
February 13, 2011-1 

Mr. Michael Xaliplnskt 
C'.S EntrironmcntaI Protection Agency 
EPA Net\ Engiand 
One Congress Street, S~litc I 100 
Boston, hlX 02 1 13-1030 

Re: GE-Pittsfield/Nousatonic River Site 
East Street Area 2-South (GECDISO) 
Addendum to Supplemental Pre-Design Investigation Report 

Dear Mr. Nalipinski: 

On August 15, 1003, the General Elecrric Company (GE) subm~tted to the U.S. Ellvlronniental Protection 
Agency (EPA) a docu~lie~lt titled Szdppletnentul Pre-Derzgrz lizvestzg~~tzo~~ Reporijbr the E a ~ r  Streer Area 2- 
Sozitir Removal ,4ctzon (Supplenlental PDT Report) That document surn~nar~zed the supplemental pre-desigrt 
tnvestlgat~ons prrfonned by CE 111 hlay 2002 for the East Street Area ?-South Renioval Action Ared (IL44) In 
Pittsfield, blassachusetts (Figure 1) Those supplemental iilvest~gations included the collection and analysis of 
approx~mately 85 so11 satnples for analysls of polychlor~nated biphenyls (PCBs) and/or the other constituents 
listed in Apperldrx IX of 30 CFR Part 263 (excluding pesttcides and herblcrdes), plus three addrtional 
constituents - benzidinc, 2-cl~loroethyltinyl eiil~er, and 1.2-diphenylhydrazine (Append~x 1Xt3) In addltion 
to sumnlarlzing the results of the ~ilost recent investigations, the Supplemental PDI Report ~dent~fied three 
additlorial acti\itiec to be perfomied in order to conlpiete the pre-design phase of the overall response action 
process Ti~exe dctlrlt~es are identified belou and further addressed In this letter. 

* The sdnipiing raults for tilo of the pre-design stirface so11 samples collected along the iqestern 
boundary of the Slte (RhA4-H3U1 and RAA-I31C') contained PCBs at levels above 2 ppm. G l ~ e n  the 
proxlmtty of thest: sainples to the uestern bou~idary of the RXA, GE proposed in the Supplemental 
PDI Report to conduct add~tionai surface soil sampling and PCB analys~s at two adjacent properties 
{Parcels 19-8-3 and 19-8-3) located imr;~ediateIy i+est of the Site. 

* In the Supp!cmentai PDI Report, proposed to ~0i iduct  a preiinii~iary evaluation of certain silliipll~~g 
resuits for ilipprnilix IX-3 sem-\  oldtile organic cc>nipouads ISVOC). In \\h.ich a nuniber of Si'OCs 
twte not d ~ i e ~ t e d  but rhe arlsiytlcal Jet~suoii limits uerc eieiated rc1ati.i~ to tiie Practlcai 
Quarlr~tdrion 1 ilruts lP0l.s) spzc~iied in tlit. approrcd Fzriii Su.it2plrrz.g P h n  Qutaiz~ Assuri~t~ct. Ppcijcci 
Pitit1 i PSP QA2PP r 1 P.e pUrpct5e of th15 C\ ~ I U A ~ I O I I  ~ 3 >  ti> ~ G c ~ ~ t l f >  \\ 11ctl~r t l~e>e Jata 1 ~ 3 5  10 a 
~ i i l i c f  tcr: 5 r ) i I  iej1i~di3ti3ri ii~t:ans A l ~ l i t ; ~  t h ~  RAli,Z 
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I. Surnnrar? of Additional Soit Inrestigations 

As proposed b> Ck 111 the  supplement^! PDI Rcport, the aJdiili)~~~;li PCB sail inkesttgation ZOI a r ea  
nriined~dtely djacenr to the Rk4 iniriailq cailcd for the coilcctlon arid ;snaIy~~s of three surface sod sarnplcs 
(0- to I-foot depth ulcremenr) for PCBs from Parcels 19-8-3 and 19-8-4. These three locations generail> 
coincided ~r l th  thu 100-foot grid nodes rstabluhcd i'crr the RkA, as projected over portions of the t-uo adjacent 
psrceis, In its Seprember 29, 2003 condit~onaf approwi letter, EPX requ~red that a 50-hot gnd spacing be 
uscd at Patcel 19-84 slnce that parcel is a residentla1 property. As such, the condttiol~al approbai letter 
required that t t ~ o  additronaI surface ssmpiing location:, be added, directly \best of saniple locatrons Ri?cAJ- 
H3W and R;tit.f.-13W, resuitrng in a total of fire Iocatlor~s to be sampled. Due to tlic presence of esisttng 
buildri~gs on Parcel 19-84, sampIing locations Kere slightly relocated. The actual s m p i ~ ~ ~ g  locations (RAX3- 
I17, R4A3-I-fH2, RAAJ-13, P-4-44-JZ. and l2AA.I-KIZ) are shovn on Figure 2 

Oil Nor ember 25, 2003 five surfjce soil sarnpies tsere collected horn the locattorts ltsted a b o ~ e  and submitted 
for PCB analysis. The results of one of the surface soil samples (RAA4-H2) contained PCBs at levels slightly 
above 2 ppm. Based on these results, GE verbally proposed to EPA (on December 1, 2003) to collect one 
addltiollal surface soil sampie for PCBs analysis at locatlon M 4 - H l  (F~gure 2). EPA verbally approked 
GE's proposal and the add~t~onal sample was collected on December 8, 2003. The resiilt for the surface sol1 
sample collected at location RAU4-W 1 is 1.35 ppm. 

For the slr so11 sarr~ples collected and analyzed for PCBs during this in\iestigation, prel~minary PCB 
citficentrations ranged horn non-detect (in one sarnpiej to a concentration of 2 1 ppm uith a duplicate result of 
3 7 ppln at locat~on RAA4-H2. The PCB concentrations for each surface soil sample are prov~ded below and 
on Table 1. 'I hese data are preliminary and will be \alldated upon receipt of the data packages from the 
Iaboratorq . 

