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1.
 
OVERVIEW OF THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN
 

1.1 BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), New England 
Region, through coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) and the Massachusetts Department of Environment Protection 
(MDEP), has prepared this Community Relations Plan. The Community 
Relations Plan describes the various programs to communicate the status 
of environmental activities concerning the General Electric Company 
(GE)/ Housatonic River Project to the local communities and to obtain 
feedback from the citizens about issues and concerns. 

The primary goal of the community relations activities is to inform and to 
promote two-way communication among regulatory agencies, 
neighborhood residents, environmentalists, elected officials, business 
people, and other citizens throughout the Housatonic River corridor from 
Pittsfield, MA, to Danbury, CT. In addition, the Community Relations 
Plan prepares the public for participating in the process of reviewing and 
making recommendations about the environmental studies and activities 
associated with the GE/Housatonic River Project (the study areas 
included in this project are described in Subsection 2.1). 

Specific objectives of the Community Relations Plan are to: 

1.	 Provide for the exchange of information regarding the environmental 
studies and activities concerning the GE/Housatonic River Project. 

2.	 Solicit input, comments, and active involvement from the public, 
elected and civic leaders, and concerned agencies regarding the 
environmental program and to provide a means whereby citizens and 
agencies can interact and resolve issues of public interest and concern. 

3.	 Provide a centralized point of contact for public agencies to express 
concerns and provide suggestions for developing an effective 
communications network about environmental matters concerning 
the GE/Housatonic River Project. 

This Community Relations Plan outlines the public involvement 
objectives, presents specific policies and procedures governing public 
involvement activities related to environmental and remedial actions, 
assigns responsibilities for planning and implementing community 
relations program functions, and presents suggested communication 
activities and techniques to be used in meeting community relations 
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OVERVIEW OF THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN 

program goals. This Community Relations Plan was developed using 
EPA’s Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook (January 1992). 

MDEP prepared the original Public Involvement Plan in 1990. MDEP 
provided the public an opportunity to comment on the draft plan and 
revised the plan accordingly. In April 1995, MDEP finalized a revised 
plan, Revised Public Involvement Plan for the Housatonic River and the General 
Electric Company Pittsfield Disposal Sites. The 1995 plan summarized the 
facility’s history, remedial planning process, histories of the various sites, 
and public involvement activities. 

This Community Relations Plan updates the information in the 1995 
revised plan regarding the environmental studies and remediation and 
provides mechanisms for the distribution of information and avenues for 
soliciting, receiving, and responding to public comments and questions. 
This Community Relations Plan presents the issues and concerns voiced 
by local residents during community interviews conducted by EPA in 
July and August 1997. The Community Relations Plan presents 
information about GE/Housatonic River site environmental studies and 
community involvement activities through August 1, 2001. 

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN 

The Community Relations Plan is organized in the following manner: 

��The Table of Contents includes a list of acronyms as well as a listing 
of the other sections of the document. 

�� Section 1, Overview of the Community Relations Plan, provides a 
summary of the objectives and contents of the plan. 

�� Section 2, Site Background, presents the site history and background 
information about environmental activities at the GE facility and in 
the area of the Housatonic River. 

�� Section 3, Community Background, provides information about the 
local area, describes community involvement activities, and presents 
community issues and concerns. 

�� Section 4, Community Involvement Techniques, presents specific 
information about community relations activities. 

The Community Relations Plan also includes the following attachments: 

Attachment A Contacts, Interested Parties, and Media List 

Attachment B Glossary 
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2. 
SITE BACKGROUND 

2.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The GE Plant Area, which includes both the GE facility and adjacent non-
GE properties as defined in the Consent Decree (and shown in Figure 
2-1), is comprised of approximately 360 acres. (Figures are presented at 
the end of this section.) The GE facility occupies 254 acres of the 360-acre 
Plant Area, and it is estimated that five million square feet of buildings 
occupy the GE facility. 

The GE Plant Area is located along East Street and Merrill Road just east 
of downtown Pittsfield. Tyler Street and Dalton Avenue border the 
facility to the north and Merrill Road to the south and east. The CSX 
Corporation railroad tracks bisect the facility. Silver Lake borders the 
southwestern side of the facility. The East Branch of the Housatonic River 
borders the facility to the south and east, and Unkamet Brook, a tributary 
to the Housatonic River, flows through the eastern portion of the facility. 

The facility property generally slopes toward the Housatonic River and 
Unkamet Brook. Groundwater in the vicinity of the site flows 
predominantly downslope toward the Housatonic River.  

Land use surrounding the facility is a mixture of heavy and light 
industrial, commercial, and residential. Residents in the area surrounding 
the GE facility are served by the municipal water supply. Pittsfield’s 
water sources are the Ashley and Sandwash Reservoirs in Washington, 
Massachusetts, and the Cleveland Reservoir in Hinsdale, Massachusetts. 

The GE/Housatonic River Project Site includes the following areas: 

��GE Plant Area. 

�� Former Oxbow Areas. 

��Allendale School Property. 

��Housatonic River Sediments and Riverbanks. 

��Housatonic River Floodplain. 

�� Silver Lake. 

��Groundwater. 
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��Other residential and commercial properties or areas that have 
become contaminated as a result of operations at the GE facility or the 
use of fill from the GE facility. 

The hazardous substances associated with the site include 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), dioxins, furans, volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and 
inorganic constituents (e.g., metals). 

2.2 SITE HISTORY 

In 1903, GE purchased the majority of the facility’s property from Stanley 
Electric Company, the previous owner since 1890. During the 97 years of 
operation, this GE facility produced plastics and military-related 
equipment and manufactured transformers and other electrical 
components. In 1972, GE purchased acreage owned by the Berkshire Gas 
Company, which operated a former coal gasification plant from 1903 to 
1953. Prior to 1972, releases of hazardous wastes from the coal 
gasification operations occurred on the property that is south of the 
railroad tracks and that is now owned by GE. GE continued to purchase 
adjacent properties either for expansion of facility operations or to obtain 
control of properties where soil or groundwater contamination, related to 
GE operations, had been detected. 

Industrial processes throughout most of the GE plant occurred within 
three major divisions: Ordnance, Plastics, and Transformer. The 
Ordnance Division began operations in 1941 in support of the U.S. Armed 
Forces. Ordnance operations included developing submarine-launched 
ballistic-missile guidance systems, armored-vehicle transmissions, and 
shipboard fire-control systems. In April 1993, Martin Marietta purchased 
the GE Ordnance Division. The Plastics Division developed and piloted 
activities in engineering plastics, beginning with operations during World 
War II to manufacture boat molding and other plastic products for the 
war. This division continues to operate today. From 1903 to the 1977, the 
Transformer Division manufactured and serviced transformers and other 
electrical products. The ordnance operations at the site currently are 
being conducted for the U.S. Navy by General Dynamics Corporation. 

2.3 SITE ENVIRONMENTAL HISTORY 

2.3.1 Overview of Site History 

GE used PCBs for over 40 years in the manufacture of transformers and 
associated products beginning in 1932 and ending in 1977. PCBs 
manufactured by Monsanto under the trade name of Aroclor were used 
by GE as an ingredient in Pyranol™, a high-grade synthetic, fire-resistant 
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SITE BACKGROUND 

transformer fluid. Pyranol™ was used to insulate about 3% of the 
transformers manufactured by the GE Pittsfield facility. Pyranol™ 
contained approximately 45 to 60% PCBs. The bulk (97%) of the 
transformers were filled with a mineral oil dielectric fluid, which was 
petroleum based. 

From the late 1930s to the 1970s, hundreds of thousands of gallons of 
transformer oil contaminated with PCBs were released to soil, 
groundwater, and surface water in the area of the Transformer Division 
Plant. Large quantities of PCBs from industrial process water, 
stormwater, and groundwater discharges reached the Housatonic River. 
Following accepted practices of the time period, PCBs were used and 
disposed of within and around the facility in landfills, the former oxbows, 
and other locations. GE commonly provided fill material from the plant 
area for a variety of projects from the 1940s to the 1970s, including the 
filling of the former oxbows and local residential and commercial 
properties. Subsequently, PCBs were discovered in the fill materials 
provided by GE. 

Coal tar oils and solid waste from the former Berkshire Gas facility 
containing polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were found at East 
Street Area II site and within and along the banks of former Oxbow H. 

The extensive nature of the GE transformer oil leaks was first discovered 
in 1952 at the East Street Area 1 site, where transformer oil was detected 
in the basement of a residential property on East Street. In response to 
this discovery, GE began conducting environmental investigations and oil 
collection operations in the mid-1950s at the East Street Area 1 site (Figure 
2-1). 

Additional investigations and corrective actions targeted at transformer 
oil leaks were implemented starting in the early 1960s at a second site, 
East Street Area 2 (Figure 2-1). GE has conducted a continuing series of 
environmental investigations and remedial actions at both East Street 
Area sites up until the present time. Many of these investigations and 
remedial actions were related to EPA and MDEP regulatory 
requirements, which were initiated in the early 1980s.  

2.3.2 PCB Contamination Information 

PCBs are a family of chlorinated organic compounds that possess the 
following properties: thermal (heat) stability, resistance to chemicals 
(acids and bases), and excellent electrical insulation characteristics. PCBs 
do not readily mix with water. Currently, more than 200 individual PCB 
compounds (congeners) are known. Commercially, PCBs were available 
as mixtures of various individual compounds (e.g., Aroclor 1260).  
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Monsanto Corp. was the U.S. manufacturer of these PCB mixtures, which 
were sold under the trade name of Aroclor. 

PCB mixtures have been used in the manufacturing of lubricants, 
carbonless paper, adhesives, specialized paints, and caulking compounds. 
Since PCBs are chemically stable, nonflammable, nonexplosive, and 
possess electrical insulation characteristics, they were widely used in 
transformers and capacitors, hydraulic and heat transfer equipment, 
compressors and vacuum pumps, and as plasticizers (surface coatings 
and sealants). Although the domestic manufacture of PCB mixtures was 
stopped in 1977, existing electrical components containing PCBs continue 
in use, and as a result, PCBs can still enter the environment through 
improper disposal practices. 

PCBs are stable in the environment (i.e., they are only slowly degraded). 
When PCBs enter the environment, they may migrate and degrade at 
different rates. PCBs with low chlorine content tend to be more volatile, 
escaping to the atmosphere and degrading more readily. Those with 
higher chlorine content tend to adhere to soil and sediment particles and 
are more resistant to degradation. 

Humans may be exposed to PCBs in the environment through ingestion 
(soil, food), inhalation (air), and dermal contact (skin absorption from 
touching PCB-contaminated material). Because PCBs are highly persistent 
in the environment, and very fat soluble, they tend to concentrate in the 
fat of animals and humans once they are absorbed. In addition, they are 
not readily degraded once in the body. As a result, PCB contamination in 
sediments magnifies as it passes up through the food chain. PCB-
contaminated insects and small aquatic animals are eaten by fish, which 
are ingested by birds and larger animals, and they in turn may be 
consumed by humans; therefore, PCB concentrations progressively 
increase in the tissues of animals higher up in the food chain. When 
tested, most humans show traces of PCBs in their blood and fatty tissues 
as a result of their exposure through consumption of game fish, game 
animals, or animal products contaminated through the food chain. PCBs 
may also be passed through breast milk to nursing infants. EPA considers 
PCBs to be probable carcinogens. 

In October 1976, Congress passed the Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA) and specifically directed EPA to regulate PCBs. This was the only 
chemical substance specifically named in TSCA because Congress 
believed that its chemical and toxicological properties and its widespread 
use posed significant risks to public health and the environment. 

EPA issued regulations for the proper disposal of PCBs and their 
manufacture, distribution, and use in other than a totally enclosed 
manner. On February 17, 1978, EPA announced the PCBs Marking and 
Disposal Rule, establishing specific requirements for the identification 
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and disposal of PCBs according to the nature and concentration of the 
PCBs in question. On May 31, 1979, EPA issued regulations prohibiting 
and restricting continued use of PCBs. 

2.3.3 Study Area Designations 

During the course of environmental studies at the GE/Housatonic River 
Site, various study area designations have been used. The original study 
area designations were replaced by a new set of study area designations 
in the 1999 Consent Decree; however, the former designations are 
necessary when researching the history of the site. Table 2-1 summarizes 
the study area designations, and the locations of the study areas are 
shown on Figure 2-2. 

Table 2-1 

Former Site Study Area Designations 

Operable Unit 
Designation 

MDEP 
Designation 

EPA New England 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act (RCRA) Designation 

OU 1 Unkamet Brook Area EPA Area 1 

Hill 78 Area EPA Area 2 

East Street Area I EPA Area 3 

East Street Area II (Building 68 and Former Oxbow H) EPA Area 4 

Lyman Street Parking Lot (Former Oxbows D and E) EPA Area 5A 

OU 2 Housatonic River EPA Area 6 

OU 3 Allendale School Out of EPA New England RCRA 
jurisdiction 

OU 4 Silver Lake EPA Area 6 

OU 5 Newell Street Parking Lot (Former Oxbows F and G) EPA Area 5B 

Newell Street Area I (Former Oxbow I) Out of EPA New England RCRA 
jurisdiction 

OU 6 Former Oxbows A, B, C, J, K Out of EPA New England RCRA 
jurisdiction 

On October 7, 1999, a Consent Decree was signed between GE and 
representatives of EPA, MDEP, and other government agencies and 
groups. On October 27, 2000, the court entered the Consent Decree. The 
Consent Decree lists the following specific areas for cleanup: 

��GE Plant Area: 

− 40s Building Complex. 

− 30s Building Complex. 

− 20s Building Complex. 
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− East Street Area 2 South.
 
− East Street Area 2 North.
 
− East Street Area 1 North.
 
− Hill 78 On-Plant Consolidation Area. 

− Building 71 On-Plant Consolidation Area. 

− Hill 78 Area - Remainder. 

− Unkamet Brook Area. 


�� Former Oxbow Areas: 

− Former Oxbow Areas A and C. 

− Lyman Street Area. 

− Newell Street Area I. 


− Newell Street Area II. 

− Former Oxbows J and K.
 

��Allendale School. 

��Housatonic River Floodplain: 

− 	 Residential and nonresidential floodplain properties adjacent to 
1½-Mile Reach. 

− 	 Residential floodplain properties downstream of 2-Mile Reach 
(confluence) of Housatonic River with actual/potential lawn 
areas. 

�� Silver Lake. 

��Groundwater Management Areas (GMAs) 1 to 5. 

��Housatonic River: 

− 	 Housatonic River sediments and riverbanks -Upper ½-Mile Reach 
from Newell Street to Lyman Street. 

− 	 Housatonic River sediments and riverbanks -Next 1 ½-Mile Reach 
from the Lyman Street Bridge to the Confluence of the East and 
West Branches. 

− 	 Housatonic River sediments and riverbanks - Downstream from 
the Confluence of the East and West Branches. 

Figure 2-1 shows the GE Plant Area sites, the former oxbow areas, 
Allendale School, and Silver Lake. Figure 2-3 presents a map of the 
Housatonic River, and Figure 2-4 shows the Housatonic River floodplain 
properties under investigation. 
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Brief overviews of each current study area for the GE/Housatonic River 
Site are presented in the following subsections.  

2.3.4 Environmental Overview of Current Study Areas 

2.3.4.1 GE Plant Area 

As described in the Consent Decree, the GE Plant Area has been divided 
into 10 Removal Action Areas (RAAs) based on geographic location, 
regulatory status, similar land use, and several other considerations 
(Figure 2-1). These RAAs are designated for soil-related remedial actions. 
Groundwater and oil related actions will be handled separately under 
more extensive Groundwater Management Areas (GMAs). 

40s Building Complex  

This area, which is approximately 9 acres, is located within the western 
portion of GE’s Pittsfield facility and is bounded by Kellogg Street to the 
north, the CSX railroad lines to the south, other portions of the GE facility 
to the east, and non-GE owned commercial/industrial areas to the west. 
Currently, Buildings 42, 43, 43-A, and 44 constitute nearly one-half of this 
area (eastern portion), whereas the remainder is mostly paved 
(asphalt/concrete). Previously, Buildings 40-B, 41, and 41-A constituted 
much of the western portion of this area; these buildings were 
demolished in the early 1990s, although the subgrade portions of these 
buildings remain within this area. This area of the facility is a component 
of the redevelopment agreement between GE and the City of Pittsfield. 
All of the existing buildings are scheduled for demolition. 

Various industrial operations were housed in the 40s Building Complex, 
including machine shops, laboratories, paint shops, vapor degreasing 
operations, and acid and alkali metals treatments. Process water from 
these operations and stormwater from the 40s Complex discharged into 
Silver Lake. 

30s Building Complex  

This approximately 20-acre area is located south of the 40s Complex, and 
is generally bounded by Silver Lake Boulevard to the west, East Street to 
the south, and other areas of the GE facility to the south and east. This 
area includes asphalt/concrete areas, some unpaved areas, and several 
existing buildings. This area of the facility is a component of the 
redevelopment agreement between GE and the City of Pittsfield. Most of 
the existing buildings are scheduled for demolition. 
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A power and steam generation plant, aboveground oil storage tanks, and 
various industrial operations were located in the 30s Building Complex, 
including paint shops, vapor and cold solvent degreasing operations, a 
mercury boiler, and metal pretreatment operations. Historically, process 
water from these operations and stormwater from the 30s Complex 
discharged into Silver Lake. 

20s Building Complex  

This area, which is approximately 15 acres, is located immediately east of 
the 30s Complex within the western portion of the GE facility, and is 
bounded by East Street to the south and other areas of the GE facility to 
the north and east. The existing asphalt parking areas predominantly 
characterize current conditions within this area. Previously, these areas 
were associated with most of the 20s Complex buildings that were razed 
in the late 1980s. At this time, two buildings remain in this area. This area 
of the facility is a component of the redevelopment agreement between 
GE and the City of Pittsfield. All of the existing buildings are scheduled 
for demolition. 

