample resuIts exceeding 200 ppm were found In the I- to 6-foot depth ~ntervai. The 
Conceptual Work Plan identified seven such sample focatrons. For the utility areas around three of 
these locat~ons, EPA agreed with GE's conclusion that no utillty-response actions are warranted 
because the utllltles are no longer actlve. However, EPA noted that there 1s an active electrical 
conduit near four of the identified locatrons (sample Iocat~ons RAPIS-J10,PS-W-90, PS-W-95, and 
PS-W-96) and an actire water main near one of those locations (RAA5-$10). In these circumstances, 

the EPA Ietter d~rected GE to conduct additional evaluations for these areas -namely: (1) to evaluate 
whether the actr%e ut~lity 11nes m these areas are potentially subject to emergency repaxr aetlvities that 
could involve exposure to subsurface so11 (and specifically to provlde further infomation on whether 
repairs to the electrical conduits could involve lnvasive excavations); (2) for those that are, to 
calculate the spatial average PCB concentration in the I - to 6-foot depth interval in the utlllty 
corridor; and (3) for any such corndor where the spatial average PCB concentration exceeds 200 
ppm, to evaluate the need for additional response actions. In response to this cond~tion, each of the 
Identified utility areas is discussed below. 

As noted m EPA's comment, an actlve electrical utility conduit passes near soil sample locations 
RAAS-J10, PS-W-90, PS-W-95, and PS-W-96. At each of these locations, PCB concentrations 
greater than 200 ppm were detected ~n the 1- to 6-foot depth increment. However, the act~ve 
electrical lines in these areas are not subject to emergency repair activities that could involve 
exposure to subsurface so~l. These lines are part of the electrical d~stribution system at the GE Plant, 
whlch cons~sts of several concrete condu~t and manhole systems that contaln numerous electrical 
cables. These conduit systems run below grade, from transformer substations, through the manholes 
and concrete conduits. to build~ngs throughout the Plant. In the event of an emergency (e.g., cable 
fallure), repair activities would consist of replac~ngire-splicing a portion of the electrical cable withm 
the ex~sting concrete conduit system between manholes. T h ~ swould be accomplished by extracting 
the cables through the manhoIes, replacing or repalring them, and then reinserting them Into the 
conduits -all w~thout the need for soil excavation. Thus, no Intrusive excavation of the soil would be 
requtred for an emergency repalr. With respect to the potential replacement of an existing electrical 
d~swbut~onsystem (~.e.,  concrete conduit), such an acttv~ty would be prohibited by the Grant of 
Environmental Restriction and Easement (ERE) that will appty to thrs CE-omned property. unless a 
Conditional Exeept~on 1s obtained. (The reason for thls is that the permitted use for Utrllty Work 
under the ERE does not apply to such installat~on activities ) hccordmgly. if such replacement were 
necessary, it uould be a planned major event and would requlre a Cond~t~onal E-uceptron under the 
Em,wh~ch would ~ntolve measures to prekent any unacceptable nsk For these reasons, there is no 
need for f~ii-therevaluation of the sod PCB concentrat~ons In the u t ~ l ~ Q  thesecorrrdors assocrated ~ ~ l i h  
etectncal unilty hnes or the need for ut~llQf-specific response actrons to address such sorIs 

The EPA comment also referred to an active water main located adjacent to the western edge of 
Bu~ldrng12 and in the r m e d ~ a t eklclnrty of so11sample MAS-Jlf j ,  at w h r c h  PCB concenh.atior. of 
4,713'3pprn b a s  detected 13the 1- to G-foot depth mcrement. In facz-,tkrs Rater mar,sect:cn, \%iirchss 
present solely for Gre priirectlon. is currently shut off so thzt ~t rs nstr mactrve. although ~t has nor 
been pemianentii terminated. Since this water main secbron has not been rendered permanenrlj 
macrri e, GE has e.itiiuated area funher For purposes of rhns eb aiul;tmn, although the PCB results 
from the 1- to 6-foot depth lncrer~entat the other sample iocatloris along ihrs iliilliji comdor sec:lon 
near R A G - J l i )  ie.g., Iocat~ons MAS-110, 95-12, K4A5-Kll)are \+ell, belo>%2200 ppm- GE has 



Ms. Sharon Hayes 
October 7,2005 

Page 4 of 5 

assumed (\tlrhour perfom~ng specific spatla1 averaging caliulatrons) that the result from 
by itself, uould drive the spatial average PCB concenh-atton In the 1- to 6-foot depth increment in this 
sectron of the ut~lity c o ~ l d o r  above 200 pprn. Accordingly, GE has evaluated the need for additional 
response actlons in this area. Based on that evaiuahon, CE proposes to make thls section of the fire 
protect~on Rater line pemanently inact~ve by cuttlng and capptng the line In this area, such this 
section of the line will be teminated and there w11l be no potential for emergency repair act~vitles that 
could involve exposure to subsurface so11 at or around location M 5 - 5 1 0 .  