Depth Ilate i 'I,otal f'('ti\ 
Sample 11) ' Inter\ al <'ollecttcl ( P P ~ )  

1 .  Duplicate san-ipie result shown in brackets. 
2. ND - tnciicates PCBs weri: nor deiectcd; the dctecr~on limit is s f i o ~ n  in parentheses 

B ; i i~d  o;i tile resalts summar17rd abote. no additlorla1 prc-desigri soil 1n.testlgdtiocs for PCBs are proposed at 
~ I I I L  time GE u ill  further e: aluate tireie ciatd trh??e perfon~iing deta11zd Kenlot a1 Design, Renlos a1 hctlon 
IRI) R.4) e-,a?tiairc.ins and. prlor to suhniital o f  the Conceprual RD/RrZ Wiirk Plan for the IL%A. :riIi d~scuss 
t t i r i l  EI'X a?, ap;sropi;ate couisc of daron far  adiirzqlii~g adjzcrrlt Parcels 13-8-3 arid 19-8-4. 
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ach-icrc lower anaIyiical detection Ilrnlts. I-lorsrt cr, as diac~issed rn Par? II..A belo;\, GE has deiennincd ihat 
no addltlon~l SX'OC sarnylii~g axid =~naIysis act~vlties are wars311tcd 31 thts tinle. fn additio~t. durtng thc 
pcrfomlLince u i  the preiii~llnary assessnlent described herein, GE has tdentified ser erai concerrls related to the 
existing pre-desl~a data set that could pote~it~ally contpIrc3rs future RD E4 el ajuations for East Street Area 2-  
Soutk, and has idznrlfisd a few add~tlonal or clarified procedaral nleasures that kvouid facilitate the RI>'RA 
e\aluatlon process for Appendix 1X13 volatile organic compoands i'l'OCs'l, SVOCs, and Inorganics ar t h ~ s  
K U .  This proposed approach 1s presented tn Part 1I.B bsiow for EPA's rrtrie.u and co~~sideration. 

The preliminav assessment of the available Appendix IX+3 SVOC data set for East Street Area ?-South nas  
based general]; on the procedures outllned ir! Technical Attachn?ent F of the S t i t i t m t ~ ~ ~  of PfbriCJfix Remedjnl 
Acirons Outsrde oxthe R~xer  (SOW) (Appendix E to the CD) Ho\cerer. unltke the more detalied RD RA 
evaluations that wlll be conducted for the non-PCB Appendix IX-3 constituents, this prel~mlnarf assessinent 
did not illcorporate the results of any potential renlediat~on actions that ma) be necessary to achieve the 
dppl~cable PCB Performance Standards. Any such renxd~atlon actions to addrzss PCBs in soil will be 
Incorporated illto Appendix IX+3-related RI)/U evaiuations to be presented in the Conceptual RPIlTRrl. Work 
Plan. 

Consistent with the e\aluation process outlined in the SOW, the imtial step ti1 the assessixlent i~l iol ted a 
co~npariso~l of the maxiIl1um concentration of each detected Appei~dix 1X+3 SVOC to its corresporlding EPA 
Reg~on 9 Preliminary Remedtation Goal (PRG) (as set forth in Exh~bit F-1 to Atrachnlent F to the SOW) or 
other suitable surrogate PRG For those constitueilts that uere retained for further evaluation, the next step of 
the evaluattoil invol\ed the calcillation of arithinetic average coneeiltrations for those constituents for each of 
the averaging areas and depth increments within the Rt\il. In thls step, the non-detect SVOC results were 
assigned a conce~ltrattlo equal to !4 the analyt~cal detection lim~t (e.g , a non-detect sample u ~ t h  a detection 
Limit of 110 ppm would be assiped a concentration of 55  ppnl for prelrmlnary evaluation purposes) Those 
arithmetic aberage concentratlons were then compared to the applicable Method 1 soil standards specified in 
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (PYfCP) (or to denved Method 2 standards if no Method I standard exists). 
If the aserage concentratlons exceed thelr conesponding MCP Method 1 (or Method 2) so11 standards, the 
SOW a1io-il.s for etrher the perfonnance of remediation actloiis to ach ie~e  the XlCP soil standards or the 
perfonnance of an area-specific risk assessment. 

The prel~rntlrlary e\aluations outlii-red above for East Street Area 2-South soils indicated that tlie average 
concexltrattons of several SVOCs retained for evaluaaon exceed their conespond:ng MCP hlethoci I so11 
standards in various averaging areas at this M A .  In these circumstances, CE piails to h a ~ e  ~ t s  risk assessnlent 
consultants cor-id~ct area-specific r ~ s k  assessments for sach areas in accordance wtth the proced~ircs spec~fied 
In the SON' I-Ioueter, the performance of such detailed aica-spcclfic nsk assessments hate not been 
conductsd at this trmz, and uould first require (dt a miiiinlilm) the devefopment of a dtta~led site 
3unc.y n:app~~?g 3jid a!i ~ l i d e r ~ l d ~ d ! i ~ g  of p ~ f e ~ i ~ d j  reniedldl10rl a~liijns that 1133y he irccdzJ filr PC'Rs 
Therefore. i t  is Ilui possrhli: to confirm urth cenalnt:, ~\l~eti-,cr tlie ncln-de:scr S\'§C resillrs i t i t i i  elaatcd 
detect1011 lli:u~\ 111 il:ct~:e the need for rzn;zdiatiiin act~orrs i-iorr,ctei. as a 1:ieans to gauge t3,liether such ciztj. 
,-i?uld potcr1r1.1!1~ 11:11~c!;ce the RD 77M e-vai ' i l i~ii i~s ~ ? r s , i  /CJ: 1 9  9 nee? frw ~ ~ i ~ l i ' d i _ ? i ~ l i l ,  ha, ~~tiir(:d 
px"in?t,ndr; risk-hosed ~on;zi?!rdtloiiS IQRRCs), f ~ ~ t i z e d  the seten C . Z T C I ~ ~ ~ ~ L " I I I C  P ~ ! ; c > I I c  nrOfii~tit 

~ ~ ~ L ~ r o c ~ r b o ~ ~ ~  tP \13\) l \ i ~ ~ c h  are the S\"OC\ tha; ~ p ~ d l ; ~  r e q x e  d e t d 4  ~ ~ U J I I ~ I I  and, T ~ j  S C I I ~ ~  cdbeb, 

r ~ n i e j i ~ t ~ i i n  ~~~~~~3 itI:~n iarioris ~ c h e r  R,*i:ls at f l r2  CiF-P~ttdieiil Iiuiisdiorr~: k \ e r  Stre ( t i l e  bite) I h c ~  
I' \I45 arc" bi:*iiii a tar:rliracsn, heri~iig a lp> :.me, bi.:iic-ib :fl~c,rxithriit  bencotk ) ~ i l ~ ~ d i ~ ~ h d ~ i ~ : .  C ~ I - ~ S C I ~ ~  