Formerly, GE Transformer Division operations were conducted in the 20s 
Building Complex, which included the Southside Tank Farm where 
transformer oils were stored. Berkshire Gas also conducted coal 
gasification operations in the eastern portion of the 20s Complex. Other 
GE operations historically located in the 20s Complex include paint 
spraying, vapor degreasing, and metals treatments using acids and 
phosphatizing solutions. 

The largest transformer oil plume at the GE facility extends underneath 
the 20s Complex from its origin north of the railroad tracks in the central 
portion of the East Street Area 2-North RAA (see Figure 2-1). This plume 
consists primarily of 10C mineral (petroleum-based) oil, but it also 
contains lesser amounts of PCB transformer oil. Both the 10C and PCB 
oils were used as a dielectric fluid in transformers. 

East Street Area 2 - South  

This area is approximately 50 acres of the western portion of the GE 
facility. It is generally bounded by East Street to the north, Newell Street 
to the east, the Housatonic River to the south, and the Lyman Street Area 
to the west. The western portion of this area is occupied by the 60s 
Building Complex and former Scrapyard, and is otherwise primarily 
paved areas. The eastern portion of this area contains a former 
Housatonic River oxbow (Oxbow H) that was formed when the river 
meandered through this area. Oxbow H was cut off from the river during 
the 1940s when the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
rechannelized the river in the Pittsfield area. This area is currently 
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characterized as mostly open areas, with a relatively small wooded area 
located within the extent of the former oxbow. 

The East Street Area 2 transformer oil plume formerly extended across 
the entire site from north to south, reaching the East Branch of the 
Housatonic River where, in the past, oil was detected seeping out of the 
riverbanks and into the river. During the last 30 years, GE has 
implemented a variety of environmental investigations and remedial 
actions in this area to help characterize, control, and remediate this oil 
plume. GE has used the following facilities and containment barriers at 
the site: (1) groundwater and wastewater treatment plants; (2) a thermal 
oxidizer unit; (3) oil containment booms along the riverbank oil seeps; (4) 
oil/groundwater extraction wells and caissons; (5) underground slurry 
and sheetpile containment walls; (6) and oil/water separators. GE used 
the thermal oxidizer unit from 1972 through 1996 to burn waste 
transformer oils. 

In addition to the transformer oil plume, there are several other areas at 
the site with outstanding environmental issues, including the Scrapyard 
Area, Oxbow H fill area, and the Building 68 PCB tank collapse. Various 
oils, solvents, and other chemicals were reported to have been released to 
the ground in the Scrapyard Area during the routine handling and 
crushing of drums, transformers, and other spent equipment from GE's 
operations. Waste products from the Berkshire Gas coal gasification plant 
were disposed of in and along the banks of the eastern and central 
portions of Oxbow H. These wastes included coal tar and spent oxides 
associated with cyanides and various metals. In 1968 a PCB storage tank 
collapsed at Building 68, releasing approximately 1,000 gallons of PCB 
transformer oil onto the riverbank and into the Housatonic River itself. 

East Street Area 2 - North  

This area, which is approximately 50 acres, is also located within the 
western portion of the GE facility. This area includes primarily buildings 
and pavement; however, several relatively small grassy areas are present 
within the eastern portion. This area is generally bounded by Tyler Street 
to the north; New York Avenue to the east; Woodlawn Avenue and the 
40s Complex to the west; and Merrill Road, the 20s Complex, and East 
Street Area 1 to the south. 

The East Street Area 2-North Site housed the bulk of the former GE 
Transformer Division facilities, and it contains the source of the major 
transformer oil plume that extends southward to the Housatonic River. 
GE states that transformer oil leaks and spills from the oil storage tanks 
and distribution facilities (leaking pipes) in East Street Area 2-North were 
the source of the oil plume. 
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East Street Area 1 - North  

This area, which is approximately 5 acres, is located immediately south of 
East Street Area 2 - North and east of the 20s Complex. This area is mostly 
unpaved, and is generally bounded by Merrill Road to the north and 
west, East Street to the south, and a non-GE owned commercial area to 
the east. This area also includes a commercial-use building (of which GE 
owns a portion), and a relatively small, unpaved GE-owned property 
south of East Street, which contains a NAPL containment/recovery 
system. 

Transformer oil leaks from GE's 12F Tank Farm, formerly located just 
north of the railroad tracks in East Street Area 2-North, migrated 
underground as an oil layer floating on groundwater into the residential 
area north of East Street where it was initially detected in the 1950s. The 
oil was identified as 10C mineral oil contaminated with PCBs. GE has 
conducted multiple environmental investigations and oil recovery 
operations at the site since the 1950s. Currently, GE operates two oil 
recovery systems along East Street near the intersection with Newell 
Street. 

On-Plant Consolidation Areas 

The Consent Decree states that “materials that are excavated or otherwise 
removed from their current location at the site and demolition debris 
from building demolition may be permanently consolidated at the GE 
Plant Area using a combination of the Hill 78 Consolidation Area, the 
Building 71 Consolidation Area, and another potential Consolidation 
Area at the corner of New York Avenue and Merrill Road.” 

Hill 78 On-Plant Consolidation Area  

This area, which is approximately 6 acres, currently rises about 15 feet 
above grade and is located near the center of the GE facility. This area 
includes the former Hill 78 Landfill, which was originally created in the 
early 1940s as an on-site disposal area for excavated soils generated 
within the GE facility. The landfill was capped in 1991 with a geotextile 
layer and 1 foot of either crushed stone or soil. This area is being used as 
an on-plant consolidation area (OPCA) for certain materials excavated 
during the ½-mile reach removal action and will be used for disposal of 
some materials to be excavated during the 1 ½-mile reach removal action. 
These consolidation materials will be classified as non-TSCA (i.e., 
containing less than 50 parts per million [ppm] of PCBs). Once filled, the 
area will be covered using a multi-layered engineering cap. 

GE began using the 3.5-acre Hill 78 Landfill in the early 1940s for the 
disposal of excavated soils, plant demolition and construction debris, and 
other solid wastes. Drums containing PCB-contaminated soil were 
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allegedly disposed of in the landfill during the 1950s and 1960s. From the 
1970s to 1990, materials placed in the landfill included soils and 
construction debris containing PCBs at concentrations less than 50 ppm. 
This practice was discontinued in 1990 at MDEP’s request, and an MDEP-
approved cover was placed over the landfill as a short-term remedial 
measure. 

Building 71 On-Plant Consolidation Area 

This approximately 5-acre area within the central portion of the GE 
facility is located immediately to the east of the Hill 78 On-Plant 
Consolidation Area. This area is unpaved and is bounded by paved 
parking areas to the north and east, by the Hill 78 On-Plant Consolidation 
Area to the west, and PG&E Generating Company facilities to the south. 
This area is being used as an on-plant consolidation area for certain 
materials excavated during the ½-mile reach removal action and will be 
used for disposal of some materials to be excavated during the 1 ½-mile 
reach removal action. The design of the Building 71 OPCA includes a 
base liner system and berms to contain and collect rainwater and 
snowmelt. TSCA-regulated materials (i.e., containing greater than 50 ppm 
of PCBs) are placed at the Building 71 OPCA. Once filled, the area will be 
covered using a multi-layered engineering cap. 

Hill 78 Area - Remainder  

The remaining portion of the Hill 78 Area consists of approximately 60 
acres of the GE facility. These areas are bounded by the Tyler Street 
Extension to the north, Merrill Road to the south, New York Avenue and 
other areas of the GE facility to the west, and other areas of the GE facility 
to the east. With the exception of paved roadways associated with 
Building 78, the PG&E Generating Company's cogeneration facility, the 
remaining areas of the Hill 78 Area are generally open. A small portion of 
this area (on the southeastern corner of the site near the intersection of 
New York Avenue and Merrill Road) has also been selected for possible 
future use as an on-plant consolidation area. 

Unkamet Brook Area  

This area, which is approximately 140 acres, consists of the eastern 
portion of the GE facility and is bounded by Dalton Avenue to the north, 
Plastics Avenue and the Hill 78 Area - Remainder to the west, Merrill 
Road to the south, and to the east by railroad tracks. This area also 
contains commercial/recreational property located between Merrill Road 
and the Housatonic River to the south. 

The GE-owned portion of this area located west of Unkamet Brook is 
mostly paved and is occupied by large buildings. The GE-owned portion 
of this area east of Unkamet Brook, as well as much of the land between 
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Merrill Road and the Housatonic River, is undeveloped (except for the 
area associated with Building OP-3 and the commercial area along Merrill 
Road). 

GE operated the Interior Landfill, covering approximately 14 acres, until 
the late 1970s. An asphalt-paved parking lot covers the western portion of 
the landfill. The eastern portion is uncovered and lies within the Unkamet 
Brook wetlands area. Unkamet Brook bisects the landfill and flows 
directly to the Housatonic River. The landfill lies within the Unkamet 
Brook 10-year floodplain.  

Soil, excavated as part of the construction of GE Buildings OP-1 and OP-2 
in 1940 and 1941, was disposed of in the landfill along with wastes related 
to bushing operations conducted in GE Buildings 51 and 59. Excavations 
performed during the rerouting of Unkamet Brook in the late 1970s 
indicated the presence of capacitors that had been disposed of in the 
Interior Landfill. An Immediate Response Action under the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan was conducted in June 1998 because of 
the presence of drums, capacitors, bushings, and insulators at the landfill 
surface along Unkamet Brook. The drums and electrical equipment 
observed along Unkamet Brook were removed and disposed of off-site. 

A Former Waste Stabilization Basin is located west of Unkamet Brook, 
south of the western portion of the Interior Landfill, and north of Merrill 
Road on the GE facility. For more than 40 years, wastewater and 
stormwater were discharged into the basin and then into Unkamet Brook. 
In December 1979, in accordance with an agreement between GE and 
MDEP, the discharge of wastewater to the waste stabilization basin was 
discontinued. From 1979 to 1980, GE conducted an investigation to 
characterize the sediments within the Former Waste Stabilization Basin. 
The presence of VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and inorganic constituents was 
identified. In 1981, standing liquids and the sludge within the basin were 
removed and disposed of in a secure, permitted landfill. Following the 
removal of these materials, the basin was backfilled with gravel, capped 
with soil, and seeded. 

Although the Waste Stabilization Basin has been remediated by GE, a 
large VOC groundwater contaminant plume associated with the former 
site was identified extending from the former waste basin to the 
Housatonic River. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater and oil releases associated with the aforementioned areas 
will require investigation and monitoring, and possibly containment, 
treatment, and product recovery. The oils detected at the GE/Housatonic 
River Site are classified as either light non-aqueous phase liquids 
(LNAPLs) or dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs). The LNAPLs 
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are lighter than water and generally tend to accumulate at the top of the 
groundwater table. The DNAPLs are denser than water and tend to 
migrate downward through the groundwater table and accumulate at the 
top of the low permeability soil or rock layers. 

The primary concern is to prevent contaminated groundwater and 
NAPLs from adversely affecting surface water, e.g., Unkamet Brook, the 
Housatonic River, and Silver Lake. The groundwater and NAPLs will 
also be evaluated to ensure that any vapors emitting from contaminated 
groundwater and oil releases do not pose a risk to the occupants of 
buildings. 

2.3.4.2 Housatonic River Study Area 

The Housatonic River study area includes river sediments, riverbank 
materials, and floodplain soils of the Housatonic River that are 
contaminated with hazardous substances, especially PCBs. Numerous 
studies conducted since 1982 have included river sediment, fish tissue, 
and benthic organism samples collected from the Housatonic River. 
Based on the nature and extent of contamination, the study area currently 
extends from approximately Unkamet Brook to the mouth of the 
Housatonic River at Long Island Sound (see Figure 2-3). PCB 
contamination has been detected for many miles below the confluence, 
and further EPA studies are underway. The most PCB-contaminated area 
is a 12-mile segment that begins at the confluence of the Housatonic River 
with the Unkamet Brook in Pittsfield and ends at Woods Pond in Lenox, 
Massachusetts. 

The Housatonic River is used for recreation, including fishing, boating, 
and swimming. The Housatonic River has been closed to fishing for 
human consumption since 1982 due to PCB contamination.  

The Housatonic River cleanup is divided into three segments or reaches, 
the first ½ mile adjacent to the facility, the next 1 ½ miles downstream to 
the Confluence of the East and West Branches, and the Rest of River 
downstream of the confluence.  

Upper ½-Mile Reach  

The first ½ mile reach of the Housatonic River subject to remediation is 
located in a densely populated area near the center of Pittsfield between 
the Newell Street and Lyman Street Bridges. The area is primarily 
commercial/industrial, although there is one recreational property 
abutting the Housatonic River. A portion of GE’s property abuts the river 
to the north, and several commercial/industrial properties, a playground, 
and additional GE property abut the river to the south. The entire ½-mile 
section of the river was channelized by the city and USACE in the 1940s. 
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As a result, there are relatively steep banks and minimal floodplain in this 
area. Five former oxbows are present in this stretch of the river. Many of 
the historical contaminant discharges to the Housatonic River were likely 
to have occurred within this ½-mile. The Building 68 PCB tank release 
referenced above occurred at the approximate mid-point of the first ½ 
mile reach. 

Remediation in the first ½ mile consists of two separate cleanup phases 
conducted by GE under EPA requirements. In 1997 and 1998, GE 
excavated and disposed of 5,000 cubic yards of heavily contaminated 
sediments from a 550-foot section of the river and 2,230 cubic yards of 
heavily contaminated bank soils from a 170-foot stretch of the riverbank 
associated with the Building 68 tank spill.  

The second phase of the cleanup consists of riverbank soil and sediment 
excavation throughout the first ½ mile. GE initiated cleanup activities in 
October 1999, and the ½ mile cleanup is scheduled to be completed in 
June 2002.  

1 ½-Mile Reach  

The next 1 ½ miles of the river below the Upper ½-Mile Reach are located 
in an area with residential, commercial, industrial, and 
undeveloped/recreational properties. There are approximately 40 
residential properties located within or adjacent to the floodplain. 
Approximately 1,500 feet of this reach was channelized by the city and 
USACE in the 1940s, and three former oxbows are within this stretch of 
the river. In the first mile, the riverbanks are generally steep and the 
floodplain narrow. In the final ½ mile, the riverbanks are relatively low, 
resulting in a broad floodplain. The 1 ½-Mile Reach begins at the Lyman 
Street Bridge and ends at the Confluence of the East and West Branches of 
the Housatonic River.  

Contamination from the GE facility has migrated downstream from the 
Upper ½-Mile Reach and has impacted the riverbank soils and river 
sediments in this reach. In addition, coal tar contamination related to the 
former Pittsfield Coal Gas Company (now Berkshire Gas) Works has been 
detected in the 1 ½-Mile Reach sediment and riverbank soils. EPA will 
perform the cleanup of the sediments and riverbanks in this 1 ½-Mile 
Reach under the Consent Decree. GE and EPA will share the costs of this 
cleanup under a formula presented in the Consent Decree. 

Rest of River Investigation  

EPA is conducting an investigation of the Rest of River below the 1 ½-
Mile Reach into Connecticut, which is focused on collecting information 
for and preparing the human health and ecological risk assessments and 
modeling PCB fate and transport in the river. Following the 
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investigations and peer review, GE will prepare a Supplemental Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigation Report, 
propose cleanup levels, and analyze cleanup alternatives (corrective 
measures). After consultation with MDEP and receipt of public 
comments, EPA will select corrective measure(s) for the Rest of River. The 
Rest of River response action, if necessary, is estimated to begin in 2006
2007. 

Numerous studies have been conducted since 1988 that document PCB 
contamination of biota (fish, birds, etc.), sediments, and floodplain soils 
adjacent to the Housatonic River downstream of the plant, and 
investigations are still ongoing.  

2.3.4.3 Allendale School Soils 

Allendale School is located to the north of the Hill 78 Landfill, across the 
Tyler Street Extension. The school was constructed in 1950 on a 12-acre 
parcel. When the Allendale School was being constructed, GE and the 
City of Pittsfield entered into an agreement under which GE permitted 
the City of Pittsfield to remove approximately 40,000 cubic yards of soil 
from the GE property for use as fill in the schoolyard. The area from 
which the soil was removed is now known as the Hill 78 Landfill Area. 

MDEP initially identified concerns associated with the Allendale 
Schoolyard when PCBs were detected during construction of the Altresco 
Corporation Cogeneration Facility (now owned by the PG&E Generating 
Company). The Altresco facility was constructed next to the Hill 78 
Landfill. At the time of construction, environmental samples were 
collected and contamination was identified. It was at this point that the 
connection was made that the soil used as fill at the school might also be 
contaminated. Results from soil/water sampling events from 1990 to 1996 
indicated the presence of various hazardous substances, including VOCs, 
SVOCs, herbicides, PCBs, furans, and inorganic constituents. 

In 1991, a geotextile layer and “clean” soil cover was constructed on a 
portion of the Allendale School property to isolate the contamination. The 
cover (or cap) was approximately 5 acres and was applied to the areas 
where the concentration of PCBs found in soil samples exceeded 2 ppm. 

At the request of MDEP, GE initiated field activities to delineate areas 
outside of the existing cap that had PCB soil contamination greater than 2 
ppm. As a result of those field activities, GE performed a limited removal 
of 1,600 cubic yards of impacted soil from the Allendale School property 
during April 1998. 

In July 1999, GE commenced a soil removal action for the Allendale 
School Property pursuant to an Action Memorandum issued by EPA on 
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July 12, 1999. The action involved the removal of all PCB-contaminated 
soil above 2 ppm from the Allendale School property. The temporary cap 
and the underlying PCB-contaminated soils were excavated and removed 
during the action. The work was completed in the fall of 1999. 

Once backfilling was complete, the schoolyard was restored. Restoration 
included placing topsoil and grass sod, installing soccer and baseball 
fields, constructing a walking track, and installing a paracourse system. 
Restoration also included planting new shrubs and trees. 

On January 20, 2000, a pre-certification inspection was conducted by 
representatives of GE, EPA, and MDEP. On February 18, 2000, GE 
submitted a Final Completion Report for the Allendale School Removal 
Action. 