11. Proposal for Supplemental Soil Characterization Sarnpling 

As discussed In the ConceptuaI Work Plan, the buildings in the uestern portion of East Street Area 2- 
h'orth will be demolished prior to the transfer of that portion of thls RAA to the Plttsfield Economic 
Development Authont) (PEDA). These buildings are shown on Figure 1 and Include the bulldings uithrn 
the western portron of the RhA up to the eastern sides of Bulldings 17 and 3 The pre-des~gn soil 
investlgatrons previously completed for East Street Area 2-North were conducted on the assumption that 
all existing floor slabs of these buildings would remain intact, and thus the areas covered by these 
buildings were considered to be "paved" areas for sampling purposes. (Under the applicable sampling 
protocols m the SOw, paved areas are sampled less intensively than unpaved areas.) However, GE has 
recently decided that, for certain of these existing buildings - namely, Bulldings 15, 15A, 15B, and 15- 
Ext (also known as 15W), as shown on Ftgure 1 - future building demolition activities will involve the 
removal of the existing concrete slab-on-grade floors, followed by the placement and compaction of clean 
soil to restore the current grade. Under this scenario, the result~ng post-demolitron conditions for these 
building footprints wlIl be "unpaved." Accordingly, additional gnd-based soil sarnpllng for PCBs is 
needed for these areas. 

In this situation, the 100-foot sampling grid previously used for the pre-design investigations has been 
imposed over the area that contains these four buildings, as shown on Figure 1. Using this grid, GE 
proposes to collect samples for PCB analysis at six additional locations, shown on Figure 1, to complete 
the gnd-based PCB sampling in this area. At each of the identified locations, samples will be collected 
from the 0- to I-, 1- to 6, and 6- to 15-foot depth increments (for a total of 18 samples) and submitted for 
PCB analysis. 

In addition, GE proposes to submlt six samples from these locations for analysis of the other constituents 
listed in Append~x ZX1-3 of 40 CFR Part 264 (excludmg pesticides and herbicides), plus three additional 
constituents - benzldme, 2-chloroethyl vinyl ether, and 1,2-diphenylhydraz~ne (Append~x lX"3). 
SpecificaIly, GE proposes to cofiect samples for such analys~s from the followtng depth ~ncrements and 
grid locations (shown on Figure 1): 

e The 0- to I- foot and I - to 6-foot depth ~ncrements at gnd location C4: 
The 0- to 1- foot and 6- to 15-foot depth Increments at grld location D6: and 

e The 0- to 1- foot and 1- to &foot depth Increments at grid Iocatlon D8. 

The Adderidurn to the Concephal %'lt"ork Plan w ~ l lsurnmarrze the results of these addrtional 
intrest~gat~ons.~ncluderevised caicliiat~ons of the existing PCB spatral average soil concentra;~onsand a 
revised evaluatron irccluding a rekised risk assessment) of the non-PCB data, and provrde an assessment 
of whether aitd~tlonairemedratron IS necessary to ach~ecethe appl~cable Performance Standards 
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111. Future Activities and Proposed Schedule 

Following EPA appro~al of thts letter, GE w11I conduct the addrtlonal tntesi~gahons and evaluatlons 
described hrre~n and he ill submit to EPA an Addendum to the Conceptual Work Plan. That Addendum 
w111 sumar ize  the results of the supplemental sol1 characterization sampltng, \vi11 present revlsed RZ)tK4. 

evaluatlons based on the new sampling data (and other revisions to the proposed PCB rernotal Iimtts, as 
d~scussed above), and w~l l  ~nciude a rewsed rlsk assessment of the non-PCB data that w ~ l l  include 
benz~d~neas well as the results of the addlt~onal non-PCB sampl~ng. 

GE proposes to subm~t the Addendum to the Conceptual Work Plan within 60 days followmg EPA 
approval of t h ~ s  letter. 

Under the current schedule, the Flnal RD/RA Kork Plan for East Street Area 2-North is due on January 
13, 2006. However, in light of the addit~onal activities required by EPA's September 13, 2005 
cond~tional approvaI letter and those proposed herem, the Addendum to the Conceptual Work Plan ~111, tf 
necessary, propose a revlsed schedule for subm~ssion of the F~nal RD/RA ?Vork Plan. 

Please contact me with any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

John F. Novotny, P.E. 

Manager, Facilities and Brownfields Programs 


Attachment 
V :GE-Pit~F,eld_CD_ESAA22N~rih~~~poMand Prescntations\Concepti!dIWork P:an 60552196 doc 

cc: Dean Tagl~aferro, EPA Mayor James Ruberto, City of Plttsfield 
Tim Conuay, EPA Pittsfield Department of Health 
James DiLorenzo, EPA Jeffrey Bernstein, Bernstem, Cushner & K~mmcl 
Holly Inghs, EP,4 Teresa Bowers, Gradlent 
Rose Howell, EPA* hl~chael Carroll, GE* 
K.C. Mitkeviclus, USACE Rod McLaren, GE* 
Susan Steenskup, MDEP (2 cop~es) Andrew Srlfer, GE 
,Anna Symingon, MDEP* James Nuss, BBL 
Robert BelI, MDEP" James Bieke, Goodtvin Procter 
Thomas Angus, RIDEP* Public Infomation Repositories 
Nancy E. Harper, lclA ,4C* GE Internal Repos~toq~ 
Dale Young, MA EOEA" 
Linda Palmlen. Weston * cover letter a n b  