ii,bi.n/c~i ~ . f r  i3::thrz:~i~i: ~ : l d  indenoi: 2.3-idjpt~:ri 
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Potcncy Factors {RPFs) based on their assumed potency relat~tc to bcnzoja)pg.rene. The PRBCs relaant to 
the ~ndustnal commercial areas at East Street .&red 2-Sotiti: are 13 ppm B(d)P equii~aients for surface sod (0- to 
I-foul depth), based on the corrllnerc~al groundsleeper scenario, and Ji pprn B(a)P eyuitialents h r  subsurface 
soil (1- to 6-foot depth). based on the utrlity uorker sceixario. I11 addition, h r  the 200-foot-wide nparlarl 
remo\al zone (which is de s~b~a ted  as Averagtng Area 3E in the SOW and rs coirsldered recreational), a PRBC 
o f 4  ppm Bjri)P equr~ale~~ts ,  based on the ciiild recreator scrnano. uas  used for the 0- to 1 -hot  alrd I -  to 3-foot 
depth ~ncrements. To apply these PR_BCs. the average concentsat'lons of the seven carclnogenlc PAHs for a 
given area and depth lncrelllertt are ailjusted rhrough the use of the same RPFs described abor e to denve a total 
B(a)P equivalent concentration for that area and depth ~nrremmt, and the rcsi~icing total BialP equi\aient 
concentratlon is coillpared to the applicable PflBC. If that concentratloll is well belou the PRBC (and 
assuming that there are no other carcinogenic constrtuerits with significantly eIr\ated concentrations), rhen it 
can be concluded that the area-specific r ~ s k  assessrrlent will must likely find no exceedance of the cancer-risk 
Prrfomtance Standard specified 111 the SOiY (an excess l~fetrnle cancer r~sk  of 1 x 10 7, and that rl-ius 
add~iionai sainpirng 1s not needed. Hoivever, ~f the aierage total B(a)P equltalmt concentration 1s close to or 
above the PRBC, then tt can be assumed that the area-specific nsk assessment ma) find an exceedance of that 
Perfomlance Standard under existing conditions. In such cases, addit~onal samplil1g may be warranted. 

Most of the non-detect SVOC results ai th elevated detection Iirnits are located within that portion of East 
Street Area 2-South identified in the SOW as A~eraglng Area 3B - Fonner Gas PIanCScrap Yard Area. For 
this particiilar averaging area, the results of the preliminay assessmerrr based on the carcinogenic PAWS 
indtcate tfidt tlie total B(a)P equrbalent concel~tratlons for both surface soils and subsurface soils are miell 
below the commercial area PRBCs, even when lncludtng the elevated detection l~rnits for these specific PAHs. 
As a result, the area-specific risk assessment for that area ~~111 most likely find no exceedance of the cancer- 
nsk Performance Standard due to these PAHs. Sir~~ilar results were found for these PAHs in preliminary 
evaluations of the other averaging areas at East Street Area 2-South, with one exception: The total B(a)P 
equivalent eoncet-itration for the 1- to 3-foot depth increment at the 200-foot-wide riparia11 removal zone 
exceeds the recreat~onal area PRBC. In that case, however, the exceedance 1s drlven by detected PAM 
concentrations, not by non-detect results ~ r t h  eler ared detection lrm~is. 

It should be noted that, in addition to the seven carcinogenic PAHs discussed above, several other SVOGs 
have n1axir.liunl concentrations exceedmg their PRCs and, in some cases, have average concentrations tn 
exccss of the applicable ,MCP Method 1 so11 standards. All such constituerlts that are retained after the 
screening comparison to the PRGs would be incorporated into the area-specific rlsk assessnlents to deternline 
~f the applicable Perfomlance Standards have been met. As indicated above, such detailed rlsk assessments 
have not yet been performed, and thus GE is unabie to detemrne w ~ t h  certainty whether the results for other 
SVOCs, ~ncluding the non-detect results wlrh eiaated detectron Iirn~ts, \till dlctate the need for rernediation. 
ffowerrer. there is reasor~able likelihood that they wilt not, consider~r~g thak (1) the carcmogenrc PAWS 
tp.prca1iy dictate the need for renledration to address Appendix 1x13 StrOCs at this Site: (2) the total BlajP 
equivalent concentrailons for those PAillls in the Fornier Gas Plant Scrdp Yard Area (the ared ksirh nzost of the 
11011-detect SVOGs \sith eiekhted detection irrnlis) are neil belorr the currespiti;dlng PKBGs. and (31 the sa~rie 
i s  trde for other a\ erag:ng areas ikithin t h ~ s  K-LA, cuci?pi for one area %here thc exceedanct: is due to dere~red 
PAR cor;ce:i:ratlons Tills odtcornc 1s panicuiari? i~l.:el;l d t h c  proposcd add~tii;naI~clar~fied rneasuros outIrned 
111 P3fi II B belo\-. arxunpiernenied ror Edst i t r r e ?  ?ired 2-Srt*rih T1-i these circui:liiaiicc< GE doc< not prop ie  
ac! additiond SYOG sarnplrr~g arrd ariai]srii In this RX i at rk:s hrxc 

B. Proposed AdditionaKlariJied Proceduresfor Ea3r Street Area 2-Salrrh Evaluatknr 



4 As nored abo\e, 3 ilurnber of the SVOC sart~pi~i~g rcrsuIrs %err non-detcct bur h ~ d  eIi3~att.d andl)ricai 
detection ilmits. Several of these ssnlpies were collected and anal) ~ e d  by EPA, uilich pro\ lded the resuits 
to GE In many of these cases, elevated concentrations of one or more other Appendix 1X+3 cons:itueilt> 
were detected In the same sample, such that the arlaiyzicai laboratop equlpmeilt \\as unable to achre:c 
iower deiecrion lin-iits for rlie remalnlng constrtuents. Thus, if sdnlples from the snnze locaiions rterr re- 
colIecre3 and anst>zed, t r  is like14 that the same problern tvouid arise sr~ch that the results fur tile nor:- 
detect SVOCs ttouid again hate eletated detection I~n-i~ts. 

* In the derailed RD:RA evdluations, the non-detect resuits from the samples \%ith elevated dctect~on iitn~ts 
could cause exceedances of the appl~cablc cornparlsoli criteria (due to the use of the analytical detcct~oii 
Iinllts to represent the non-detect results) in sltuatrons .ishere corlsrderatton of only the detected 
concentranons uould result ln no such esceedances. 

e 111 additron, ccrtarn coilstituents that nlay be retalned for further evaluation due to an exceedance o f a  PRG 
or to the lack of any PRG ibr that constrtuent do not have MCP Method 1 soil standards. In additlon, tt 
may not be possible to derlve Method 2 so11 standards for some of these constituents or to illcorporate such 
constituents into a stte-spec~fic risk assessment due to the jack of published tox~clty ~nfomlation needed to 
evaluate potential risks. 

* Fmally, for ssceral Appendix IX+3 constituents, notably cendin VOCs and SVOCs, the analyticai 
laboratory 1s not capable of producing results lo\rr enotigh to allow comparison to the applicable PYlGs 
i.e., the I~boratory PQLs presented in the FSPIQXPP exceed the PRGs. 