2.3.4.4 Silver Lake 

Silver Lake, which is located on the GE facility property, is a 26-acre body 
of water reaching a maximum depth of about 30 feet. The lake is bounded 
by the GE facility to the east and northeast, commercial properties to the 
north, and a mixture of commercial and residential properties to the 
south and west. Several of the residential properties surrounding Silver 
Lake have received fill from GE in the past and are subject to the 
Residential Fill Property Program.  

Currently, stormwater from both the City of Pittsfield and GE is 
discharged to the lake through both municipal and GE outfalls. Local 
groundwater also discharges into Silver Lake. Once in the lake, excess 
water flows into the Housatonic River via an overflow embankment and 
a concrete conduit that passes under East Street. 

Silver Lake has been the subject of numerous investigations performed by 
GE since the mid-1970s. Studies have been conducted on the lake under a 
Consent Order issued to GE by MDEP in May 1990. The main 
contamination found in the Silver Lake sediment is PCBs. Overall, the 
sediments in the lake are heavily contaminated and show evidence of 
“silting over,” meaning the highest concentrations of PCBs are found 
below the top 6 inches of sediment. The lake sediments have been 
analyzed for other hazardous substances, and analyses revealed the 
presence of organic compounds (mainly acetone, methylene chloride, 
PAHs, dioxins/furans, and phenols) and metals (aluminum, calcium, 
chromium, iron, lead, and zinc). 

There are several possible sources of contamination to Silver Lake. The 
most probable source of the PCBs detected in Silver Lake is the historic 
discharge of process water and stormwater from the GE Facility. GE 
currently operates four National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
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(NPDES) permitted outfalls into Silver Lake. These four GE outfalls 
discharged process and stormwater associated with areas of the GE 
Facility where PCBs were historically handled.  

Other industries and commercial properties are or have been located 
around Silver Lake, which may have contributed to the contamination 
detected in the lake. Until the mid-1970s, Pittsfield’s sanitary sewers 
discharged into the lake. Two power plants used the lake to withdraw 
and discharge non-contact cooling water. In addition, inadvertent 
releases of chemicals at GE or other industrial/commercial properties 
may have entered the storm sewers or sanitary sewers, which discharged 
to Silver Lake. 

Under the Consent Decree, GE is required to conduct remediation for 
Silver Lake including limited sediment removal, installing a cap over the 
entire lake bottom, and bank soil removals. 

Following sediment removal and capping, GE will conduct natural 
resource restoration and habitat enhancement activities at Silver Lake. 

2.3.4.5 Former Oxbow Areas 

During the 1940s, efforts to alleviate potential flooding problems by 
straightening the Pittsfield segment of the Housatonic River by the City 
of Pittsfield and USACE resulted in 11 former oxbows being isolated from 
the river channel. These oxbow channels were subsequently filled with 
soil and other materials that were later discovered to contain PCBs and 
other hazardous substances. 

As described in the Consent Decree, the Former Oxbow Areas have been 
divided into five Removal Action Areas (RAAs) (Figure 2-1). These RAAs 
are designated for soil-related remedial actions. Groundwater and oil-
related actions will be handled separately under several Groundwater 
Management Areas (GMAs). 

Former Oxbow Areas A and C 

Former Oxbow Area A is approximately 5 acres and occupies a large 
open field on the southern side of the Housatonic River north of Elm 
Street and Newell Street. The majority of this area is undeveloped and 
covered with grass and low brush, although commercial businesses 
occupy a portion of the parcels containing the former oxbows. Former 
Oxbow Area C is approximately 2 acres and located immediately east of 
Former Oxbow Area A, along the southern side of the Housatonic River, 
near the end of Day Street. A drainage ditch leading to the Housatonic 
River bisects Oxbow C. This area consists mostly of an undeveloped field 
surrounded by trees and brush. 
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Various portions of former Oxbows A and C were progressively filled 
with soil and other materials from the 1940s to the 1980s. In response to 
MDEP requirements, GE began conducting preliminary investigations at 
these fill areas in 1988. PCBs were the primary contaminant detected 
during these investigations; however, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, 
herbicides, dioxins, furans, and metals were also detected at one or both 
of the oxbow areas. In 1997, GE conducted an Immediate Response 
Action (IRA) soil removal under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan at 
the northeast corner of Oxbow C to address surficial PCB soil 
contamination. The excavated area was backfilled with clean soil and 
replanted with grass and thorny shrubs to limit access to the wooded 
areas where some contaminated soils remained. Only limited 
environmental data are available for former Oxbows A and C, and more 
investigations are scheduled under the requirements of the Consent 
Decree. 

Lyman Street Area  

This area, which is approximately 9 acres, is located immediately west of 
the East Street Area 2 - South and is bounded by the Housatonic River to 
the south, East Street and several commercial/residential properties to 
the north, and Cove Street to the west. Approximately 3 acres of this area 
consists of the GE-owned Lyman Street Parking Lot, which is paved. 
Former Oxbow D underlies the parking lot area. The remaining GE-
owned portions of this area are partially paved and undeveloped. The 
non-GE-owned portions of this area consist of an undeveloped right-of
way for high-tension electricity transmission lines (containing Former 
Oxbow Area E) and Former Oxbow Area B. Former Oxbow Area B is 
approximately 3 acres and located north of and across the Housatonic 
River from Former Oxbow Area C, west of Lyman Street, and 
immediately east of Cove Street. Nearly all of this former oxbow area is 
used for parking in support of local commercial businesses, although a 
building occupies a small portion of this area. The remaining portions are 
undeveloped. 

Oxbows B, D, and E were filled with soil and other materials during the 
1940s. Various GE environmental investigations, starting in 1986, have 
determined that the fill is primarily contaminated with PCBs; however, 
VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, herbicides, dioxins, and furans were also 
detected. During a 1990 site reconnaissance, oil seeps were observed, 
which were later found to contain PCBs. Further investigations detected 
plumes of both light and dense non-aqueous phase liquids (LNAPL and 
DNAPL) related to the dumping of transformer oils at the site. 

During the last 15 years, GE has implemented a variety of environmental 
investigations and remedial actions in this area to help characterize, 
control, and remediate these oil plumes. GE has used or plans to use the 
following facilities and containment barriers at the site: oil booms along 
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the riverbank oil seeps, oil/groundwater extraction wells, and an 
underground sheetpile containment wall. 

Newell Street Area I  

This area, which is approximately 11 acres, includes 10 commercial/ 
industrial properties and 3 recreational properties located along Newell 
Street. All but one of these properties include portions of former Oxbow I, 
which was filled with soil and other materials beginning in the 1940s. 
Newell Street Area I is bounded by the Housatonic River to the north, 
Newell Street to the south, the Lakewood (formerly Hibbard School) 
playground to the east (including the northwest corner of that 
playground within this area), and the Ontario Street Extension and the 
GE-owned Newell Street Parking Lot to the west. 

MDEP received notice in 1983 that GE had allegedly disposed of waste 
transformer oils at the Newell Street sites. In 1987, GE initiated limited 
environmental investigations at the site that have confirmed the presence 
of PCBs; however, no transformer oil plumes have been discovered at 
Newell Street Area I. Other contaminants detected at the site include 
dioxins, furans, and metals. 

GE has completed three IRAs and Short-Term Measures (STMs), 
performed under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan, at the site 
involving the removal of limited amounts of PCB-contaminated surface 
soil, fencing off some contaminated areas, and paving over other 
contaminated areas. 

More investigations have been conducted, and a final cleanup is required 
under the provisions of the Consent Decree. 

Newell Street Area II  

This area, which is approximately 8 acres, is located immediately west of 
Newell Street Area I and is bounded by the Housatonic River to the 
north, Newell Street and residential property to the south, and Sackett 
Street to the west. Approximately 3 acres of this area is composed of the 
GE-owned Newell Street Parking Lot, which is paved. Former Oxbow 
Area G is located under the parking lot. The remaining GE-owned 
portions of this area are wooded. The non-GE-owned portions of this area 
consist of an undeveloped right-of-way for high-tension electricity 
transmission lines, and undeveloped private property. Former Oxbow 
Area F is located within this right-of-way. 

MDEP received notice in 1983 that GE had allegedly disposed of waste 
transformer oils at the Newell Street sites. In 1987, GE initiated limited 
environmental investigations at the Newell Street Area II site that have 
confirmed the presence of PCBs and both LNAPL and DNAPL 
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transformer oil plumes. Other contaminants detected at the site include 
VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, dioxins, furans, and metals. 

Since 1998, GE has conducted both manual and automated oil (LNAPL 
and DNAPL) recovery system operations at the Newell Street Area II site.  

More investigations will be conducted, and a final cleanup is required 
under the provisions of the Consent Decree. 

Former Oxbow Areas J and K  

These areas are located approximately 2,500 feet upstream of the Newell 
Street Bridge. Former Oxbow Area J occupies approximately 4 acres and 
is located on the northern side of the Housatonic River near Fasce Place. 
A drainage ditch, originating at a City of Pittsfield stormwater outfall and 
leading to the Housatonic River, bisects Oxbow J. Former Oxbow Area K 
occupies approximately 1 acre and is located on the southern side of the 
Housatonic River across from Former Oxbow Area J near Ventura 
Avenue. The outlet channel from Goodrich Pond crosses Oxbow K and 
empties into the Housatonic River. While Former Oxbow Area K is 
undeveloped, Former Oxbow Area J is composed of residential property 
to the west and commercial property to the north along East Street. 

Beginning in the 1940s and ending in the 1980s, various portions of 
former Oxbows J and K have been progressively filled with soil and other 
materials. In response to MDEP requirements, GE began conducting 
preliminary investigations at these fill areas in 1988. PCBs were the 
primary contaminants detected during these investigations; however, 
SVOCs, pesticides, dioxins, and furans were also detected at one or both 
of the oxbow areas. Only limited environmental data are available for 
former Oxbows J and K, and more investigations are scheduled under the 
requirements of the Consent Decree. 

More investigations will be conducted, and a final cleanup is required 
under the provisions of the Consent Decree. 

2.3.4.6 Groundwater Management Plan 

A number of non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) releases have occurred at 
the GE site over the years during the operation of the facility. In response 
to EPA and MDEP regulatory requirements related to these NAPL 
releases, GE is operating a system of NAPL recovery wells and NAPL 
containment barriers at the site. The primary purpose of these systems is 
to isolate the NAPL or remove the NAPL from the site so that it does not 
impact human health or the environment. To ensure that the NAPLs or 
the associated contaminated groundwater do not reach the Housatonic 
River or impact the air quality in local buildings and homes, GE will 
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continue to implement groundwater/NAPL monitoring, assessment, and 
response programs at the following Groundwater Management Areas 
(GMAs) (see Figure 2-5): 

��GMA-1 (Plant Site 1) (including the 40s Complex, 30s Complex, 20s 
Complex, East Street Area 2-South, East Street Area 2-North, East 
Street Area 1-North, East Street Area 1-South, Lyman Street Area, 
Newell Street Area II, Newell Street Area I, and Silver Lake Area). 

��GMA-2 (Former Oxbows J and K) 

��GMA-3 (Plant Site 2) (including the portion of the Unkamet Brook 
Area east of Plastics Avenue). 

��GMA-4 (Plant Site 3) (including the Hill 78 Consolidation Area, the 
Building 71 Consolidation Area, the Hill 78 Area-Remainder, and the 
portion of the Unkamet Brook Area west of Plastics Avenue). 

��GMA-5 (Former Oxbows A and C). 

2.3.4.7 Housatonic River Floodplain 

Periodically, the low-lying areas bordering the Housatonic River are 
flooded during and after storms. During these storms, flood waters 
deposit river sediments on the floodplain. Because of the PCB 
contamination in the Housatonic River sediments, the floodplain area 
soils have become contaminated over the years as the flood waters 
deposit contaminated sediments on the floodplain. 

GE initiated floodplain environmental investigations in 1988 and detected 
the presence of PCBs in floodplain soils. GE established that most of the 
PCB contamination was within the extent of the floodplain area 
inundated during a 7- to 8-year flood event (a storm event that occurs 
every 7 to 8 years, on average). 

Under the provisions of the Consent Decree, GE will continue to 
investigate contamination in floodplain soils for the areas listed below. 
Figure 2-4 shows the locations of the floodplain properties identified in 
the Consent Decree. 

Floodplain Current Residential Properties Adjacent to 1 1/2-Mile 
Reach- Actual/Potential Lawns 

The 1 ½-Mile Reach is bounded by the Lyman Street Bridge (upstream) 
and the Confluence with the West Branch. This area includes the non-
bank portions of approximately 35 residential properties along this reach, 
where actual or potential lawn areas are located within the floodplain. 
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Floodplain Non-Residential Properties Adjacent to 1 1/2-Mile Reach 

As noted above, the 1 ½-Mile Reach is bounded by the Lyman Street 
Bridge (upstream) and the Confluence with the West Branch, including 
Fred Garner Park. This area includes non-bank portions of approximately 
11 non-residential properties along this reach where such portions are 
located within the floodplain. Excluded from this area are those 
properties associated with the Former Oxbow Areas. 

Floodplain Residential and Non-Residential Properties Downstream of 
Confluence 

This area includes, with some exceptions, residential properties where 
actual or potential lawn areas exist within the floodplain, including 
approximately 12 residential properties between the confluence and 
Woods Pond Dam that constitute about 13 acres. In addition, the non
residential portion of the floodplain in this area constitutes about 1,100 
acres of wetland and other natural habitats. 

2.4	 AGENCY/REGULATORY ACTIVITIES 

MDEP and EPA have worked in concert to address the contamination on 
and off the GE Pittsfield facility and GE’s cleanup activities.  

2.4.1	 Administrative Consent Order and Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act 

The site has been subject to investigations dating back to the early 1980s. 
Prior to the Consent Decree, the investigations were consolidated under 
two regulatory mechanisms: Administrative Consent Orders with MDEP 
and a Corrective Action permit with EPA under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  

GE and MDEP have signed two sets of Administrative Consent Orders. 
The first Consent Order was signed in May 1981 and covered 
contamination at “the Plant,” “areas in and around the Plant,” and the 
Housatonic River. Two Consent Orders were signed in 1990. The May 
1990 Consent Order covers the Housatonic River and Newell Street Area 
I. The June 1990 Consent Order covers East Street Area I, East Street Area 
II, Unkamet Brook, the Hill 78 Landfill Area, the “rest of the facility,” and 
“related sites.” 

A revised Administrative Consent Order executed by MDEP and 
consented to by GE on November 13, 2000, is described in Subsection 
2.4.2.2. 
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On February 8, 1991, EPA issued a RCRA Corrective Action Permit to GE 
for the GE facility in Pittsfield. The permit established a process and a 
schedule for the assessment and remediation of releases of hazardous 
wastes at, and from, the GE facility. GE appealed the permit, and it was 
subsequently revised and reissued effective January 3, 1994. The permit 
specifically addressed the 11 study areas (per MDEP listing) presented in 
Table 2-1. 

In 1997, off-site properties that received contaminated fill from GE were 
also made subject to investigations and cleanup under the Administrative 
Consent Orders. 

GE has performed investigations and short-term cleanups under the EPA 
RCRA permit and/or the Administrative Consent Orders with MDEP. 
The results of these actions and investigations are available in numerous 
documents, reports, letters, data packages, and other submittals to EPA 
and MDEP (see listing of Information Repositories in Attachment C of 
this Community Relations Plan). 

2.4.2 EPA and MDEP Activities – 1997 to Present 

2.4.2.1 National Priorities List 

On September 25, 1997, EPA proposed to place the GE/Housatonic River 
Site on the National Priorities List (NPL). The NPL is EPA’s list of the 
most serious uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites identified 
for possible long-term remedial action under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)/ 
Superfund. The list is based primarily on the score a site receives from the 
Hazard Ranking System. The site received a Hazard Ranking System 
score of 70.71. Any site that receives a Hazard Ranking System score of 
28.5 or higher is eligible to be listed on the NPL. The proposed NPL site 
covers all of the study areas listed in the RCRA permit and the 
Administrative Consent Orders (see Table 2-1). The GE/Housatonic River 
Site has not been listed on the NPL; however, as discussed in the 
following subsection, the Consent Decree includes the provision that if 
GE does not comply with the terms and timetables of the agreement, EPA 
retains its authority to list the site on the NPL. Additional information 
about the NPL, CERCLA, and Superfund is presented in the Glossary 
(Attachment B). 

2.4.2.2 Negotiations 

In October 1997, EPA, in combination with the U.S. Department of Justice, 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the State of Connecticut, the City 
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of Pittsfield, and the State and Federal Trustees, formed an 
intergovernmental team and, with the assistance of a mediator, initiated 
negotiations with GE. The objective of the negotiations was to achieve a 
comprehensive agreement for cleanup of the entire site. In the interim, 
the public comment period on the proposed NPL listing was extended 
until May 1, 1998. On April 2, 1998, the negotiations were terminated 
without an agreement between the intergovernmental team and GE. 
Negotiations were resumed during the summer months of 1998, and in 
September 1998, the parties achieved an Agreement in Principle.  

Consent Decree 

On October 7, 1999, the parties lodged with the court a comprehensive 
Consent Decree agreement providing for cleanup of the Housatonic River 
and associated areas, cleanup of the General Electric Pittsfield Plant 
facility, environmental restoration of the Housatonic River, compensation 
for natural resource damages, and government recovery of past and 
future cleanup costs. On October 27, 2000, U.S. District Court Judge 
Michael A. Ponsor gave final court approval to the Consent Decree. 

The Consent Decree was among GE; the United States, including EPA, 
Department of Justice, Department of Interior and National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration; the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
including MDEP, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, and the 
Massachusetts Attorney General; and the State of Connecticut, including 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) and the 
office of the Connecticut Attorney General; the City of Pittsfield and the 
Pittsfield Economic Development Authority. 

EPA is the lead agency, but MDEP has a review and comment role and is 
consulted by EPA prior to making decisions under the Consent Decree. 
By mutual agreement, various project management tasks have been 
divided between the two agencies to eliminate redundancies and better 
focus available resources. 