In consideration of the above items, GE proposes to rmpleme~tt the following addttiorial or clarified procedural 
measures tn its detailed RIYRA evaluat~ons of Appendix 1 X ~ 3  VOCs, SVOCs, and tnorganlcs at East Street 
Area 2-South: 

0 The SOW provides that, for constltuents other than dioxlns,'furans. GE shall compare "the maxlmum 
co~~cent ra t to~~ of each detected constituent" to the appilcable screening PRGs (SOW, p. 36).  il'hus, for 
co~istrtuents that art: non-detect in all samples m a glt en area, such consr~tuertts would not be jncluded l n  

the inttial PRG screening step. Slrniiarly, for those constltuents %here both detected concentratlulls and 
non-detect results are presenr in the data set for a given area, only the detected concetitratrons ;vould be 
cons~dered in this screening step. This approach applles generally to all K4As at the Site and 1s ilot 
llm~ted to East Street Area 2-South. It IS described hers sinlply to clarifl that. at this M A ,  such non- 
detect co~lstitue~lts w1I1 be screened out at this step and tvsll nut be considered in any further evaluations. 

e For :hose constituents that re~iialn fuliotsrng the inttiai screenmg step dbe to the jack of an) relevant PRCr 
or surrogzte PKC, on11, those conbtltilenrs for t.th~ch toxicity rnhr~natron exists In a standard EP 'I or 
tlassachusetts Deparirnent of Er-ivirorirne~?tai Protect~on jllDEP i source of toxlcli> ir1fon113t1011 \A t i 1  be 
erainated further in u i k r  sorbs. only those ionstituents that hale XlCP hfethod 1 sod standards, or fbr 
v,ihich tfctl:~d 2 soil ~id~idari?i~ C ~ E  be dcrired, or f i ~ r  v*hict an ares-specific risk asscssi~;er-ii can be 
coi;dtictt.d \rill h t  snbject to fiml~cr e t  aiuarloi? 

4 For those cc>nstiruenru that 31e psiairred for i'ufilier- i"v3iuzttit~:i. the cai~u!atro:; of their a:tragc 
~oi-lcenlrsili':ls %ii!i i~lz~rjrdii: c~ i i~ i~e ra l i i i n  0; the non-detect sample resfii;i;. reprejentcb as iT2 [he 31131)7;1caj 
detection lin:lt. excep; i i i  srttrailcns where the iaboratorj. equiprxn:  ivas ~tnable ti; sct:e\,r zppropristrz 
Jcte;r~o;~ i::~~its hr crz&airl Si'(iCs due to thc detecnon of hi211 ii.vz!s of t j t h ~ r  SVOCs iii the san~c san:pie. 
SPecific3lbl., i f  3 sal~~p;cccontains one or more S\*CiC's at level rliar i; 10 tilizcs (or hlghrr j  ?kit: 

inrrcspi~lidrr:g 3kztliod ? cod sfi"::d~rd, i?lcn any noii-iierzc; resuir:; for ii:t;i.r Si'i)cs fruin tile SXTIC s.iiitpi,: 

*,vhi~h e]c\;;tei; &te~iioi: 1irr:rt.; :i;rll be Iilc]udcd ifi {il-. calcu]a~:til; c f  ar-crage - co:~ct.~~fy~:~t.J::~ 

of tire 1a:rer S'I'OC.4. 
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These prc:ceiiu~es are expected to facilliate the pc:l'i,m~;iii:< of future, detalicd RT),R!i ef\aikirltiaC> a: kast 
Street Area '-South. They are specific to East Street -Area 2-South (except as noted abol e),  iOllSizie~lt t r i~h  r?~e 
procebs set forth in Aeraci~ment F to the SOiV, ar?J based pnmaril) on three rnTondnt co~;biderat~ons (1 
set era1 S\ OC rehuIts in the avaliable pre-design data set. includ~ng a number of results iiorn ssrnplcs collected 
and analyzed b) EPA, are non-detect but hare elevated detection Iiniits due to the presence of other Appendix 
1x73 corisntuents at that same sample location; ( 2 )  the constituents that most Ilheij and t)pically d~ctare 
remedlatlon actions at this S ~ r e  je.g., PCBs, carcmogenii: PAHs. dioxrnsli-irrar-ib, lead, a i d  arsenic) lvouid not 
be eiinlinated from detailed evaluations oil account of these proposed measures; and ( 3  i all of East Street Area 
?-South mill contlnue to be ou ned and controlled by GE for the Illdefinite future. 

111. Summary of Berkshire Gas Data Qualiry Kevies 

Xs noted in the Supplemental PDI Report, GE received a data sununary package froin BG on August 8, 2003 
for the sol1 samples collected and analyzed by BG, and there was not sufficient ttnle to balldate those dclta prior 
to submission of that report. The BG data set consists of 4 soil samples that were collected 111 hpril 2002 and 
analyzed for Appendix IX SVOCs, and a total of 30 so11 samples (the orrglrldI 1 samples collected in Aprtl 
2002 and the remaining 26 samples collected In &fay and June 2002) that were analjzed for select VOCs, 
PAHs, and alklated PAHs. The results for the sa~liples collected by BG %ere pretiously przsenred in tile 
January 2003 Pre-Deszgn Investzgatron Report jor the Easr Street Area 2-Sozlth R e r n ~ t ~ ~ i l  A~llorz. A data 
quality review of these sar~lple results has non been completed In accordaxe with Section 7.5 of GE's 
approved FSP,QAPP to determine uhether or not the BG data are usable for future RD:R4 eraluatlons. I'he 
results of thls revlew are provided 111 Attachment A to this letter, and the validated data for these samples are 
prov~ded in Tables 2 and 3. 

As discussed ln the attached data quality assessment report, the SVOC analyses of the 1 soil sariiples collected 
by BG in Aprtl 2002 were conducted in accordance with the methods described in the FSPQAPP, and those 
sanlple results vvere deternlined to be usable In future RDRA evaluation activities The methods used to 
analyre the 30 sod samples for PAHs were also In accordance with the n~etl-iods described 111 the t;SPiQAPP, 
and the result~ng data were likewlse detenilined to be usable in future RD,'RA evaluatioll activittes Ho%ever, 
the methods used by the BG laboratory to extract and'or analyze the sannples for select VOCs \sere nor In 
accorda~xe with the methods prescribed m tile FSP QXPP, and the results \%ere either rqeckd or qualified iii 
estimared quantities and hund to be not acceptable for use in future R D I M  evaluaticti~s ?he  alklated PAH 
analyses \\ere performed for "'finger-pr~nting" purposes to identlfy whether or not the detected P.413~ ma? be 
attributable to the processes involved m BG's former operailon of a ma~lufactured gaa plant at East Street Area 
2-South. In add~tion, the alklated PAW results were rsot ebaiuated as part of this data etaiuatton srnce the 
compounds are not part of the EPA-approted corripound target i ~ s t  ~ncluded in the f*SPl(jXPP or the hst of 
-4rtppendrx IX-3 const~tiien"i sspeelfied In the CD and SOW Therefore the alklated PAIi results will not be 
baed 1r-i f~iture RD,RA eialuatrons. The efiniinarion of the r e p i e d  data does nat leave anj  ddtd gaps that 11i.i.d 
ro be filled at the presnt t1111e. 

1%'. Scliedule for Future Activities 



hlrchael li"altp~nski 
February 1 2,2004 

Page 7 n f 7  - 

Please call ht~dreik Stlfer or xnr: i f>ou hale any questloris about this report 

John F. Novorny. P.E. 
Manager - Facliities and Brownfields Programs 
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TABLE I 
PCB DATA 

ADDENDUM TO SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN SOIL INVESTIGATION SAMPLING 
EAST STREET AREA 2 - SOUTH 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

yc,tg"t 
1 S,irnjilk?s w t w  c.oliri:lcil hy Bl;isliinti, R o t i r k  CI i ot?, lnc . and sut)rnittecf tcr CT&E Env~ronmeiitai Services, ir?c fur analysis of PCBs. 
2 NL) . Afn;rlytt? wcis iiot ilotcclc?tl iiii: rrtirntier rn ~pari:ntl?esos IS tlio associated detention lii i i~t. 
3 i~c i ld  duiiitcalc s,irnliIo ros~rlts tire [iroseinlod in brackets 

Page 1 of 1 
\! i,;E. P~ilnticlcl C I t  t St? 2- S:iutli\Ri*port.i riiic r'iesrrrtirtiuns\ES.4%:i Add Supp PC)l Raport\OR94ZlijETblsl?J.xis/PCBs 



TABLE 2 
BERKSHIRE GAS COMPANY APPENDIX IXt3 SOlL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ADDENDUM TO SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN SOlL INVESTIGATION SAMPLING 
EAST STREET AREA 2 .  SOUTH 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

Page 1 of 2 
V \GE- GVtlstirld CC>. ESR .? C;o~rtlr\Roparts nnl Presi?nt,itiorrs\ESAZS Add Supp PDI Report\08942196Tblsl23 xlsiModified AppIX+3 



TABLE 2 
BERKSHIRE GAS COMPANY APPENDIX IX+3 SOlL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ADDENDUM TO SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN SOlL INVESTIGATION SAMPLING 
EAST STREET AREA 2 - SOUTH 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

. ,.,.~ " --.- 
I Snirlple cc?llccfir?ir ;in~l niiislys~s pcriorn~iirj t,y Rf;rk!;hirc Gas Cvrnpaiiy Subcontractors Sain~ples were submitted to META Environmental, 

lnc for arr;+iysis of volnttln atid stvnl-vol,itrlr~ orjjiir~ic cor~ipotrr~ds  sing USEPA Metliod 8280/8270 as moclified by the laboratay 
2 Saciiyle?, Iravt? lice11 v,~~Itcinted as per Field S;iii~pIing F"loriiUusIity Assiiiance Project Plan. General Electric Company, Pittsfield, 

hl,~$;;snclit~sells, i.3l;isl,rnil Boiich R lL(!i., l t ~  (cipprovorl November 4, 2002 and resubmitted December 10, 2002) 
3 NU . Rndlidc w,is not tieti~i:trd 7 Ite niiinbi?r in pnrr?ntl?cses is tho assooated detect~on Iirntt 
4 I) - Cnt'npottrtti cjt~;.intct-iled ilsing a secunil,iry dilution 
ii J - liitlfcatcs t i ia l  tht: :%S~(:iittr?d nun?or~c;il value is an estiinnteci c,oncentration 
6 k'reserrl . Corilpocind is idecititiud as jlrec$ur~t Ssiiiipio rcsiilts for qiiaiitative purposes only 

Page 2 of 2 
V iGi: Pittstirlii CL) 1-SA..? Scirtti\Hcjiorts and Prasont~t10fis\ESA2S Atld Supp PDI Repo~\O894219GTbls'l23 xlstModified ApplX+3 



TABLE 3 
BERKSHIRE GAS GOhqPANY APPENDIX 1x13 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ADDENDUM TO SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN SOIL INVESTlGATlON SAMPLING 
EAST STREET AREA 2 - SOUTH 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
(Results are presented In dry wetght parts per rntffron, ppmj 

- - - -. . . .. ^ .- , . - - . -- - .' 
Sample ID: : RAA44l 1 RAAS-E31 RAAS-123 RAA4-K23 : i Sample DepthtFeet): 6-1 5 I 6-15 6-15 6-15 ; 

j ~ a r a t l ~ e t e r  Date Collected:: 04 25 02 1 04 25:02 0425.02 1 04!25.02 ! 
3 

Page : ;! 2 
v GE P:ttsfeM-.C&.ES> 2_Sobc+ iisb6Cs and ieszn!ariaos'ESt."S &.od S,pc PDi Pep63 589;:!?l;t:s:iS x:&SYCiC i.;pln+C' 



TABLE 3 
BERKSHIRE GAS COMPANY APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ADDENDUM TO SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN SOIL INVESTIGATION SAMPLING 
EAST STREET AREA 2 -SOUTH 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
(Results are presented in dry weight parts per miILion, ppm) 

.--_..________.I_-- .- -- - - -- - . . -. - . 

I Sample ID: RAA4-01 W 4 - E 3 1  1 RAAJ-123 ' R A A J - K ~ ~ - - - -  i 
Santpie ~ e ~ t h ~ ~ e e t ) : :  6-1 5 6-15 6-1 5 6-15 

,Parameter Date Collected: 1 04125.02 04 25.02 04;25.02 1 04 2 5 0 2  

1 Sample coiieclicn and anakjsts p?rf:m?ed Sy  Bei"6shi:e Gas Compary Somon:ra~',ors Samples \%ere suSmi?ted ?3 lilEIA 
EG~gir-jn:l;efilai, r lc for afia!.;s,s c i  sem:-vc;a:iie i;-;jamc cornpo~~rds using GSEPA EIZetnei 8279 as n?r;$:hzd S.1 the ia5c:ato-, 

2 Sampies ha-e Seer vaiida:ed as per Freid SarnpLng Plan;Glia:~+~ lissdrance Pi~~9,c: PP;ap, Senera; Electric Ccmpaay, is:*!si;eir,, 
I\d";assachjsetfs, 6lasland Ecuck iL Lee, :x :app:sied Nsvernber 3.2032 and res~orn:Xec December 30, 23.62) 

3 ~23 - Anave was not ceiricrrsz The number ;n paren:hesas is l"l s;issclciared leieckor: Irrfir: 
d B - Pralfle was ass.? detected in the assmatea me:r*ad >sari: " - G~,smpoc-;b ~ ian t?arcd  us,ng a seccnlla"~ d~luiiii': 

e J . :cd ia :n~  tnat ma assoaateii ? ~ r ~ e i , r ? A  d u e  IS an es!:!fia?ed ccncec??dt~cn 
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Attachment A 