The agreement includes the following major components: 

�� I. Cleanup of Contaminated Areas—Cleanup areas include the GE 
Plant Site including Silver Lake and Unkamet Brook; the former 
oxbows, including Newell Street commercial properties; the 
Housatonic River sediments, banks, and floodplain properties 
downstream of the GE Plant Site; and the Allendale School.  

Overall principles of the cleanup include: 

− Extensive sampling at GE and the non-GE owned properties. 
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− 	 GE to perform the cleanups except on the 1 ½-Mile Reach of the 
Housatonic River.  

− 	 Provision for disposal of material and debris excavated from areas 
subject to the Consent Decree. 

− 	 Environmental Restrictions and Easements (EREs) to be placed on 
all GE-owned properties to ensure that current uses will not 
change.  

− 	 Two options for non-GE owned, non-residential properties: (1) 
cleanup that is protective of the current use with EREs, or (2) a 
conditional solution that provides a cleanup protective of current 
use and, instead of EREs, requires additional cleanup if the use of 
the property changes. 

− 	 Cooperative approach to managing cleanup activities. 

− 	 Parties have management system for project implementation to 
ensure that project is managed in a collaborative and cooperative 
manner. 

− 	 Public to provide input throughout implementation of the work.  

�� II. Restoration of Natural Resources—Agreement includes both 
primary restoration to compensate the public for natural resource 
damages by cleaning up valuable resource areas to the extent 
practicable and provide compensatory restoration to the public for 
natural resource damages that cannot be addressed through the 
cleanup. Additional details about the restoration of natural resources 
are described in the Summary of the Agreement presented in 
Attachment G. 

�� III. Recovery of Government Costs—GE has agreed to repay 
government costs incurred, within specific limitations. 

�� IV. Effect and Form of the Consent Decree—The settlement 
agreement is in the form of a federal court Consent Decree. EPA 
agrees to defer the final decision about whether or not to list the site 
on the CERCLA National Priorities List.  

Additional actions include the following: 

��Enhanced Public Participation—Expansion of the public 
participation process through the Citizen’s Coordinating Council and 
by providing additional outreach (including public meetings, small 
neighborhood meetings, and individual meetings) to property owners 
affected by the agreement. 
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��Brownfields Redevelopment and Economic Aid—GE, the City of 
Pittsfield, and the Pittsfield Economic Development Authority 
(PEDA) have entered into a Definitive Economic Development 
Agreement. Under this agreement, GE will clean up the plant site to 
agreed-upon Consent Decree standards, demolish several buildings, 
provide some funding for constructing new buildings, and transfer 
portions of the property to PEDA for economic redevelopment. In 
addition, GE will provide economic aid to the City of Pittsfield for 10 
years and make upgrades to add aesthetic value to and enhance local 
habitat on the plant site and around Silver Lake. 

As noted previously, in Subsection 2.3, the Consent Decree lists the 
following specific areas for cleanup: 

��GE Plant Site, including Unkamet Brook and its floodplain, Hill 78 
and Building 71 consolidation areas, and non-GE-owned property 
within the GE Plant Site. 

��Groundwater. 

�� Former oxbow areas. 

��Allendale School. 

��Residential properties in 1 ½-Mile Reach and downstream of 2-Mile 
Reach of Housatonic River. 

��Nonresidential areas in 1 ½-Mile Reach of Housatonic River. 

�� Silver Lake. 

��Housatonic River-Upper ½-Mile Reach. 

��Housatonic River-Next 1 ½-Mile Reach from the Lyman Street Bridge 
to the Confluence of the East and West Branches. 

��Housatonic River-Rest of River – Contaminated river sediments, 
banks, and floodplain areas (other than actual or potential lawns) 
downstream of the confluence with the West Branch. 

Additional information about the Consent Decree is presented in the 
Summary of the Agreement (Attachment G) and in Subsection 3.3.  

Administrative Consent Order 

A revised Administrative Consent Order (ACO) was executed by MDEP 
and consented to by GE on November 13, 2000.  The revised ACO 
supersedes two 1990 ACOs between MDEP and GE and provides for 
continued assessment of remediation of off-site properties contaminated 
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with fill from the GE Pittsfield facility (including East Street Area 1 - 
South), and includes a streamlined process for the residential fill 
properties. 

2.4.2.3 EPA and MDEP Residential Efforts  

From the 1940s through the early 1980s, GE gave away thousands of tons 
of fill from its facility to Pittsfield-area homeowners and contractors. 
When it became apparent that the GE fill was potentially contaminated 
with PCBs, EPA and MDEP worked with the community to identify 
properties that may have received contaminated fill. Although GE 
initiated sampling and soil removal activities at many of the identified 
residential fill sites in 1997, EPA and MDEP also undertook a sampling 
program to determine the presence of contamination at other residences 
suspected of having received contaminated fill.  

EPA and MDEP have conducted numerous activities at the site serving a 
variety of purposes, including identifying potentially contaminated 
properties, informing the public about PCBs, and advising residents of 
protective actions to be taken. 

A number of residential floodplain properties along the Housatonic River 
were sampled by EPA, and Short-Term Measures were implemented at 
some of these properties. At Deming Street, a major cleanup effort has 
been completed to remediate contaminated soils to an average PCB 
concentration of 2 ppm at depths of up to 4 feet. In addition, EPA has 
recently undertaken its own floodplain sampling efforts to determine the 
level and extent of the floodplain contamination downstream of the GE 
facility. Portions of many residential properties along the Housatonic 
River fall within the river's floodplain and may have been impacted by 
the PCB contamination. 

In an effort to advise and inform the public about PCBs, MDEP and EPA 
jointly issued two fact sheets in August 1997 to the residents of Pittsfield. 
One fact sheet, entitled “Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)⎯A Fact 
Sheet” discussed PCBs and answered commonly asked questions 
regarding PCB exposure at the GE and Housatonic River hazardous 
waste sites. The second fact sheet, dated August 7, 1997, entitled 
“Residential Properties Which May Contain Contaminated Fill from the 
General Electric Company,” responded to additional questions regarding 
the sampling efforts in residential areas. This fact sheet on the residential 
properties was updated September 24, 2001, and a public meeting was 
held on November 7, 2001. 

In March 1998, MDEP and EPA issued an update of the cleanup of the 
residential properties. The update was entitled “U.S. EPA and MDEP 
Environmental Update for the Berkshires.” The update discussed the 
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investigative and cleanup processes and presented questions and answers 
regarding soil sampling. Copies of the fact sheets/update mentioned in 
this section are presented in Attachment H. 

In April 1998, Pittsfield residents received a letter from John DeVillars, 
Regional Administrator for EPA New England. The letter introduced an 
action plan that EPA developed because the negotiations had failed at 
that time. EPA provided residents with a summary of EPA’s Action Plan 
entitled “An Action Agenda for Economic and Environmental Recovery 
in Pittsfield and Berkshire County.” A copy of the Action Plan is 
presented in Attachment H. 

On April 7, 1998, EPA began a neighborhood canvassing effort in the 
Lakewood neighborhood to inform residents and answer questions about 
Berkshire County PCB cleanup activities. On April 21, 1998, EPA 
conducted personal interviews with residents in neighborhoods where 
PCB contamination was found. The interviews helped to identify other 
potential properties to sample for PCBs. 

Other EPA and MDEP activities in relation to the residential fill include 
the following: 

��Prior to beginning remediation activities, MDEP and EPA provided 
fact sheets describing the proposed remedial activities to most of the 
affected neighborhoods. Fact sheets were distributed by door-to-door 
hand delivery and by mail. 

��MDEP provided to public interest groups GIS-generated maps that 
indicated the locations of the properties that had been sampled. 

��Upon request, MDEP provided public interest groups with updated 
status lists for residential fill properties that had been sampled and/ 
or remediated to date. 

�� In fall 1997, representatives of MDEP and EPA began holding office 
hours 1 day per week for residents dealing with the contaminated fill 
issue. These office hours were established to enable the public easy 
access to MDEP’s and EPA’s representatives regarding residential 
fill-related issues. The office hours continued through mid-October 
1998. 

As of December 2001, GE had sampled 315 properties, of which 201 had 
average total PCB concentrations in excess of 200 ppm.  GE has 
remediated 164 properties, including 25 properties remediated in 2001.  
GE is targeting five additional sites for remediation in 2002. 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S2.DOC 2-28 3/28/02 



  

 

 

  
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

SITE BACKGROUND 

2.4.2.4 Removal Actions  

GE Building 68 Area 

Building 68 is located along the western bank of the Housatonic River 
within GE’s facility upstream of the Lyman Street Bridge. In the late 
1960s, a PCB storage tank associated with Building 68 and containing 
liquid PCB Aroclor-1260 collapsed, releasing a portion of its contents onto 
bank soils and river sediments. It was estimated that approximately 1,000 
gallons of liquid PCBs were released to the riverbank. The liquid PCBs 
contained in the tank were heated and quickly cooled and solidified into 
a wax-like substance upon release from the tank; consequently, migration 
of the material was limited. However, some of the solidified material 
entered the river and settled to the bottom. Visual contamination, 
including impacted bank soils and sediment, were removed at the time of 
the release. However, investigations in this area in March 1996 for the 
East Street Area 2 site identified additional material, including dense 
nonaqueous phase liquid (DNAPL), which was not removed during the 
original removal action in 1968 or which was the result of additional 
releases. 

In December 1996, EPA determined that a Superfund removal action was 
warranted, and issued GE a Unilateral Administrative Order containing a 
scope of work and schedule. GE was notified by the State that the 
provisions in the EPA Unilateral Administrative Order were being 
adopted for use under its Administrative Consent Order. In January 1997, 
GE, EPA, and Commonwealth officials met to discuss the terms of the 
removal action. In February 1997, GE submitted a draft Work Plan. EPA 
provided GE with comments on the Work Plan and met periodically with 
GE between February and May 1997. In May 1997, GE submitted a 
revised Draft Work Plan, which was conditionally approved by EPA in 
June 1997. In June 1997, GE’s remediation contractor mobilized to the site.  

The sediment removal was conducted by driving sheetpiling into the 
river bottom to divert river water around the excavation. The excavation 
was divided into seven “cells” that were excavated in a series. Cells that 
had yet to be excavated were used to stockpile removed sediments, 
allowing them to drain. The sediment removal was completed first, 
before beginning work on the riverbank soils. The only exception to this 
was a small area of saturated soils on the bank that had to be removed 
prior to work in the river as a result of stability issues.  

Sediment and riverbank soils were removed using a long-reach 
excavator. All of the sediment and a majority of the riverbank soils were 
taken off-site to a TSCA landfill. The remainder of the riverbank soils 
failed Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) for lead and 
were sent to a RCRA/TSCA landfill and stabilized with cement.  
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Two of the seven cells were excavated to a depth 2 to 4 ft deeper than 
planned as a result of higher than expected concentrations of PCBs at 
depth. The deepest part of the excavation extended to 8 ft below the river 
bottom. The planned excavation volumes for sediment and riverbank 
soils at Building 68 were 1,250 yd3 and 1,000 yd3, respectively. The actual 
quantities of material excavated and disposed of off-site were 5,000 yd3 

(9,509 tons) for sediment and 2,330 yd3 (3,513 tons) for riverbank soils. 
The volumes were estimated as “in-place” cubic yards and the weights 
were determined by measurements at the off-site disposal facility. 

Restoration of the area was accomplished by backfilling the excavations 
with clean fill to a level approximately 16 inches below the initial grade. 
A 10-inch-thick layer of riprap was placed over the fill and a 6-inch layer 
of sand was installed as the final cover. 

Housatonic River from Newell Street in Pittsfield to the Confluence 

On June 3, 1998, EPA issued GE an Administrative Order/Action 
Memorandum for a Removal Action. The order specified the removal 
action area as the section of the East Branch of the Housatonic River from 
Newell Street in Pittsfield to the confluence of the East and West Branches 
of the Housatonic River. This stretch includes the Upper ½-Mile Reach, 
which extends from Newell Street to Lyman Street (subject to a “time
critical” Removal Action as described in the Action Memorandum), and 
the 1 ½-Mile Reach, which extends from Lyman Street to the confluence 
(subject to a “non-time-critical” Removal Action as described in the 
Action Memorandum). The order identified PCBs as the primary 
contaminants of concern for this area. EPA determined the removal action 
was necessary to protect public health and welfare and the environment, 
and to prevent any further release or threat of release of hazardous 
substances at or from the site.  

The Upper 1/2-Mile Reach 

The order required GE to perform the following scope of removal 
activities for the Upper ½-Mile Reach: 

�� Implementation of temporary measures to limit access and exposure 
to contaminated areas throughout the site. These measures may 
include the installation of fencing, repairs to existing fencing, 
installation of warning signs, inspection and maintenance of fences 
and warning signs, covering of contaminated soils, and/or soil 
removal, and public education. 

��The elimination or mitigation of all current and potential sources of 
PCBs and other hazardous substances from entering into the East 
Branch of the Housatonic River and/or Housatonic River sediments. 
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��The development and implementation of a monitoring plan(s) to 
assess compliance with the performance standards for source control 
measures specified in the second bullet. 

��The removal of contaminated sediment and riverbank soils located 
between Newell and Lyman Streets as a “time-critical” Removal 
Action. 

��The backfilling and restoration of the river sediments and riverbank 
soils between Newell and Lyman Streets. 

��The treatment/disposal of contaminated sediments, soils, debris, and 
other materials generated during the removal action. 

GE initiated cleanup activities for the ½-Mile Reach in October 1999, and 
the ½-mile cleanup is scheduled to be completed in June 2002. 

The 1 ½-Mile Reach: Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis  

In response to the requirements of the Action Memorandum, and in 
accordance with CERCLA guidance for Non-Time Critical Removal 
Actions, EPA conducted an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 
(EE/CA) to consider remedial alternatives to address contamination in 
the 1 ½-Mile Reach. The EE/CA portion of the site consists of a 1 ½-mile 
stretch of river beginning at Lyman Street (the downstream limit of the 
Upper ½-Mile Reach removal action being conducted by GE) and ending 
at the confluence of the East and West Branches of the Housatonic River.  

The EE/CA Report (WESTON, 2000) presents an analysis of alternatives 
to address contamination in river sediments, banks, and floodplain soils 
within the EE/CA Reach of the Housatonic River. During the 45-day 
comment period, public information meetings were held in Pittsfield, 
MA, and Kent, CT, on July 25, 2000 and August 9, 2000, respectively, to 
discuss the recommended cleanup alternative presented in the EE/CA. A 
formal public hearing was held in Pittsfield, MA, on August 15, 2000 to 
receive initial public comments. The formal comment period ended on 
September 1, 2000. 

EPA published its response to comments on the EE/CA and its intended 
remediation approach in an Action Memorandum dated November 21, 
2000. The approach involves dry excavation and removal of bank soils 
and sediments to be accomplished in three phases of work. The first 
phase, from Lyman Street to approximately 1,600 feet downstream, will 
use sheetpile diversion of the river to allow dry excavation. The second 
phase, from upstream of Elm Street (1,600 feet downstream of Lyman 
Street) to downstream of Dawes Avenue, will use a pumped bypass of 
river water for diversion. The third phase, from downstream of Dawes 
Avenue to the confluence, will use either sheetpile diversion or pumped 
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bypass, depending on EPA’s experience in the upstream reaches. It is 
currently estimated that approximately 100,000 cubic yards of PCB-
contaminated soil and sediment will be removed and disposed/ 
consolidated for this removal action. Up to 50,000 cubic yards will be 
placed in GE’s On-Plant Consolidation Areas (OPCAs). The remainder 
will be disposed at licensed off-site facilities. Restoration of excavated 
areas will incorporate state-of-the-art habitat enhancement techniques 
and will be designed to encourage re-growth of non-invasive, native 
plant species. 
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COMMUNITY BACKGROUND
 

According to the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission, the 
population of Berkshire County was 134,953 residents in 2000. Of this 
total, 45,793 of these residents, or about 34% of the population, live in the 
City of Pittsfield, making it the largest city in the county. Pittsfield, 
located in the center of the Berkshire Hills of western Massachusetts, is 
the government seat of Berkshire County. According to the 2000 United 
States Census, the median age in Pittsfield is 40.6, and in Berkshire 
County, the median age is 40.5. 

Pittsfield is home to several national and global industries with deep 
roots in Berkshire County. These companies include GL&V/Dorr-Oliver, 
Inc., General Dynamics Defense Systems, K-B Toys, and Berkshire Health 
Systems. The city is known as the “Plastics Technology Center of the 
Nation” because of the large number of plastics companies, including GE 
Plastics, located in the city and linked through the Berkshire Plastics 
Network. Although the total number of jobs in Pittsfield has remained 
relatively static over the last 20 years, there has been a significant shift in 
the focus of those jobs from manufacturing to the service industry. 

A victim of an overall decline of manufacturing in New England and of 
defense spending cutbacks, the city’s manufacturing base has declined 
over the last several decades. Despite this, Pittsfield is considered the 
industrial center of the Berkshires. From 1993-1995, it ranked as the 
fastest growing exporter in New England. Manufacturing accounted for 
65% of the revenues coming into the county (Berkshire Relocation Guide, 
1998). Today, Pittsfield has converted a former paper mill for use as a 
business complex, while in North Adams, the former Sprague Electric 
complex is the new home of the Massachusetts Museum of 
Contemporary Art; a computer animation firm; and media, e-commerce, 
and publishing businesses (Berkshire Relocation Guide, 1998). 

Pittsfield, founded in 1761, was named after British Prime Minister 
William Pitt (who would later take up the American colonists’ cause 
before the revolution). In the 1800 census, Pittsfield’s 2,261-person 
population put it on relatively equal status to almost a dozen other 
communities in Massachusetts at the time, including New Marlboro 
(1,848), Tyringham (1,712), and Sandisfield (1,857). 

Pittsfield is a medium-sized city with many of the cultural amenities 
found in larger cities. It is home to the Pittsfield Mets, the Class A affiliate 
of the New York Mets. Pittsfield is part of Berkshire County’s long 
tradition of arts and culture. Specifically, the county boasts more than 30 
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performing and visual arts organizations such as the Williamstown 
Theatre Festival, the Berkshire Theatre Festival, and Jacob’s Pillow Dance 
Festival. More than a dozen museums and historic sites are located in 
Berkshire County, including the Pittsfield home of novelist Herman 
Melville, Arrowhead, where he wrote Moby Dick. In addition, Berkshire 
County is home to the Berkshire Museum; the Norman Rockwell 
Museum; and Chesterwood, the 1920s summer home of sculptor Daniel 
Chester French. Pittsfield is located approximately 20 minutes from 
Tanglewood, the world-renowned 526-acre summer home of the Boston 
Symphony Orchestra. Every year, more than two million people visit 
Berkshire County. 

Pittsfield is home to the Berkshire Community College and the University 
of Massachusetts MBA program, Pittsfield Campus (Berkshire County 
Relocation Guide, 1998). 

Berkshire County is well known for its recreational attractions and open 
space. Designated forests and parks of the Berkshires of Massachusetts 
form a 270,000-acre state forest and park system, one of the largest in the 
United States. The Berkshires include the first state park in the United 
States, the Mount Greylock Reservation. The two million visitors to 
Berkshire County each year are an essential part of Berkshire County’s 
economy. Many of these visitors are attracted to the county’s ski resorts, 
hiking and biking trails, and use the Housatonic River for canoeing, 
kayaking, sailing, and recreational fishing. 

3.1 GOVERNMENT 

The City of Pittsfield is represented by a mayor and a city council made 
up of 11 members. There are seven wards within the City, and each ward 
elects a representative to city council. In addition, four members are 
elected at large, representing all of Pittsfield. All members of the city 
council and the mayor are elected to 2-year terms. In addition, the 
Pittsfield City Clerk is elected to a 2-year term. Elected officials are not 
restricted to term limits. The last mayoral election was held in November 
2001. 

Berkshire County is comprised of 30 towns and 2 cities, Pittsfield and 
North Adams. There is a county advisory board made up of 32 members: 

��Thirty members are the Chairmen of Boards of Selectmen (the 
governing bodies of each town within the county). 

��Two members are mayors from the two cities (Pittsfield and North 
Adams) located within the county. 

All members of the County Advisory Board hold 2-year terms, unless 
otherwise specified under local election rules. 
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3.2 SITE NEIGHBORHOOD 

The closest residential neighborhood to the site, known as Lakewood, 
includes, among other streets, Longfellow, Dorchester, and Edison 
Avenues. Information about the residential property sampling program 
and the removal of contaminated fill is presented in Subsection 2.4.2.3. 

3.3 CHRONOLOGY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Members of the general public have been concerned about the 
Housatonic River and GE facility disposal sites for a number of years. 
Residents in the Pittsfield community and towns along the course of the 
Housatonic River have been concerned about the extent of contamination 
and the process of remediation in and around the river and the GE 
facility. Specifically, the Berkshire County Regional Planning 
Commission, the Housatonic River Watershed Association (HRWA), and 
the State of Connecticut have been involved in the Housatonic River 
investigation and assessment since PCB contamination was first 
discovered in the Housatonic River in the 1970s. 

Figure 3-1 presents significant milestones of the GE/Housatonic River 
site. A chronology of events related to the GE/Housatonic River Project, 
including those associated with public involvement, is presented in 
Attachment I. 

In August 1992, the Housatonic River Initiative (HRI) was formed by a 
consortium of individuals and organizations in Berkshire County, 
including representatives of elected officials, the Berkshire Natural 
Resources Council, the Housatonic Valley Association, and the 
Housatonic River Association. One of the major objectives of HRI is to 
ensure that information on the remedial planning process for the 
Housatonic River and all GE Pittsfield disposal sites is communicated to 
all affected communities. 

MDEP (formerly known as the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Quality Engineering) has been involved in investigations 
and remedial cleanup at the Housatonic River site since 1981. An 
important part of MDEP involvement has been the planning and 
implementation of a variety of public involvement initiatives. These 
initiatives have included the preparation of a Public Involvement Plan, 
which was released in June 1990 and extensively revised in April 1995. 

The Public Involvement Plan was developed based on input from 
community interviews conducted in 1990. In addition, MDEP developed 
a mailing list that has been used to distribute information about the site, 
and notify local officials and residents of major milestones and events. 
MDEP, with the assistance of EPA, also developed fact sheets, including 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S3.DOC 3-3 04/11/02 



Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

COMMUNITY BACKGROUND 

“Residential Properties Which May Contain Contaminated Fill From GE” 
and has conducted a number of public meetings since 1990. 

In 1991, EPA issued a RCRA Corrective Action Permit to GE which 
established a process and implementation schedule for environmental 
assessment and cleanup work at GE. Since then, EPA has assisted in a 
variety of negotiations aimed at reaching an appropriate cleanup 
settlement with GE. 

A legal agreement was signed by MDEP and EPA in June 1992. This 
agreement provided for coordination between the agencies in relation to 
implementing remedial actions required of General Electric/Pittsfield in 
accordance with EPA’s RCRA Corrective Action Permit and MDEP’s May 
and June 1990 Administrative Consent Orders. A Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) was the result of an appeal of the Corrective 
Action Permit by MDEP. The MOU also contains provisions for the 
orderly resolution of any disputes that may arise between EPA and 
MDEP during the implementation of the permit and consent orders. 

An important part of EPA’s involvement has been the development of 
new, and the enhancement of existing, public involvement activities. EPA 
activities have included the development of a variety of fact sheets, 
including “Human Health Risk Evaluation and Ecological Risk 
Assessment Regarding PCB Contamination in Pittsfield.” In addition, 
EPA and MDEP have issued joint fact sheets. They are “Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls at the Hazardous Waste Sites Associated with the General 
Electric Pittsfield Facility” (August 1997) and “USEPA and MDEP 
Environmental Update for the Berkshires: Residential Fill Properties 
Investigative Process” (March 1998). These fact sheets are presented in 
Attachment H. 

EPA also conducted community interviews in July 1997 (see Subsection 
3.7 for a summary of the community concerns expressed during the 
interviews). On December 8 and 9, 1997, focus groups were held in 
Pittsfield, MA, with groups of residents affected by the GE/Housatonic 
River Site. EPA also conducted telephone surveys during the winter of 
1997 – 1998. As a result of the focus groups and telephone surveys, five 
major areas of concern were described by participants: 

��Participants desired a published schedule of the work that would be 
done and when it would be done, especially work related to their 
residential properties. 

��Participants stated that residents were concerned about property 
values. 

��They expressed concern about PCBs, and this concern was heightened 
by a lack of reliable information. They desired information on the 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S3.DOC 3-4 04/11/02 



Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

COMMUNITY BACKGROUND 

nature of PCBs, including health risks; how PCBs migrate in the 
environment; what are normal levels, as opposed to acceptable levels; 
and a comparison to the PCB levels found in Pittsfield. 

�� Survey and focus group participants wanted more personal 
communications, with information presented in plain English and at 
more regular intervals, before they read newspaper articles about the 
GE/Housatonic River Project. 

��Participants stated that they had been waiting for someone to take 
charge, and they expressed a strong desire to have one agency lead 
the project, hold GE accountable, and make progress at the site. 

On August 7, 1998, EPA held a public meeting to outline its involvement, 
provide information on site contamination, and provide the public with 
an opportunity to voice concerns about the site. 

In spring 1997, the organization Citizens for PCB Removal became 
involved with PCB removal in the community. In winter 1998, Get REAL 
(Residents Environmental Action League) became active in the residential 
soil cleanup project. 

The Housatonic Environmental Action League, Inc. (HEAL), which was 
founded in 1997, is a non-profit coalition of citizens and organizations 
dedicated to the protection of the Housatonic River watershed and 
corridor. HEAL acts as a government and corporate watchdog on river 
protection issues and is involved with the ongoing issue of long-standing 
PCB pollution and other toxins that contaminate the river system. As an 
advocate for the natural environment, HEAL identifies and responds to 
potential environmental crises, educates the community for greater 
awareness of relationships with the environment, and participates in 
shaping the decisions that affect the environment. 

Housatonic River Restoration, a broad-based coalition of interested and 
concerned individuals and representatives from many organizations who 
use and appreciate the Housatonic River, became active in 1998. The 
organizations have come together to ensure maximum and ongoing 
public participation in the process to rehabilitate and restore the river 
system. 

In September 1998, an Agreement in Principle was signed among GE, 
EPA, MDEP, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, MA 
Office of the Attorney General, CT Office of the Attorney General, U.S. 
Department of Justice, NOAA, U.S. Department of the Interior, MA 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, and the City of Pittsfield. As 
part of the Agreement in Principle, the negotiating parties asked the 
Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution (MODR) to convene a 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S3.DOC 3-5 04/11/02 



Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

COMMUNITY BACKGROUND 

Citizens Coordinating Council (CCC). The CCC met for the first time on 
November 4, 1998, and meets monthly. 

In October 1999, a Consent Decree was signed and lodged in District 
Court. The Consent Decree was among GE; the United States, including 
EPA, Department of Justice, Department of Interior and National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration; the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
including MDEP, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, and the 
Massachusetts Attorney General; and the State of Connecticut, including 
CTDEP and the office of the Connecticut Attorney General; the City of 
Pittsfield and the Pittsfield Economic Development Authority. 

The following activities occurred in relation to the Consent Decree: 

��A CCC meeting was held on October 26, 1999. 

��EPA held office hours at the Pittsfield office on November 3 and 4, 
1999, from 9 a.m.– 5 p.m. to meet with individuals and 
groups/organizations that wanted to learn more about the Consent 
Decree. 

��A public information meeting on the Consent Decree was held on 
November 16, 1999. 

��On December 2, 1999, a public hearing was held on the Consent 
Decree and the proposed RCRA Permit revisions. 

��The original public comment period was from October 26 to 
December 26, 1999. 

��Two separate extensions were made to the public comment period, 
each for 30 days, making the final end of the public comment period 
February 23, 2000 (120-day public comment period). 

EPA enhanced public participation in relation to the Consent Decree 
through many additional mechanisms, including the following: 

��Mailing a summary of the Consent Decree to the EPA mailing list for 
the site. 

��Placing the Consent Decree and Statement of Work for the Removal 
Actions Outside the River (“Statement of Work”), as well as the 
Summary of the Consent Decree (“Summary of the Agreement”), on 
the EPA web site devoted to the site. 

��Placing the Consent Decree and all appendices in the following 
Berkshire County and Connecticut locations: 

�� Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library, Pittsfield, MA. 
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�� Berkshire County Chamber of Commerce, Pittsfield, MA. 

�� Lenox Public Library, Lenox, MA. 

�� Simon’s Rock College of Bard, Great Barrington, MA. 

�� Berkshire Regional Planning Commission, Pittsfield, MA. 

�� Housatonic River Initiative, Pittsfield, MA. 

�� Oliver Wolcott Library, Litchfield, CT. 

�� Housatonic Valley Association, Cornwall Bridge, CT. 

�� Cornwall Public Library, Cornwall, CT. 

�� Kent Memorial Library, Kent, CT. 


��Providing to requesters individual paper copies of the Consent 
Decree, or paper or CD/ROM copies of the Statement of Work. 

��Hosting a Lenders Forum on January 20, 2000, for property owners 
who would be affected by the work at the GE facility and Housatonic 
River sites. 

The Consent Decree, which was entered on October 27, 2000, requires 
continued substantial public participation in relation to the activities to be 
performed and the decisions to be made under the Decree, as discussed 
below: 

��The Consent Decree requires GE to cooperate with EPA and MDEP in 
implementing EPA’s community relations plan for the site, in 
providing information regarding work plans to the public, including 
the CCC, and in participating in public meetings. The Consent Decree 
also requires all parties to the Consent Decree to coordinate and 
cooperate with the CCC. Additional information on the CCC is 
presented in Section 4, Community Involvement Techniques. 

�� For the Removal Actions Outside the River (as defined in the Consent 
Decree), GE is required by the Decree to submit to EPA for approval 
various work plans for the necessary pre-design investigations and 
the design and performance of these removal actions. EPA intends to 
seek CCC input on these work plans. In addition, documents 
submitted to EPA for approval are subject to review and comment by 
both EPA and MDEP, and decisions are issued after consultation with 
MDEP. 

��With regard to the 1 ½-Mile Reach of the River, in accordance with 
the Consent Decree, EPA consulted with MDEP and the CCC and 
provided a period of public comment on its proposed removal action 
prior to selecting that action. EPA held a meeting with the CCC on 
March 1, 2000, at which it presented and explained its draft 
Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA) of cleanup 
alternatives for the 1 ½-Mile Reach. EPA continued the consultative 
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process by providing a public comment period on its proposed 
removal action, as required by the Consent Decree. 

��With regard to the Rest of the River, for which the Consent Decree 
does not prescribe a remedy but rather sets forth a process for 
selecting a remedy, the Consent Decree provides substantial 
opportunities for public comment and input in this process. These 
include: (1) EPA’s provision of scopes of work for its risk assessments 
on the Rest of the River to be reviewed by and discussed with 
interested parties; (2) an opportunity for interested parties to submit 
comments and make an oral presentation to the peer review panels 
that will review EPA’s risk assessments and modeling activities; and 
(3) public notice and an opportunity for public comment on EPA’s 
proposed Remedial Action for the Rest of the River. 

In addition to these more formal mechanisms, through the last several 
years, EPA and MDEP staff have been continually available to meet with 
the community informally. 

Additional public involvement activities are described in the Project 
Chronology (Attachment I). 

3.4 PUBLIC HEALTH 

The principal focus of public health concerns is potential exposure to and 
adverse health effects from PCB contamination. The concern centers 
around the Housatonic River and its floodplain. Chemicals other than 
PCBs may also be of concern, including volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and metals.  Soils, 
groundwater, sediments, surface water, and biota have been impacted 
and serve as potential sources of exposure to the human population, now 
and in the future. The populations who may be the most affected include 
local residents along the floodplain, children, farmers, recreational 
visitors (i.e., hikers, swimmers, waders), hunters and fishermen, and the 
commercial/industrial community. 

The PCB contamination arises from several historic sources, and these 
sources include stormwater system discharges directly into the 
Housatonic River; migration of PCB contamination from soils to 
groundwater; contaminated groundwater discharges to surface waters; 
and the use of PCB-contaminated soils as fill material in the Pittsfield 
community (e.g., former oxbows, residential properties, and Allendale 
School) and related areas. Migration and redistribution of contaminated 
sediments within the Housatonic River have further resulted in 
contamination detected in the floodplain soils downstream of the site. 
Bioaccumulation and cycling of PCBs within the terrestrial and aquatic 
food chains could have a major impact on humans through consumption 
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of game, turtles, ducks, fish, and other species. Also, local residents and 
farmers may consume vegetables, beef, and/or dairy milk raised in areas 
of the floodplain that have been contaminated by PCBs. 

During 1997, respondents at EPA focus group sessions indicated that they 
were concerned about the PCB-contaminated soil. This concern was 
heightened by a perceived lack of reliable information. Specific topics of 
concern included: 

��How PCBs migrate through the environment. 

��How an individual is exposed to PCBs and which (if any) path of 
exposure (breathing, drinking, or touching) presents the greatest 
health risk. 

��The definition of normal levels of exposure compared to what is 
present in Pittsfield and on individual properties. 

��The health risks associated with PCB exposure. 

EPA, MDEP, Massachusetts Department of Public Health (MDPH), and 
local citizen groups have issued a number of fact sheets highlighting 
citizens’ concerns. Selected fact sheets are presented in Attachment H of 
this document. The fact sheets cover subjects such as PCB serum levels in 
local residents, potential risks to children and teenagers playing near the 
Housatonic River, fish consumption advisories, cleanup proposals and 
actions along the Housatonic River, information hotlines, expert panel 
findings, and Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
public health assessments. MDPH has instituted several programs 
including evaluation of cancer incidence in the Housatonic River area, 
studies of the association of PCBs with local breast cancer incidence, 
potential extensions of the occupational health studies of workers at the 
GE facility, and public health education outreach programs. 

Focus group respondents and individuals attending a 1997 public 
meeting were particularly concerned about the effects that PCBs would 
have on their children. Individuals expressed concern about the reliability 
of soil tests and the proposed cleanup initiative that would result in the 
excavation and removal of the contaminated soils. 

The community’s concern about health issues has also focused on PCB 
contamination in the Housatonic River. In 1982, a fish consumption 
advisory was issued for nearly 100 miles of the Housatonic River 
downstream from the Pittsfield site. This fish advisory resulted in the 
posting of signs warning people not to eat fish, frogs, and turtles caught 
in the Housatonic River. These signs read: “Warning - Housatonic River 
Fish Contaminated with PCBs; Do Not Eat Fish.” Additional signs were 
posted around Silver Lake in 1994. The signs posted have the following 
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language: “Warning: No Trespassing; PCBs Present in Silver Lake at 
Concentrations that May Be Harmful to Humans.” 

3.5 	 ENVIRONMENTAL AND BUSINESS CONCERNS: GE’S IMPACT ON THE 
PITTSFIELD AREA 

GE is an important part of Pittsfield’s history. From 1902 to the mid
1980s, the GE facility in Pittsfield housed several divisions. At its peak of 
operations during World War II, approximately 13,000 people worked at 
GE. Even as late as the early 1980s, 8,000 jobs still remained in Pittsfield. 
Today, GE Plastics is the only division remaining in Pittsfield. Several 
hundred employees work in this field. With the loss of jobs at GE, came a 
slow economic decline that is still evident in Pittsfield today. As a result, 
there is a general concern in the community about the fate of the 254-acre 
GE facility and the promotion of Pittsfield’s economic redevelopment. 
According to newspaper articles and editorials, many business leaders 
and residents hope to see an expeditious cleanup process in at least some 
portions of the site in order to pave the way for redevelopment. The 1997 
layoff of 650 workers from the Pittsfield General Dynamics plant 
intensified the community’s concern about initiating a cleanup process 
that will facilitate economic growth while protecting public health. For 
many residents, the prospect of mounting unemployment, coupled with 
the stigma of widespread contamination, has created a need to initiate a 
cleanup process that will protect public health while minimizing the 
damage to Pittsfield’s reputation as a desirable place to live and work. 