CEXERAI, ELECTRIC COSIPASf' 
PITTSFIE1,I). 3IASSACWIUSETTS 

SOIL, S.A,"clPLES COLL-ECTED BY BERKSHIRE GAS COi\TPASVU FROM THE 
EAST STRECET AREA 2-SOL Tfi RESXO\'AL ACTfOS AREA 

SOIL S,rlh%PLING DATA VALAIDATION REPORT 

1.0 General 

This Arldchrneni summdriLes the Tlcr I drld T ~ e r  11 ddtd revlr\%b performed ibr boll samples collected by 
Berksh~re Gas Company (BG) during InTestigation actrvities at the East Street Area 2-South RemovaI 
hctlon Area (RA-4). \ \h~ch IS part of the CE Pittsiield,I-Iousatonic Rrter slte located in P~ttsfield. 
Massachusetts The soil samples were analyted for volatlie organlc compounds (VOCsj, semi-volatlle 
organic compounds (SVOCs), andior alklated polycyclic aromatlc hydrocarbons (APAI-Cs) by META 
En\ ironmental, Inc. (MEI) located rn Watertol*~, hfassachusetts The A P h H s  were nor eons~dered In this 
data revletti slnce they are not part of the EPA appro\ ed compound llst that incIudes those constituents 
l~sted tn Appendlr IX of 30 CFR Part 264 (excluding pesticides and herbicrdesf, plus three add~t~onal  
constrtucnts - benzidinc, 2-chloroethyl v1ny1 elther, and 1,2-dlphenylhydrazine (Appendix IX-3) Data 
\alrdation was performed for 30 so11 s a ~ ~ ~ p l e s  analyzed for VOCs and SVOCs using a combined method (as 
drscussed below) and for 3 of those sample\ that were anal] zed for Appendix IX+3 SVOCs. 

2.0 Data Evaluation Procedures 

Thrs Attachment outl~ncs the applrcable quality collrrol critcrla utrllzed durrng the data review process and 
any devrat~ons from those enterla. The data re%iea n a s  c~nducted In accordance wrth the following 
documents: 

* F~cltl  Sl~ftlpllizg P l i i ~ ! ~ ' Q ~ ~ ~ l i t ~  ;1\~1~rufzi.cc Pro/ect PIOIE, Gt.)zerzrl Elecluic Conzpitnj), Plitsfield, 
X.l;crssiiciiust.trs, Blasland, Bouck BL Lee. Inc. ([BBI-1; FSPIQAPP, approved October 17, 2000, 
re\ ised December 10,2002); 

* Regioiz I Tzered Orgmuc i2riijfr8ilrgu111~ h i d  tjll~ialatzotz Guzdelrries, USEPA Region I (USEPA 
'f iered Cuidel~nes: J u l j  1. 1993). 

,?cglrifi il-ahni u:ui2 Ilulii hiiildat~iirl 1;lincric-nirl G'uzde/lnt.sjcif E~i i Iz iat~f lg  Orgunzcs .4naijse\. 
C'SEI" Region i (L'SEPX I abordroq G ~ t i r e l i c ~ i ,  l i raf~.  D~cember 199961, and 

.A rabuiarzd summary i;f ihr Tier 1 3rd Tie: I1 dhlz e:ajualiiins :s presented ~n Table A-i . Each sample t'na; 
ixc.as sublcctp-j lo ijl;aju~:!on 1s ilshed ifi ' r ~ b : ~  =\-I ic dod-‘u-. ..*cl:: -* + tXa"rlrs data re\ rew \;;as perf i~rn-dl  as ud'i 

as prcser:; the iiighcs-'i 1cvc.i i:f data vaiii?aiiclr; i l i c r  1 iir Tier 1:) tha"~~1;as performed. Samples that 
r q u l r ~ G  &t;i : j l l a ~ l f j C 2 i l r ~ r ~ p 2  ]l~:cd separa:ely fi..,r easi; parsil:cscr (ciimhiocnd or ana]l;rcl :(scju;r.rd 
L;cal;fitarlon, 



'The L'olioi~~ ing data cji1alific.r~ hake been used 111 :his data eia1~3tion 

J Thc compound or arlalyte :%as pos~iiteiy rder:triied, but the associated numerical halur: 1s an 
est:mared concenua~ron. Thrs qudlrfier 1s tised is hen the data e\ alcratron procedure lderlt~fics a 
deiiciency m the data gerieratlon process. This qualifier 1s also used nhcn a compound or 
analyte 1s detected at an estimated concentrat~on Iess than the Prac~~cal  Quanr~tai~on Limit 
P Q I - I  

1; The compound or anal3-k \%as analyzed for, but rtas not detected. The sample quantitatlon 
11n11t 1s presented rind adjusted for dllutlon and (for solid samples only) percent morsture. 
Non-detect sample results are presented as ND(PQL) w;thin thts report and in Table A-1 For 
corzsrstencg w ~ t h  preclous documents prepared for thls investtgatlon 

CJ The compound or analyje was not detected abote the reported sample quantltation I~mit. 
tioucver, the reported lirntt is estimated and may or may not represent the actual level of 
quantitation. Moil-detect sample results that required quai~fication are presented as hI(PQL) J 
within t h ~ s  report and in Table A-1 for consistency with pretious documents prepared for this 
In% estigatlon. 

R Ind~cates that the previously reported detection limit or sample result has been rejected due to a 
rtlajor deficiency 111 the data generation procedure. The data should not be used for any 
qual~tatlte or quantitative purposes. 

3.0 Data Validation Procedures 

1 he FSPiQAPI' prot ides (In Sect~on 7 5) that all analytical data will be validated to a Tler I level folloi%mg 
the procedures presented In the USEPA Tiered Guidelines. Accordingly, 106% of the analytical data for 
these tn\estlgatlons were subjected to Tler I review. The T ~ e r  I revlew consisted of a completeness 
evidence audit as outl~ned In the USEPA Completeness Program to ensure that all laboratory data and 
documentation were present. A tabulated summary of the samples subjected to Tier I and T ~ e r  I1 data 
ei  aiuation IS presented below 

S u n l ~ l ~ s r \  ol 'S;~l~iple\  Sul)jecrctl to '1'it.r I 311d ' l ' i c r  I 1  I)at;~ \'alidatio!~ 
'I irr I 0111~ I 'l'irr I K L  f ier I 1  

Parameter 'I'otal 
Sart~ples f)uplicatr., I Blank, I Sarnl)ic., ] 1)uplicatc.; 1 Blanks 

Total 0 I 0 f 0 I 34 1 0 I 0 

In the 2 i  ent data packzges v. erc determined ro be iccompiete. the rnisslng ir-ii'ctrmauon as reqiics~ed ikom 
rile laborzrtiry Vpon cornpiction of thc T~er I re\ icn. the daia packages cornpl~ed 1% lth LJSEPA Regior? I 
Tizr 1 data ccnipietsnts~ rzqu~rcrr,rnls 