Tourism is also an important economic concern. Tourism is Berkshire 
County’s largest industry, and some newspaper articles suggest that the 
industry may be affected by the “stigma” of a river that contains some of 
the highest concentrations of PCBs found anywhere in the United States. 

Property values are another important economic concern, particularly for 
those individuals living near the GE facility. During EPA’s focus group, 
many respondents expressed concern over the long- and short-term 
effects that the PCB contamination would have on their ability to sell their 
homes. For many, cleanup within the residential communities close to the 
GE facility is a priority, and these individuals are anxious to receive 
information on the effect properties contaminated with PCBs will have on 
the value of nearby properties and surrounding neighborhood properties. 

3.6	 TRUST AND COMMUNICATION 

Trust and communication were common themes expressed during the 
1997 focus group, at a 1997 public hearing, and in numerous newspaper 
editorials. Many Pittsfield residents are skeptical about the degree to 
which they can trust GE to conduct the cleanup and government agencies 
to supervise the cleanup. Many residents believe that they have not been 
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provided adequate information and that they often do not know the 
source of the information and whether it is reliable. Focus group 
attendees voiced concern that information was not equitably distributed. 
Some residents received information while others did not. In addition, 
respondents were concerned about the reliability of the information they 
were receiving. This problem was compounded by the fact that the 
respondents did not fully understand the difference between MDEP and 
EPA. Some residents stated that they wanted to communicate with 
individuals and agencies they can trust and that this trust had not been 
established. 

3.7 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY INTERVIEWS 

EPA conducted community interviews on July 24, 28, and 31, and August 
7, 1997, in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. Twenty-one individuals participated 
in the interviews. The interviewees included local public officials, 
homeowners with contaminated properties, business owners with 
contaminated commercial properties, residents living in neighborhoods 
with contaminants in the soil and river, a local public health professional, 
and environmental group members. The opinions of these interviewees 
did not necessarily reflect the opinions of all of the residents affected by 
the GE site contamination. 

3.7.1 Description of Community Interviews 

EPA asked 13 questions of the 21 interview participants. EPA informed 
each interviewee that the purpose of the community interviews was to 
identify community attitudes and concerns regarding the GE/Housatonic 
River Site. The information from the community interviews was used in 
developing this Community Relations Plan and EPA’s communications 
program. 

EPA explained to the interviewees that their responses would remain 
confidential in the Community Relations Plan. The interview responses 
and subsequent analyses were used to determine the issues important to 
the community and to identify effective outreach techniques. The 
interview questions were also designed to assess the extent and depth of 
the community’s knowledge about the GE/Housatonic River Site. 

EPA noted the age and the length of time an interview participant had 
lived in the Pittsfield area. Generally, most of the interviewees were in 
their 40s and had lived in Pittsfield all of their lives. Most of the 
interviewees had been aware of/concerned about the GE contamination 
site for more than 10 years. Nineteen of the 21 interviewees said they 
were “familiar” or “somewhat familiar” with the wastes GE has created 
and why the wastes are a problem. 
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The following sections present the opinions expressed by the 
interviewees. 

3.7.2 Overview of Key Community Concerns 

Overall, the community was greatly concerned about the GE/Housatonic 
River Site and the future of the City of Pittsfield. Persons interviewed 
identified the following primary areas of concern most frequently during 
the interviews: 

a) Health issues 16 
b) Allendale School 12 
c) Negative perceptions about GE 12 
d) Protection/restoration of the local environment 9 
e) Commercial and residential contamination/depressed real 

estate values 8 
f) Economy of Pittsfield 8 
g) Cleanup activities and decisions 5 
h) Other sources of contamination 2 
i) GE facility 1 
j) GE employees health study 1 

3.7.2.1 Health 

Sixteen interviewees expressed health issues as a concern. Several 
interviewees stated that the community has the highest cancer rate in 
Massachusetts and that PCBs were the suspected cause of cancer in area 
residents. Several individuals noted a high rate of breast cancer in the 
area. Other interviewees noted a high death rate from cancer and 
identified family members, friends, and colleagues who had died of 
cancer. 

Several interviewees referred to fear of past, current, and future health 
problems in the community. Interviewees mentioned fear of eating 
contaminated vegetables grown in home gardens in which the soil was 
contaminated with PCBs; fear of developing cancer; fear about the long
term and animal/food chain-related health issues; and fear for the health 
of the children as they played in their yards and the Allendale School 
yard and ate home-grown vegetables. One man explained that his wife 
died of a liver ailment that he suspected could have been caused by PCBs. 
Another man believed his daughter’s skin disease might have been 
related to PCBs. One interviewee noted that the information in health and 
ecological studies was difficult to quantify. 

Several interviewees mentioned that there was a lot of unwarranted fear. 
One interviewee said there was hearsay regarding the large number of 
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cancers in the community; however, there had been no study (research) 
related to the health issues. Another individual mentioned that people 
had heard a lot of things about illnesses and made assumptions. One 
person stated that it was unknown exactly what might or might not have 
caused the health problems of the residents. 

Other interviewees offered their impressions related to the PCB 
contamination. One person remarked that people thought that if they had 
PCB contamination on their property, it would make them ill. Another 
interviewee said people who were house hunting were avoiding the 
Lakewood neighborhood. The interviewee continued by saying that there 
was a mentality that people could not sell their homes and that their kids 
would die from PCB exposure. Another interviewee was concerned that 
at the small businesses located on contaminated oxbows, employees were 
sitting outside and eating their lunches and taking coffee breaks on 
contaminated soil. 

Interviewees commented on the Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health’s blood studies. One interviewee said it was unfair for people to 
have to pay for their blood tests in order to participate in the health 
study, and when they complained, the Commonwealth did not respond. 
In addition, the interviewee said people learned from the blood studies 
that they might have been exposed to PCBs, but they did not know what 
PCB concentration was safe or acceptable. 

3.7.2.2 Allendale Elementary School 

Twelve interview participants spoke about their concerns regarding 
Allendale School. One interviewee said that the best solution to the 
Allendale School problem would be to remove the entire cap. This 
individual was concerned about exposure during school renovations. A 
second interviewee was concerned about the remediation activities at the 
school. The interviewee desired answers to two questions: “What 
happens to Allendale School when they begin digging for the new 
addition and children are playing near the excavation? What happens 
when trucks drive through the neighborhoods?" 

3.7.2.3 General Electric Company 

Although 12 interviewees stated that they were treated poorly by GE, 
generally interviewees provided both positive and negative opinions of 
GE. A few interviewees stated that they believed that GE had mistreated 
its employees. Another person said that local citizens were not speaking 
up because GE “still has their pensions.” Another interviewee believed 
that GE was spending lots of money and was trying to be responsible. 
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Homeowners and business owners with contaminated properties 
generally had negative opinions about GE. An affected business owner 
said GE purchased about five properties during the summer of 1997. The 
appraisal on his business was low. He believed he was being treated 
poorly by GE. His property had been fenced in by GE and he was losing 
business. 

Another business owner discussed his feeling of discouragement. The 
business owner added that he believed that GE had fenced “half of 
Pittsfield’s businesses and homes.” GE sued him to gain access to 9 feet of 
his property along the river. The business owner said that his business 
was hurting and that each brownfields newspaper article created the 
impression that he was going out of business and, as a result, his 
customers went elsewhere. 

One interviewee said people wondered why GE was willing to buy their 
properties. They were concerned that if GE bought the properties, the 
company would not have to meet the residential cleanup levels and 
restrictions. 

Some interviewees stated their displeasure with GE. They talked about 
how representatives of the company had treated the residents of 
Pittsfield. The following comments present the negative attitudes of some 
interviewees: 

��GE is getting away with murder. All the company does is put up 
fences and signs that say do not eat the fish, do not eat the turtles. 

��GE got what it needed from Pittsfield � “we gave everything and now 
look… people are being cheated and taken advantage of.” 

��People do not trust bioremediation. GE is looking for the cheap way 
out. 

��Three people said GE cannot be trusted. 

��GE abandoned and badly served the town. 

��GE is beating the regulatory agencies on getting its message to the 
public � agencies could write a letter to the newspaper editor each 
week to counter GE’s editorials. 

The following comments present the positive statements of some 
interviewees: 

��The most recently discovered contaminated residential properties 
should be cleaned up by GE, which the interviewee understands the 
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company is willing to do. GE is spending lots of money and is trying 
more than ever. 

�� Interviewee credited GE with participating in a fair negotiation 
during the purchase of his house. 

��GE is doing more than ever for the town, and the interviewee 
wonders if it is the beginning of a new era. 

��EPA and GE seem to be working better together in the past few years. 

3.7.2.4 Concerns for the Environment 

Nine interviewees spoke about their concerns for the environment and 
the need to protect, preserve, and restore the surrounding area. One 
interviewee said that the river was a lost natural asset. The interviewee 
added that people were still eating contaminated fish, and sportsmen 
were still hunting and eating waterfowl and deer. Another interviewee 
said that the environmental agency posted warning signs, but children 
still wanted to go fishing and walking along the river, and teenagers 
wanted to gather along the riverbank. 

One individual was concerned about the natural resource damage and 
viewed Superfund as a revenue source to continue protecting land and to 
help the county in a transition from a post-industrial community to a 
community focused on recreation and the natural environment. For 
example, resources could be used to purchase river frontage and old 
industrial properties and convert these areas to recreational uses. 

One interviewee noted that lots of temporary solutions had occurred that 
people might think were permanent solutions. The interviewee added 
that people could misunderstand the temporary from the final solutions. 

An interviewee asked what it would take to turn the area between Woods 
Pond and the first bridge “into a place of glory”? Another said that the 
river and lakes were for people, animals, and nature, not for industrial 
waste. The interviewee added that people appreciated the environment, 
and there was no need to pit jobs against the environment. 

Another interviewee was not pleased with the amount of testing that had 
to take place and asked, “How many tests have to be done?” The 
interviewee added that the tests were all positive, “so start cleaning.” 

3.7.2.5 City of Pittsfield 

Eight interviewees voiced concern about the local economy and the 
future of the City of Pittsfield. One person said the future of the city was 
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one of the top ten issues in the community and people were finally 
developing a sense that “things are happening” to address this issue. 
Another person said there were financial concerns about being able to 
bring new businesses to town. Along that same line, an interviewee said 
Pittsfield let GE manipulate the workforce and squelch other businesses 
from coming into the community. 

One person said that the economic center of town had been destroyed 
and they could not revitalize it because of the pollution. The same person 
added that the empty buildings did not induce new businesses to locate 
to the area, and about a third of the population had moved elsewhere. 
Another person noted that “people once stayed in the community to 
work, buy a house, and raise a family; now the young folks are leaving 
the community.” 

Interview participants described their concerns for the City of Pittsfield. 
One stated that Pittsfield has experienced a downward economic spiral 
and an increase in crime. GE left the facility in a dreadful and unusable 
state. There was the impact of losing 8,500 jobs in 4 to 5 years. GE left 
town, which was, to some extent, due to the changing nature of the 
transformer business. 

Another participant stated that there was a cloud hanging over Pittsfield. 
There was a lot of fear in the community. A number of people believed 
that the contaminated soil was not being fenced in or covered. This 
participant said, "people are reluctant to participate in the annual river 
cleanup � even in other branches of the river. The Housatonic River will 
always have a reputation for being an open sewer." There was a prime 
industrial property that could not be used � instead it was fenced off and 
developers were forced to go elsewhere in the community to develop. 
There was some fear that residential and industrial zoning would overlap 
and that jobs would become more important than the residential 
neighborhoods. 

3.7.2.6	 Residential and Commercial Contamination/Depressed Real 
Estate Values 

Seven interviewees discussed their concern about the residential and 
commercial contamination. Interviewees stated specific personal concerns 
regarding contamination on residential and commercial properties. The 
comments regarding residential concerns focused on elderly people who 
did not want to move from their homes. The elderly had been living in 
their neighborhoods for a long time and wanted to continue to live there. 
One couple that still lived on contaminated property was frustrated about 
residences being fenced so that others could not move into the 
neighborhood. An interviewee said that residents need to be involved in 
the discussions about the residential cleanups. Another interviewee 
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voiced a concern that the number of people affected by contaminated fill 
would increase. 

One man said he was concerned about the contaminated residences and 
that the residents’ livelihoods and investments were threatened. He was 
concerned about the attitude this created, that people would say, “GE’s 
been dumping here and even if I wanted to sell, I can’t.” On the other 
hand, one interviewee said the people who live in the neighborhood were 
the same people who had worked at GE and had done the dumping. 
Another interviewee said his concerns focused on the most recently 
discovered contaminated residential properties and that the homes 
should have been cleaned up by GE, which he understood the company 
was willing to do. 

One resident said he had to move out of his first home, one that he and 
his wife had put a lot of work into making “a home.” After PCBs were 
discovered in the basement of the house, the couple had to move. When 
the couple relocated, they remained in the neighborhood, but the 
husband said his second home was not as special as the first one. Another 
man said he was upset that he was using his retirement funds on lawyers’ 
fees. A woman said she had to buy flood insurance because her home had 
been designated as being located in a floodplain. She said the insurance 
policy included specific restrictions on what she could do with her 
property. She added that it was ironic that the only flood occurred when 
the dam broke and carried the PCBs onto the floodplain properties. 

Several businessmen explained their situation in owning contaminated 
property. One man said he was denied a loan for the roof of the building 
for his business; he could not sell the business; he could not build; he 
could not receive an abatement; and he was unable to use the property 
for collateral. 

Another businessman said he was unable to expand his business because 
of the contamination � the banks would not give him a loan. He had been 
trying to negotiate with GE since the early 1990s. Because GE bought a 
few businesses on Newell Street, he thought GE could buy his business; 
however, GE was not interested. Then the statute of limitations ended. It 
took 7 months for him to receive an appraisal on his business versus the 
2-week wait for residential properties. GE purchased about five 
properties during the summer of 1997. When his business was appraised, 
it was a low appraisal. 

Another businessman said he had worked for 40 years to build his 
business, and now he had nothing because of the contamination. He had 
nothing to give to his son and grandson, and they did not want the 
business because of the contamination. 
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3.7.2.7 Superfund Designation 

Fifteen interviewees stated when and how they had heard of the 
Superfund designation. The majority of interviewees learned of 
Superfund through the news media. Two interviewees expressed concern 
that they did not have enough information about the designation and its 
implications. Another interviewee mentioned that the community needed 
to better understand the meaning of Superfund. 

Several interviewees mentioned past or current newspaper stories that 
referred to the Superfund designation. One interviewee had viewed 
stories about Superfund sites on national television. Another interviewee 
mentioned the media in general in reference to Superfund knowledge. 
Two had worked at or lived near other Superfund sites. Another was 
familiar with the Love Canal site. One individual learned of the 
Superfund designation in school and through environmental studies. 

Eight interviewees had concerns about the site being listed as a 
Superfund site. The majority of these persons identified economic issues 
with regard to Superfund designation. The stigma of becoming a 
Superfund site and its negative effect on business was mentioned by 
several interviewees. Another person said that the community was still 
coming to terms with the problem and a formal designation would mean, 
“Oh, it is really, really bad.” 

Several persons expressed concern that GE and the government cooperate 
so that the company would continue its presence and efforts in the city. 
One person noted that there were still good jobs in Pittsfield and stated 
that EPA could be held accountable if those jobs left Pittsfield because of 
a Superfund designation. Another interviewee mentioned that there 
would be no momentum or progress on the projects that GE was willing 
to do for the city if the city became tied up in court with the company 
over a Superfund designation. 

Several persons mentioned the Brownfields Development Plan as an 
alternative to Superfund designation. One interviewee said that a recent 
poll indicated support for brownfields development. Two other 
individuals mentioned the Larkin Brownfields proposal. This proposal, 
which was introduced by State Representative Peter Larkin, 
recommended designating only the Housatonic River as a Superfund site, 
with the GE portion of the site remaining under the RCRA permit for the 
cleanup and subsequent Brownfields redevelopment. 

Eleven interviewees said they did not have concerns about the Superfund 
designation. Several interviewees said that Superfund would be a 
“hammer” to make GE negotiate or force GE to do the cleanup. 
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Several interviewees said Superfund listing would be beneficial because 
then actions would have to be taken to address the contamination. An 
interviewee said the Commonwealth was not involved enough to know 
what was going on and to force GE to take action. The same interviewee 
said that the Army Corps of Engineers should clean up the site. Another 
interviewee said the city had not been a real watchdog about pollution. 
Another interviewee said that listing the site would assist in testing all of 
the potentially contaminated areas. 

Five of the “no concerns” responders noted that there could be a 
downside to listing the site under Superfund. One interviewee said that 
Superfund was seen as the best chance for a real cleanup, but it was a 
slow process. Another interviewee said a negotiated settlement would be 
preferable to EPA suing GE for damages. That interviewee added that it 
would be appropriate to proceed with the listing and that Superfund 
would mean more staff and resources dedicated to the site. An 
interviewee said Superfund would not be needed if the proposed 
brownfields plan were to succeed. That interviewee added that if the 
brownfields plan failed, the site should be listed and the move to 
Superfund should be made quickly if GE would not negotiate. Another 
interviewee said that Superfund was a frustrating process because it 
would require more testing. That interviewee added that Superfund 
listing would be welcomed if residents were told that their property 
would be cleaned up right away. 

3.7.2.8 Government Relations with the Public 

Two interviewees said they had favorable feelings about how the 
government had interacted with them concerning the contamination. 
Eight interviewees had negative feelings. Ten interviewees had mixed 
feelings about their interactions with the government. Generally, 
interviewees were concerned about communication with all three levels 
of government (federal, state, and local). 

��Government In General 

An interviewee said cooperation among all three levels of 
government (federal, state, and city) was critical and that the 
governmental agencies were doing their best. Another interviewee 
said that to the government’s credit, the agencies kept listening and 
opened channels of communication and held one-on-one meetings. 

One interviewee said that government efforts relieved panic and 
paranoia about PCBs. 

An interviewee said more emphasis should be placed on how 
government deals with the community. That interviewee added that 
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sharing the experiences of other communities, especially positive 
experiences, is important. The interviewee continued by saying, 
"Pittsfield is parochial and there is a prevalent perspective that the 
things that happen in Pittsfield or to Pittsfield only happen here." The 
interviewee added, "It's important to show that Pittsfield is not the 
only community with this problem. It is important for agency staff to 
connect with people, treat them with respect, and not patronize or 
speak too technically. If the staff don't connect with people, they 
won't be trusted." One interviewee pointed out that homeowners 
were told to call the government, instead of the government 
contacting the homeowners. 

Another interviewee said it took too long for the agencies to complete 
reports. The interviewee wanted the information explained in plain 
English instead of in 100-page reports that were too technical. 

�� Federal Government 

One interviewee said that they believed EPA and MDEP were 
working together. That interviewee added that teamwork is 
encouraging because it was unusual for such an effort to last for 4 to 5 
years. The interviewee added that the government staff members 
were available and the government had great resources. On the other 
hand, another interviewee said that federal and state governments 
and GE had made a boondoggle of the entire situation. That 
interviewee also stated that if things were so bad, why were residents 
still living in the middle of contamination a year later? 

One interviewee said that the federal and state governments were at 
fault because they were not applying pressure on GE. The interviewee 
said that GE was doing the RCRA activities exactly as they were told 
to do them. 

One interviewee had not had contact with the Commonwealth and 
EPA until 1995. The interviewee said the staffs were not doing their 
homework. The interviewee wanted to know when meetings were 
scheduled before they occurred. The interviewee was concerned that 
GE was doing the sampling, but there was not any EPA and MDEP 
sampling data to compare with the GE data. 

Another interviewee emphasized that EPA and MDEP should meet 
with the Pittsfield city council before meeting with the environmental 
community and public. 
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��State Government 

An interviewee said that MDEP had been somewhat helpful and that 
the government was needed to force GE to clean up the 
contamination. 

One interviewee said MDEP was good at the technical work, but not 
as good at developing relationships with people. The interviewee felt 
that there was a high turnover of staff and that residents had to keep 
pushing the agencies to do any testing. 

Another interviewee said there was no link between MDEP and the 
Pittsfield Health Department. 

An interviewee said that MDEP and GE were making decisions about 
their properties and that homeowners had no one to turn to. The 
interviewee asked what rights the people had if they were not 
satisfied with the MDEP/GE activities? 

One interviewee said that some residents did not call MDEP about 
their properties because they did not perceive that MDEP would take 
action. 

One interviewee did not like it when the MDEP and/or the GE 
environmental personnel showed up unexpectedly. The interviewee 
would appreciate advance notification of testing/sampling by letter 
so the interviewee would know who and when someone would visit 
their property. 

��Local Government 

One interviewee said that the city was not responsive to this issue. 

An interviewee said that people were frustrated with the Pittsfield 
Health Department. They believed they were receiving the run
around. The interviewee added that people were not going to trust 
what was going on because they were not receiving information. 

3.7.2.9 Most Effective Methods of Communication 

The interviewees were asked what methods of communication were the 
most effective for providing information and explaining the issues. The 
interviewees answered in the following manner: 
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What methods of communication are most effective for you? 
for the community? (public meetings, workshops, press 
releases, fact sheets, neighborhood meetings, newsletters) 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 
h) 
i) 

Press releases (radio, television, newspapers) 
Public meetings 
Newsletters 
Toll-free telephone number/contact 
Fact sheets 
No response 
Workshops 
Neighborhood meetings 
Local radio programs 

10 
8 
6 
4 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

The interviewees commented on improving the dialogue between the 
government and the community by making these statements. 

�� It is important to have the regulatory agency staff make presentations 
to the public. 

��Present straight facts, no political spin. Fact sheets about PCBs, 
capping, and sampling results information would be helpful. 

��EPA/MDEP could develop a good mailing list, attend community 
meetings, and talk to the city council. 

��The public needs the impacts, options, and risks explained. There is 
an issue about transporting and disposing of contaminated soil in a 
facility not located in Pittsfield versus a local facility. There is not 
enough participation from the other affected towns. Environmental 
groups could help with community outreach. 

��Make the cleanup information user-friendly to people who are 
attending the meetings, keep the news lively, show concern about the 
hot spot cleanup, show concern and clean up people’s backyards, and 
announce both the discovery of contamination and cleanup activities. 

��Write the newsletters in layman’s terms. A toll-free number should be 
maintained so that residents could save on their long-distance phone 
calls. Mail information that better explains what is being done and 
who to call with questions. The tests are too slow; speed things up. 

��Personal contact and progress reports are important. 

��Press releases are efficient but not entirely effective. It would be 
useful and informational to hold workshops with city councilors to 
educate them about the site. The community sees public meetings as 
target practice, and no one uses the information repositories. 
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��An explanation is needed about what Superfund means. A public 
meeting should be held every 3 months. At a minimum, the people 
should receive information on a monthly basis, especially for the 
people who do not attend the meetings. People are hearing from GE 
all the time and not from the government. 

��Receiving information through the mail is not as useful as the public 
meetings. The information repositories are not really used. 

��Press releases, although less informative, reach more people. Public 
hearings are not well attended, yet they are a good place to provide a 
lot of information. 

��Hold public meetings outside of City Hall. 

��Repetition and consistency are important. 

3.8	 CONCLUSION AND KEY ELEMENTS OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AT 
THE SITE 

Community involvement objectives and activities have been developed to 
encourage public participation during upcoming activities at the site. The 
community involvement program is intended to ensure that residents 
and interested officials are informed about activities occurring at the GE 
facility and site and that they have an opportunity to provide input 
during the investigation and cleanup process. 

The following subsections summarize information about various 
community relations objectives and activities for the GE/Housatonic 
River Site. 

3.8.1	 Provide the Community with Information about the Site 

Residents along the river and local officials in Berkshire County and 
affected Connecticut communities along the river are receptive to 
receiving periodic updates on site activities and on the cleanup process. 
EPA and MDEP will continue to provide residents and officials with clear 
and understandable information about the ongoing activities and 
potential risks associated with the site. That information will be presented 
in the form of newsletters and fact sheets that reflect the community’s 
need for updated information. The community also meets with regulators 
at public meetings and monthly CCC meetings. 
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3.8.2 Educate the Community about the Investigation and Cleanup Process 

Focus group respondents stated that they are receptive to the role of EPA 
in resolving problems at the GE site. As information regarding 
investigations becomes available, EPA and MDEP will provide the public 
with the results of the investigations in a clear and understandable 
manner. As the cleanup process moves forward and new projects are 
developed, the community will be provided easy-to-understand 
information that reflects the goals and steps of the cleanup strategy. 

3.8.3 Maintain a Communication Link with Residents and Officials 

A Community Involvement Coordinator for the site has been designated 
by EPA as a contact person (see Attachment A.1, Key Contacts). Access to 
a contact person reduces the frustration that may accompany attempts to 
obtain information and communicate with the several agencies and 
organizations involved in the cleanup. 

3.8.4 Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Community Involvement Program 

As the cleanup process progresses, EPA and MDEP will evaluate the 
effectiveness of the community involvement activities in providing 
information to residents and encouraging citizen participation. 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S3.DOC 3-24 04/11/02 





Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

4.
 
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES 


The community relations process is entered into to build citizen trust in 
the agencies and to guarantee meaningful local participation. 
Collaborative stakeholder processes that include affected citizens, 
organized citizen groups, elected officials, and potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs) give voice to the concerns and preferences for proposed 
and final remedies and for other significant decisions throughout the 
cleanup. To ensure a citizen’s informed, educated role in the decision-
making process, certain community involvement activities are required to 
be conducted at designated milestones during the investigation and 
cleanup process. This community relations plan is a formal strategy for 
conducting EPA community involvement activities. 

Although the GE site has not been designated a Superfund site, EPA has 
determined that community involvement techniques will reflect the spirit 
of the Superfund law. Specifically, EPA will follow the statutory 
requirements for public involvement as detailed in the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
requirements for public involvement at Superfund removal sites and will 
also follow the statutory requirements for public involvement as detailed 
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The 
CERCLA requirements will apply to all aspects of the cleanup except the 
Rest or River process which, up until the design stage, will follow public 
involvement requirements as detailed in RCRA. After any appeals of the 
selected remedy for the Rest of River have been exhausted, design and 
implementation of the Rest of River cleanup will be conducted under 
CERCLA. Attachment F.1 presents information about EPA’s guidance for 
community relations activities at Superfund sites, and Attachment F.2 
presents information about public participation activities at RCRA sites. 

Activities that will be conducted during the investigation and cleanup of 
the GE/Housatonic River Site are described in the following subsections. 

4.1 FORMATION OF A CITIZENS COORDINATING COUNCIL 

As part of the Agreement in Principle, the negotiating parties asked the 
Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution (MODR) to convene a 
Citizens Coordinating Council. The council met for the first time on 
November 4, 1998, and meets monthly. The council meetings are open to 
the public. The council includes leaders from Berkshire County’s political, 
environmental, community, and business sectors, as well as community 
and environmental representatives from affected northwest Connecticut 
communities. The council provides an important mechanism to ensure 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S4.DOC 4-1 04/11/02 



Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project	 Draft Final 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES 

that all of the parties honor their commitment to listen to, learn from, and 
incorporate the ideas and concerns of the community to the greatest 
extent possible. The council ensures that citizen concerns are incorporated 
into key environmental decisions made by all parties involved. 

4.1.1 Purposes and Operating Guidelines for the Citizens Coordinating Council 

The purposes of the Citizens Coordinating Council (CCC) are as follows: 

1.	 To serve as a vehicle for community involvement in the 
implementation of the settlement agreement between GE and the 
government. 

2.	 To be a mechanism to ensure that all parties to the negotiated 
agreement are able to honor their commitment to listen to, to learn 
from, and incorporate the ideas and concerns of the community to 
the greatest extent possible. 

3.	 To enable representatives of diverse interests in the region to 
communicate with each other, and to provide community input 
and structured feedback to GE and the government. 

To carry out these responsibilities and to enable the orderly and 
constructive conduct of meetings, the CCC uses the following operating 
guidelines: 

1.	 Respecting the diverse interests and views of representatives. 

2.	 Focusing the discussion on issues and substance, not individuals. 

3.	 Raising hand for recognition to speak. 

4.	 Requiring observers to convey ideas or questions to the group 
through one of the Council members. 

5.	 Beginning and ending the meetings within the timeframe agreed 
upon for each meeting. 

6.	 Regularly conveying information to and feedback from the 
constituency that members represent. 

7.	 Providing continuity of representation by regular attendance. 

8.	 Enabling involvement of interested citizens not on the Council via 
participation with subcommittees or task groups. 
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9.	 Contacting MODR and the CCC ahead of time if an alternate will 
be taking a member’s place. Members may identify an alternate to 
attend in their place. 

4.1.2 Council Membership 

The CCC and the Connecticut Subcommittee of the CCC represent a wide 
variety of environmental, residential, community, and business interests 
in Berkshire County and western Connecticut.  Council participants 
include representatives from local and state government; representatives 
from the federal and state agencies responsible for the project, as well as 
representatives from General Electric; representatives from numerous 
environmental, conservation, and outdoor recreational associations from 
throughout Berkshire County and western Connecticut; and 
representatives from the Berkshire County business community, 
including participants from the Berkshire Chamber of Commerce and 
Berkshire Community College. A list of local interest groups is included 
in Attachment A.8. For additional information regarding the 
membership of the Citizens Coordinating Council, contact the 
Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution (listed in Attachment A.3), 
which oversees the smooth operation of the Council. 

4.1.3 Facilitating Council Meetings 

The MODR facilitator will oversee the council meetings to ensure their 
smooth operation. 

Basically, the role of the facilitator will be as follows: 

��To prepare the meeting agenda. 

��To ensure that all issues to be addressed during the meeting are 
included on the meeting agenda. 

��To introduce speakers/presenters. 

��To open the floor for discussion and ensure that the same members 
do not always dominate the discussion. 

��To encourage quiet members to share their views. 

��To sum up discussions and outline upcoming action items. 

The facilitator plays an important role in running smooth meetings; 
however, each member also must recognize his/her role in the overall 
meeting atmosphere. The basic meeting structure is as follows: 
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��While lively debate is encouraged, members will refrain from 
interrupting other members during a discussion or presentation. 

��Members will respect the decision of the facilitator to move a 
discussion along, or to end one, particularly if time is of the essence. 

�� If serious differences arise among members, the facilitator may ask 
that a separate meeting be held where differences can be settled. 

4.1.4 Connecticut Subcommittee Mission Statement and Operating Guidelines 

The mission of the Connecticut Subcommittee is as follows: 

1.	 To serve as a platform for CT stakeholders in the implementation 
of the Consent Decree between General Electric and the 
Government. 

2.	 To act as a Subcommittee to the GE-Housatonic River Citizens 
Coordinating Council (CCC), by linking its activities to those of 
the CCC including liaison with and reporting to the CCC. 

3.	 To be a mechanism to ensure that all parties to the negotiated 
agreement are able to honor their commitment to listen to, to learn 
from, and incorporate the ideas and concerns of the community to 
the greatest extent possible. 

4.	 To enable representatives of diverse interests in the region to 
communicate with each other, and to provide community input 
and structured feedback on the implementation of the Consent 
Decree cleanup activities. 

To carry out its mission and to enable the orderly and constructive 
conduct of meetings, the CT Subcommittee will use the following 
operating guidelines: 

1.	 Respecting the diverse interests and views of all people. 

2.	 Focusing the discussion on issues and substance, not individuals. 

3.	 Raising hand for recognition to speak. 

4.	 Regularly conveying information to and feedback from other 
stakeholders not at the meetings. 

5.	 Providing continuity by regular attendance. 
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6.	 Beginning and ending meetings within the agreed-upon 
timeframe. Meetings to begin at 7:00 p.m. and end at 9:00 p.m. 
unless otherwise agreed. 

7.	 Holding meetings on a quarterly basis on the last Monday of the 
month. The first meeting was November 21, 2000. 

8.	 Alternating the location of the meetings between New Milford 
and Kent. The first meeting was held in Kent. 

9.	 Sending notices of meetings: Meeting notices will be sent in 
advance and as early as possible by the facilitator.  Notices of 
meetings will also be posted on the EPA web site 
www.epa.gov/ne/ge/. Members will also assist this effort by 
communicating with the media and other stakeholders. 

10. Preparing and distributing meeting highlights: The facilitator will 
prepare Committee meeting highlights. These notes will be 
distributed to all members as soon as possible after the meeting 
and reviewed at the start of the following meeting. 

11. Receiving notification and notes from the GE-Housatonic River 
CCC meetings. All materials will be sent by electronic mail to 
those people who have provided email addresses. 

12. Creating an Action Item list to assist the Committee in tracking 
commitments made during meetings. The facilitator will prepare 
this list. 

13. Creating an Agenda: The CT Subcommittee will decide upon the 
agenda during their meetings. Committee members can also 
make suggestions for meetings by contacting the facilitator. The 
facilitator will use this input and create a proposed agenda. Each 
meeting’s agenda will also include updates from EPA, the Natural 
Resource Damage (NRD) Trustee, and the CTDEP. 

14. Participation and Representation: Meetings are public and open to 
all. 

4.1.5 Summary of Citizens Coordinating Council Meetings 

The following presents summaries of Citizens Coordinating Council 
meetings. 

November 4, 1998—First meeting. Organization, mission, and operating 
procedures were discussed. 
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December 2, 1998—Discussed the purpose of the CCC and operating 
principles and guidelines. GE’s Conceptual Work Plan for the Upper 
Reach of the Housatonic River (½-Mile) and GE’s Source Control Work 
Plan for the Upper Reach of the Housatonic River (½-Mile) were 
discussed. Future meeting dates were set; and future agendas, topics, and 
priorities were discussed. 

January 6, 1999—Distributed CCC purpose statement and operating 
guidelines. Presentation and discussion on Natural Resource Damage 
(NRD) issues by the NRD trustees. Also a discussion of future agenda 
items. 

February 3, 1999—Presentation on Draft Removal Action Work Plan for 
Upper ½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic River followed by a question and 
answer period. 

February 11, 1999—Further discussion of Draft Removal Action Work 
Plan for Upper ½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic River followed by a 
question and answer period. 

March 3, 1999—Presentation on the Final Draft Supplemental 
Investigation Work Plan for the Lower Housatonic River including an 
overview of the work plan, the human health risk assessment, and the 
ecological risk assessment.  Followed by a question and answer period. 

April 7, 1999—Updates by the agencies and GE, presentation by EPA on 
the Final Draft Supplemental Investigation Work Plan for the Lower 
Housatonic River. 

May 12, 1999—Presentation on the Interim Agreement Proposal for the 
implementation of work at the Allendale School and Upper ½-Mile Reach 
of the Housatonic River and on-site consolidation. Overview of the public 
comment process that the proposed interim agreement would be subject 
to. A question and answer period followed. 

June 2, 1999—Review of possible future agenda items and discussion of 
landfilling as part of the Interim Agreement Proposal. 

August 4, 1999—Updates on the progress of the Allendale School cleanup 
and preparation of the consolidation areas and work in the first ½ mile of 
the river. Followed by a presentation on the key provisions of the 
Economic Development Agreement reached between the City of Pittsfield 
and GE. 

October 6, 1999—Updates on various cleanup activities followed by a 
discussion of residential fill concerns. 
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October 26, 1999—Presentation and overview on the Consent Decree 
settlement reached between the government parties and GE, an overview 
of the settlement, and an overview of the public comment process for the 
Consent Decree. A question and answer period followed. 

November 17, 1999—Discussion about the residential fill program and 
how to adjust the process so that affected homeowners and residential fill 
organizations’ involvement throughout the process is made more formal. 

January 5, 2000—Presentation on the Natural Resource Damage (NRD) 
component of the settlement by the NRD trustees. Followed by updates 
on other aspects of the project and a question and answer period. 