T ~ e r  11 review :vas 3.150 perhmcd to resolve 6213 usablii~y Ixniiations ide:;iiiied from laboratory 
i;uai~ticatron of'rhr daia durir,g the ?:er 1 data rerrestX<. 'The T ~ e r  I1 data ret-;e*a consisted of a review of ail 
L'OC and SVOC data package s:irr:niari feimls for :dentr;?ca:~on of quaiity assiirailce:quahy 61"1r,lr01 

iQA,'QC) dcvrat:ons 3 r d  qua;~fica:ir~n ofthi: data acccriiicg to the Kegon I Labor~rory Guidelines. ?hc 
-1-1c.r 11 r c v i c n  resu'itiid ir! thc yua?ificiirim of data for several szrnpics clae to mlnm Qh~QC dcficrsncies. 
~",&J~r~o;laiiy, 211 fieid dilpirctriss ii.cr.3 eurin:lnc_.d 1;lr rel3rls.e percent diffircncr: IK_Pi) i  con~pilafice wrrh 
a-r:ler:t ~j?i"cificJ 13 the I;SP'Q:%PI3, 



\+/7nen yrr;lilficai~on of the sample data ttas required, the sample results associated ulth a Qk QC' pdranletes 
deintion \\ere qua111ied 111 aircardance tr ~ r h  rhe procedures outllnrd .in USEPA Tlered Guidelines. Iirhrn 
the dara tairdarion process ~denrified sexera1 qualrty control deficrenc~es, the cun~ulative effect of the 
\armus deficiencies Bas empioped rn assigning the final data quairfier. A summav or' the QAlQC 
parameter de\ lalions that resulted in data quatlficai~on 1s presented below Ibr the anaiy~~cal methods 
revierqed during thls dara assessment. 

4.0 Data Review 

The inrr~ai caiibrat~on criterion for VOCs and SVOCa requires that the percent relative standard deviatton 
(OloRSD) must be less than or equal to 30 percent. Sample data for detected and non-detect compounds 
tslth oioRSD vaiuss greater than 30 percent were qua11fied as estrrnated (J) The compounds that drd not 
meet the 1n;iiaI calibrat~on crrterlon and the number of samples qual~fied due to those exceedances are 
~dentified below. 

Continuing the calibration criterlon requires that the percentage difference (%Dl b e t ~ e e n  the initial 
callbration RRF and the continuing callbration RRF for VOCs be less than 25%. Sample data for detected 
and non-detect compounds wlth %D values that exceeded the cont~nuing cal~brat~on criterron were also 
quai~fied as estimated (J). A s u m a r j  of the compounds that d ~ d  not meet the eontrnuing cal~brat~on 
criterlon and the number of samples qualified due to those devlations are identified below. 

( 'ori~poun~ls <)i~alific.d I)uc to Initial (';llil)ration ",,I<SI) I )r \ i ; i t io~~s  

Analysis 

I VOCs 1 I ,2.4-Trirnethyibenzene 1 5 J I 

< ' o i ~ i ~ ) o u n d ~  Qualiiicd 1)uc to C'ontinuing C'alit)ratior~ of 'I,,L) \'alucs 

E - T L ! ~ .  iabiirstrry, and mathod bi3r:ks \lverr: anaI j l~ed to etai~lati: field ssrnpllng eqdrpmcnt iir 1~h~ira:~:r~ 
bazkgrctird iOli:dllllil&ilOP, isliich iilai hdtc  conrnbureii re rhe rrponed samp:e results %Inert Jctec"id 
co:~-~;>fijhfids A crc ;d;.itiiicd ; r ;  3 bhck sampk. blank action let el3 t\ st c calcukrcd at :~c iimzs rhc bbiar:E, 

1 

C'on~pou~ids 

.Inalysis, 

Sunibcr of Aftrrtcd 
Sample.; 

Compountis Sutnber of Affected 
Samples 

Qualification 

Qualiftcation 



concerltrat~ons for the colmxon laboraroq contaminant compounds (methylene chiorlde, carbon drsuifide, 
acetone, cornnlon phthaiate esters, stc.1 and five times the blank concentratlor: for all other detected 
conlpounds. Detected samnpie results that were &lot\ the blank action level u ere qu3Iiiied with a "U". The 
organic compound dsrzcrzd In the method blanks, ish~ch resulted in qualification of sample data are 
preserlted below 

The extracrlon procedure specified In SW-836 method 5035, as prescribed 61 the approved FSPQAPP, 
uses a combinallon of the sample and uarer or methanol to extract the VOCs form the so11 matnx. 
Ifowever, the samples analyzed by ME1 were extracted using Sly-846 method 3550, ivh~ch uses methylens 
chloride. According to GE's approved FSP QAPP, SW-846 method 3551) 1s only to be used for the 
extract~on of SVOCs. As a result, all non-detect VOGs sample results which were extracted uslng SW-846 
method 3550 have been qualified as rejected (R). In addition, where VOCs were detected, the sample 
results have been qual~fied as "present," ~ndtcatlng that the data can be only used on a qual~tative bass  to 
~nd~ca te  the presence of VOCs at an unknolqn concentrat~on. 

Comuounds Oualified Due to Incorrect Extraction Procedure 

28 1 Present I 

. - 

Dunng thls data revlew the follow~ng SYOCs %ere found to be ~nconeetIy reported by the laboratory. The 
sample results have been recalculated and reported on Table A-1 . The SVOC conpounds and the number 
of samples subject to sue"neca1culat1on of results are identified beIon. 

;inalysih 
.Surnl)er of :\t'kctrd 

Samples 
C'o~~lpoundb Qualification 



The quanritat~on crlterlon reyurres that detected organic sample results be quantitated withln the range of 
the fite-pomt callbranon curve. Sample data for detected compounds which \%ere not quantitated mjtthin 
the range of the five-point calibration curve \%ere qualified as estimated iJ) A summary of the compounds 
that d ~ d  not meet the quantitarion cntenon and the number of samples qualified due to those detiatlons are 
identified below. 

Comuounds Oualified Due to Ouantitation Criteria 

Surnl)er of Affected 
Analpis C:on~pounds Samples Qualification 

I 

Surrogate compounds are analyzed with every organic sample to aid rn e~aluation of the sample extraction 
efficiency or purging efficiency. As specified in the FSPIQAPP, two of the three SVOG surrogate 
con~pounds within each fract~on must be s~lthln the laboratory specified control lim~ts and all surrogate 
compounds must h a ~ e  a recovery between the laboratory specified control limits for VOC sample analysis 
Both VOC and SVOC analyses requlre that, at a mlnimurn, the surrogate recotenes must be greater than 1 O 
percent or non-detect sample results must be qualified as rejected (R). Sample data for detected and non- 
detect con~pounds wtth surrogate recoteries that did not meet the surrogate reco.very crrtena and exh~blt 
recoteries greater than 10 percent were qual~fied as estlrnated { J j  A s u m a r y  of the compounds affected 
by sunogate reco\ery deviations and the number of samples qualified due to those devrations are shown 
below 

Phcnanthrene 

Pyrene 

1 

1 

J 

J 



5.0 Overall Data Usability 

This section sumnlanzes the analytical data in terms of ~ t s  completeness and usabll~ty for site 
characterization purposes. Data completeness 1s defined as the percentage of sample results determined to 
be usable durlng the data .~alidation process. Data completeness urth respect to usabii~ty was calculated 
separately for each of the organlc analyses conducted. The percent usabllity calcularron rncluded analyses 
evaluated under both the Tier I and T ~ e r  I1 data vahdation reclews The percent usab~llty calculatron also 
lncludes qualit3 control samples collected to a ~ d  in the evaluat~on of data usabllity. Therefore, 
fieldkquipn~ent blank, trlp blank, and field duplicate data determined to be unusable as a result of the 
validatron process are represented tn the percent usab~lity value tabulated below. 

Data Usability 

I Parameter ! Percent Usabi1it;v Rejected Data 1 

The data package completeness as deternlined from the Tler I data revrew %as used in comb~nairon \n irh thc 
data quality det~ations ident~fied durrng the Tier I1 data relieu to dererrnlne o~era l i  data quality As 
specified in the FSP!QIZPP, the okerall Precision. Accuracj, Kepresen~at~.*eness.. Comparabii~ry. and 
Completeness (PXKCC) parameters detenn1~t.d from the 'I ler I and T ~ e r  I1 data re\ lei \s nr re  used a\ 
indicators of overail data q i i a i i t ~  Thebe paranieters \ \we assessed thruugh an et aiuarion cf tbc results of 
the ficId and iaboratop, Q A Q C  sample anaI>ses to proiide a rnehsure ofcompi~ance of the anai>t~cal data 
i i ~ t i i  the Data Cluaiirs Cib~ccziies (DQCis ~gec~fh..i ln the FSP QAPP 1 herefore, t h i  foi,ottlng sectrncs 
present sumrnanes of the PARCC paramstrr~ aasessrrieni i s ~ t h  regard ti: tkc DQOs spsL!fied in the 
I.SP Q-WP 

VOCriSVOCs 98 4 25 'i'OCs sample results \\ere rqec:ed due 
to incorrect extraction procedure 

CVOCc I 1 00 "Lnrr 



5.1 Precision 

Prec~slon measures :he rep~oduc~bility of n~eosuremenis ~lr-idcr a giien set uf CO:IJI~~G~IS S ~ ~ C I J I C ~ ~ I ~ ,  
~t 1s a quanr~ratl\e measure of the var~abllity of a group of measurements compared to their a\ crage 
~ a I u e  For this rnvesligatron, precision %as defined as the RPD berixeen duplicate sa~nple results 'I he 
duplicate samples used to evalilats precision incl~tded MS h2SD samples. For it15 anal;%ieai program, 
none of the data required qualificat~on for RlSihlSD RPD de~~at ions .  

Accuracy measures the b ~ a s  in an analytlcdi s)stem or the dzgee of agreement ofa measurcn;cnt w ~ t h  a 
known reference value. For this investigation, accuracy \$as defined as the percent rccoiery of 
QA'QC samples that %%ere spiked with a ho;.l?l concentratton of an a n a l p  or  can~pound of interest. 
The QAiQC samples used lo evaluate analt"ica1 accuracy tncluded Instrument calibration. internal 
standards, laboratorj control standards (LCSs), h4S X4SD samplcs, and surrogate compound reco\erles. 
For this analytical progam, 3.0 % of the data required qualification for caltbrar~on deviations, 18% 

required qualtficatton for surrogate compound standard recoleries, and 0.36% requtred qualificatton 
for hIS!MSD recoteries. None of the data required qualification for internal standard recovery 
deviations, internal standard recovery deviations, or LCS recovery deviattons. 

5.3 Representativeness 

Representativeness expresses the degree to wh~ch sample data accurately and precisely represents a 
charactenstlc of a populatton, parameter \ariations at a sampling point, or an environmental condition 
Representatixeness is a qualitatike parameter which is most concerned %ith the pioper design of the 
sanlpling program. The representatl%eness criterion is best satisfied by making certain that sampling 
locations are selected properly and a sufficient number of samples are collected This parameter has 
been addressed by collecting samples at locations specified in GE's Agency-approved work plans and 
by follouing the procedures for sample eoilection and performing the data assessn1ent:data valtdation 
prov~ded here~n as described in the FSPiQAPP Additionally, the analytical program used procedures 
that uere consistent with USEPA-appro~ed anaiyttcal methodology. A QA/QC parameter that is an 
indicator ofthe representati%eness ofa  sample 1s holding time. Holdlng time cntena are estab11shed to 
matntain the samples in a state that is representatite of the in-situ field condition5 bei'o:e analysis For 
this a~ialytical program, none ofthe data reqwred qualification for holding time ai~alqsis dei ~ations. 

Comparabrlit> is a qualitatrve parameter expressing the confidence ul th  which 0:;e data set can be 
compared twth another T h ~ s  goal \vas achretcd through tile ube of the stai;dardr/ed techniques i-js 
sample coilect~on and anaiysls presented in thi: FSC~QAPP. The CSEPrZ SM -846 anaij"t;cal methods 
presented In the FSP QAPP arc updated on occliilon by the C'SEPX to berieT":i from rccznt 
reehnno':o~rcal advancements in anai:d~cal chernistr) and insirtlr;;cn~atiiin in rn~ ic :  cn\;., rhe mc-rhod 
upgrades ~ncluds the incorporarlon of' neb :echnili,~g~es [hat IliIPrdLe thc le:1~!iii it) d13d bra5~i~rj  of the 
rnstri;mentatlori or a?lu:ir the Iab~raior~r to Incrcsse rhroughi~u: i\iiili)i?i hxndering zc~urac j  and 
pieas~on 00ierall. :he atiaiy~~ca: merhodh fi*?r 11.1- ir,te=ti:a::ur; hssr  icn:a?i:cd cor,\l.tcnr in :kt-ir 
general approach rhr:;ugh cc;ntrr?,ied us; c,n :he l>rsic ai:ali?:,-dI tczh;irr;u~. ( r  c , s;mple - 
extractlor, pr.ip.irarion, iastrumrrit cziibiat:on, V 1 QC prcccdure>. 21c ) 1 I ; T C I L ~ ~  ihiz U\C" Oi itlns~shesni 



base anai>~ical procedures and by reijuirlng that updated procedures meet the QAQC criteria ~prcilied 
in the FSP QAPP, the analgrtieal dsta froin past, present, and future sampling elents tvrll be comparable 
to aliov. for qualitau~e and quantiiatlvs assessment of site cor:d~rions. 

5.5 Completeness 

Completenebs 1s defined as the percentage of measurements that are judged to be talid or usable to 
mest the prescribed DQOs. The cornpleieness crller~on is essenr~aliy the same for all data uses --the 
generation of a suffic~ent amount of \aIid data. The actual completeness of t h ~ s  anaijtlcai data set 
ranged from 98.1% to 100% for ~ndixidual anal]ztcaI parameters and had an overall usab~llty of 99.2?0, 
whrch 1s greater than the mtn-tmum reyu~red usab~ltty of90°/b as spee~fled in the FSPrQXPP. 
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