February 2, 2000—Updates by government agencies on the project and an 
update on the work of the Residential Fill Ad-Hoc Committee. 

March 1, 2000—Presentation of the Engineering Evaluation/Cost 
Analysis (EE/CA) Report for the 1½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic River 
followed by a question and answer period. 

April 12, 2000—Presentation of the agreement reached between EPA and 
Housatonic River Restoration, Inc. to address core community concerns 
regarding the cleanup as outlined in the Consent Decree reached between 
the government and GE. Followed by updates on other aspects of the 
project. 

May 3, 2000—Updates on aspects of the project followed by a discussion 
regarding involving Connecticut stakeholders in future CCC meetings. 

June 7, 2000—A CCC meeting is held in Stockbridge, MA, to facilitate 
participation of groups from Connecticut. EPA offers an update on “Rest 
of River” investigations, human health and ecological risk assessments, 
and hydrodynamic modeling. Connecticut DEP officials give updates on 
sediment and biota sampling efforts occurring in Connecticut. Natural 
Resource Damage updates and GE site remediation updates are also 
provided. 

July 20, 2000—EPA, MDEP, and GE take the CCC members on a tour of 
the GE site in lieu of a monthly meeting. The site tour includes the 
following areas: Building 19, the Hill 78 and Building 71 On-Plant 
Consolidation Areas, and the ½-Mile Removal Action Area. 

August 18, 2000—The CCC receives updates on EPA, MDEP, and GE 
activities and a presentation on the newly designed EPA web site for the 
GE project. This meeting was held at the Stockbridge Town Hall in order 
to accommodate interested citizens from the State of Connecticut. CCC 
members decide to not meet again until October. 
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October 4, 2000—Presentation to the CCC on the Consent Decree. 
Updates were presented by the agencies and GE. 

November 21, 2000—GE - Pittsfield CCC Connecticut Subcommittee 
Meeting—The first organizational meeting of the GE - Pittsfield CCC 
Connecticut (CT) Subcommittee. Meeting discussion included the 
purpose behind the initial meeting, background on the CCC, the 
establishment of the CT Subcommittee, and a brief introduction to the 
cleanup issues and the Consent Decree.  As a result of input from 
Connecticut representatives on the CCC, the CCC decided to explore the 
formation of a CT Subcommittee that would meet in Connecticut. The 
purpose of the subcommittee is to improve Connecticut stakeholders’ 
ability to learn and comment on the cleanup of the Housatonic River and 
related areas covered by the Consent Decree.  EPA, CTDEP, and the CT 
NRD trustee made presentations to the group and answered questions. 
The group also discussed the CT Subcommittee mission and procedures 
and decided that the subcommittee would meet on a quarterly basis. 

January 5, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—Updates by GE, 
MDEP, the NRD representative, and EPA.  In addition, a presentation 
was made on the first meeting of the CT Subcommittee.  As a result of the 
subcommittee meeting in Connecticut, the group reached a consensus 
that the name of the CCC should change to “GE-Housatonic River CCC” 
without the word “Pittsfield” in the name any longer. 

February 7, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—Updates 
presented by GE, MDEP, the NRD representative, and EPA.  Updates 
included work in the river and the commercial properties and residential 
cleanup program. EPA announced a 2-week extension of the comment 
period for Connecticut residents to comment on the Biota Consumption 
Advisories on the River. There was a discussion whether the West Branch 
and entire watershed should be posted with consumption warnings. 
MDEP updated the group on activities at the King Street Dump, in the 
West Branch of the river, and sediment sampling in Goodrich Pond. 

March 26, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC CT Subcommittee Meeting— 
EPA presentation on the preliminary evaluation of a wide spectrum of 
data gathered from the Rest of River Reach and a status report on the 
ecological characterization of the Connecticut Housatonic River Valley to 
map habitats, to identify animal use, and to develop baseline conditions 
that describe the ecological setting. A discussion about production and 
posting of fish consumption signs on the Connecticut portion of the 
Housatonic River ensued. 

April 4, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—EPA presentation to 
the group on the Human Health Risk Assessment Process with a 
discussion following. Updates on site activities by GE, EPA, MDEP, and 
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the NRD representative and an update on the March 26, 2001 Connecticut 
Subcommittee meeting. 

May 2, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—Updates by GE, EPA, 
and the NRD trustee. The first Peer Review Meeting (on the Modeling 
Framework document for Rest of River), held on April 25 and 26, 2001, 
was summarized and discussed. 

June 6, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—In lieu of a regular 
meeting, the CCC was given a tour of the GE site.  Brief updates made by 
EPA and MDEP to the group, and a GE representative led the site visit, 
including a tour of work in the ½-Mile Reach of the river, the water 
treatment plant, and the Hill 78 Consolidation Area. 

June 25, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC CT Subcommittee Meeting— 
The “Purpose Statement and Operating Guidelines of the CT 
Subcommittee” were reviewed by the group. EPA updated the group on 
the analysis of data collected from the Rest of River, including the review 
of more than 30 reports previously produced by federal and state 
agencies representing data from the past 30 plus years. A discussion 
followed the presentation.  Updates were presented by CTDEP and the 
NRD representative. 

July 24, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—EPA presentation on 
the “Ecological Risk Assessment for the Housatonic River: Initial Field 
Study Results.” The presentation included the role of the ecological risk 
assessment in the Rest of River project, EPA’s approach, the role of field 
studies in the assessment, the initial results from the field studies,  next 
steps, and a schedule. A discussion on the Ecological Risk Assessment 
followed. Updates were made by GE, EPA, MDEP, NRD, and CT 
Subcommittee. 

Meeting minutes for recent CCC meetings are available on the EPA 
Housatonic River Web Site under the category “Public Events and 
Meetings.” The EPA Housatonic River Web Site address is: 
http://www.epa.gov/ne/ge/. 

4.2 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

The administrative record contains the information EPA uses to select a 
response action under CERCLA. The administrative record file can be 
used to ensure that the public knows what is happening at the site as well 
as how to become involved in determining what happens at the site. A 
duplicate file is held at EPA’s Boston office (1 Congress Street, Suite 1100, 
Boston, MA 02114). 
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4.3 COMMUNITY INTERVIEWS 

Using information obtained during the community interviews, EPA has 
developed this community relations plan that reflects consideration of the 
concerns and communication methods preferred by the community. (See 
Subsection 3.7 for community interview information). 

4.4 INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 

To provide the public with convenient access to information about the 
GE/Housatonic River Project, EPA has established several information 
repositories.  The repositories contain current information, technical 
reports, work plans, fact sheets, and reference documents about the site. 
EPA has placed the information repositories at different locations along 
the Housatonic River. 

To ensure the effectiveness of the repositories, in recent months, EPA has 
been reviewing the status of the existing repositories and consulting with 
members of the CCC and the CT Subcommittee of the CCC. In light of 
that review and those discussions, EPA has determined that, in the 
future, relevant information regarding the GE/Housatonic River Project 
will be made available at the following repository locations: 

��The Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library, 1 Wendell Avenue, 
Pittsfield, MA. 

�� Simon's Rock College of Bard Library, 84 Alford Road, Great 
Barrington, MA. 

��Cornwall Public Library, 30 Pine Street, Cornwall, CT. 

��Kent Memorial Library, 32 North Main Street, Kent, CT. 

��Housatonic Valley Association offices, 150 Kent Road, Cornwall 
Bridge, CT 

EPA also has an extensive internet web site devoted to the 
GE/Housatonic River Project (http://www.epa.gov/ne/ge). On this 
web site, EPA places current and historical information relevant to the 
project. 

In addition, copies of information related to the GE/Housatonic River 
Project are maintained in the following agency locations: 

��EPA Records Center, Boston, MA. 
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��Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Springfield, 
MA. 

��Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Hartford, CT. 

Location information and hours of operation are presented in Attachment 
C.1. 

4.5 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIODS 

Public comment periods, which occur in conjunction with the release of 
the individual documents, provide all interested parties, including local 
officials, business leaders, residents, and community groups, an 
opportunity to express their opinions about the recommended cleanup 
alternatives and to participate in the final decision-making process for site 
cleanup. The comment periods are announced by an advertisement 
published in the Berkshire Eagle. A press release announcing the comment 
periods is also sent to other local media. The procedures as well as a 
contact name for obtaining further information may also be announced. 
Community input during the public comment periods is encouraged. 

4.6 MAILING AND DISTRIBUTION LISTS 

Mailing and distribution lists are maintained and updated throughout the 
project to ensure that the project’s stakeholders are notified of meetings, 
are informed of project milestones, and receive important documents 
such as fact sheets and information about repository locations.  A 
database of interested parties and their affiliations is developed to allow 
for efficient updating of the mailing list and to categorize stakeholders 
into subgroups for mailings. 

4.7 PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Public meetings will be held to describe environmental studies for 
different site areas and proposed or ongoing cleanup activities. 

Public meetings provide opportunities for EPA and MDEP to address 
questions and comments, to discuss the recommended cleanup 
alternatives, and to obtain input from community members. 

As described in Attachment I, Project Chronology, public meetings have 
been held at key project milestones to discuss environmental studies and 
cleanup activities. For example, public meetings have been held to 
discuss the Consent Order, residential fill issues, the RCRA Corrective 
Action Permit, the Agreement in Principle, Allendale School, the Consent 
Decree, and the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis studies of the 
1½-Mile Reach. 
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Availability sessions may also be held during the cleanup activities. The 
EPA Community Involvement Coordinator and the EPA Remedial 
Project Manager will conduct these meetings. The schedule of public 
meetings and availability sessions will remain flexible to account for 
milestones and public interest. 

4.8 PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT 

When a public hearing is held, a verbatim transcript will be prepared. 
EPA will place the transcripts in the information repositories. 

4.9 MEETINGS WITH LOCAL OFFICIALS AND RESIDENTS 

Various city and county officials and residents have indicated that they 
want to be kept informed about cleanup activities at the GE site. EPA and 
MDEP will continue to meet with these officials at various times 
throughout the cleanup process when requested by interested parties. 

4.10 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS 

Technical Assistance Grants (TAGs) are available for organizations or 
community groups to hire experts to assist them in understanding the 
technical information related to hazardous waste sites. TAGs are 
available from both EPA and MDEP. 

Since May 1994, $90,000 from MDEP’s Technical Assistance Grant and 
other accounts has been awarded to HRI. These funds have been used by 
HRI to fund technical outreach and education projects, including 
publishing newsletters and sponsoring educational forums, and working 
with local citizens to disseminate information about the cleanup process 
and risks associated with the sites. The technical assistance funding has 
also been used to hire a technical consultant to review reports, to attend 
technical meetings, to monitor the remediation process, and to provide 
and coordinate review comments on technical site-related reports. During 
a recent funding round, some of the money was used to train Pittsfield 
Fire Department personnel about the risks associated with PCBs at the 
GE/Pittsfield facility. 

Additional information about TAGs is presented in Attachment E. 

4.11 FACT SHEETS 

During the course of the environmental studies at the GE/Housatonic 
River Site, various fact sheets and other informational materials have 
been produced and distributed to the public. Fact sheets and other 
publications produced by EPA, MDEP, and Massachusetts Department of 
Public Health are presented in Attachment H. 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S4.DOC 4-12 04/11/02 



Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES 

Additional fact sheets and publications, written in nontechnical language 
and produced to coincide with particular milestones during the 
investigation and cleanup process, will be developed to provide the 
community with detailed information about the site. 

The fact sheets and newsletters will include applicable maps, repository 
information, project information, information related to public meetings 
and/or availability sessions, and contact persons. These fact sheets and 
newsletters will be placed in the information repositories and sent to all 
parties on the mailing list. Other fact sheets and publications may be 
developed to respond to specific community information needs. 

4.12 PRESS RELEASES 

Prepared statements will be released to local newspapers and to radio 
and television stations to announce significant findings at the site during 
the investigation/cleanup, and to notify the community of public 
meetings, public comment periods, or availability sessions. 

Listings of local media outlets (newspapers, television stations, and radio 
stations) are presented in Attachments A.10, A.11, and A.12, respectively. 

A listing of newspaper articles related to the GE/Housatonic River 
project (published in the Berkshire Eagle and the Boston Globe), and copies 
of selected newspaper articles are presented in Attachment D. 

4.13 EPA WEB SITE 

The GE/Housatonic River Web Site was developed by EPA to provide 
additional public access to information concerning the GE/Housatonic 
River site remediation. The web site is divided into the following areas: 

��The Site 
��Cleanup Agreement 
��Restoration 
��Redevelopment 
��PCBs, Health and Environment 
��Photo Gallery 
�� Site History and Description 
��Links 
��Press Releases 
��Public Events and Meetings 
��What’s New 

The web site address is http://www.epa.gov/ne/ge/. Exhibit 4-1 
presents the home page of the GE/Housatonic River Web Site. The web 
site is currently receiving approximately 9,000 hits per month. 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_S4.DOC 4-13 04/11/02 

http://www.epa.gov/ne/ge


Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES 

4.14 TELEPHONE HOTLINE 

A toll-free telephone number, 888-372-7341, has been established and 
publicized in local newspapers and in publications, such as fact sheets 
and brochures, and announced at community meetings. The telephone 
number is available for members of the public to call and ask questions of 
EPA or to request copies of written information such as fact sheets, 
reports, or updates on activities at the site. Staff are also accessible via e
mail, and information requests and questions can be sent via the web site. 

4.15 REVISED COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN 

Through the various means of communication and interaction listed in 
this section, EPA will note changes in community concerns, information 
needs and activities, and revise this Community Relations Plan as 
necessary to respond to those changes. The revised Community Relations 
Plan will update and verify the information contained in this plan, assess 
the community involvement programs to date, and develop community 
involvement activities appropriate for the particular cleanup phase of the 
project. 

4.16 PROGRAM EVALUATION 

At key milestones during the investigation and cleanup, EPA will 
evaluate the effectiveness of the community involvement program for the 
GE/Housatonic River Site. Surveys, questionnaires, or other evaluation 
tools may be designed to assess the effectiveness of public meetings, fact 
sheets, and other activities in conveying information and encouraging 
citizen participation. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
CONTACTS, INTERESTED PARTIES, 
AND MEDIA LIST 

The function of the contact list is to provide the names, addresses, and 
phone numbers of the individuals to contact for additional information. 
The key contacts listed in Section A.1 are the primary parties who should 
be contacted to obtain information about the sites, the status of the 
agencies’ review of particular project components, interpretations of the 
Consent Decree, or other questions. 

Information on federal, state, and county elected officials was gathered 
from the publications County, City and Town Officers in Berkshire County for 
1998-1999 and 1999-2000 and from the web sites of Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, and New York. Information on elected officials is current as 
of November 2001. 

The municipal information was taken from online municipality sites and 
from the online version of The Berkshire Eagle. The municipalities chosen 
are those abutting the Housatonic River. 

The listings for agency officials were drawn from existing mailing lists. 
Environmental and other interest group information was found on 
existing mailing lists and in the Hudson River Estuary Management Program 
Annual Report and State of the Hudson Report. 

Media listings were compiled from the Gebbie Press Directory. WESTON 
verified this information and confirmed the interest of television and 
radio stations in receiving site information. 

A.1 KEY CONTACTS 

Angela Bonarrigo (617) 918-1034 
Community Involvement Coordinator Fax: (617) 918-1029 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (RAA) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

J. Lyn Cutler, Section Chief, Special Projects (413) 755-2116 
Massachusetts Department of Fax: (413) 784-1333 
Environmental Protection 
436 Dwight Street 
Springfield, MA 01103 
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A.2 FEDERAL AGENCY OFFICIALS 

Bryan Olson (617) 918-1365 
Team Leader Fax: (617) 918-1291 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HIO) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Angela Bonarrigo (617) 918-1034 
Community Involvement Coordinator Fax: (617) 918-1029 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (RAA) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Dean Tagliaferro (413) 236-0969 
On-Scene Coordinator Fax: (413) 236-0973 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
10 Lyman Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Tim Conway (617) 918-1705 
Attorney Fax: (617) 918-1809 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (SAA) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

John Kilborn (617) 918-1893 
Attorney Fax: (617) 918-1809 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (SES) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Rose Howell (617) 918-1213 
Environmental Protection Specialist Fax: (617) 918-1291 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HIO) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Susan Svirsky (617) 918-1434 
Project Manager, Rest of River Fax: (617) 918-1291 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HIO) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Mike Nalipinski (617) 918-1268 
Project Manager, Facility/Brownfields Fax: (617) 918-1291 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBT) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 
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Dr. Kenneth Finkelstein (617) 918-1499 
NOAA NOS WASC 
N/ORR2 
Bldg 3 
7600 Sandy Point Way, NE 
Seattle, WA 98115-6349 

Anthon P. Giedt, Esq. (978) 281-9289 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adm. Fax: (978) 281-9389 
General Counsel 
1 Blackburn Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2298 

Mark Barash, Esq. (617) 527-3400 
U.S. Dept. of the Interior Fax: (617) 527-6848 
Office of the Solicitor 
One Gateway Center, Suite 612 
Newton Corner, MA 02158 

A.3 STATE AGENCY OFFICIALS 

A.3.1 Massachusetts 

J. Lyn Cutler, Section Chief, Special Projects (413) 755-2116 
Massachusetts Department of Fax: (413) 784-1333 
Environmental Protection 
436 Dwight Street 

Springfield, MA 01103 

Susan Steenstrup, Project Manager, (413) 755-2264 
Housatonic River Fax: (413) 784-1333 
Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection 
Special Project Section 
436 Dwight Street 
Springfield, MA 01103 

Sue Keydel, Project Manager, (413) 755-2250 
GE Facility Fax: (413) 784-1333 
Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection 
Special Project Section 
436 Dwight Street 
Springfield, MA 01103 
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Eileen Barnes, Project Manager, (413) 755-2292 
Residential Fill Properties Fax: (413) 784-1149 
Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection 
Special Project Section 
436 Dwight Street 
Springfield, MA 01103 

Tom Angus, Risk Assessor (617) 292-5513 
Massachusetts Department of Fax: (617) 556-1006 
Environmental Protection 
Office of Research and Standards 
One Winter Street, 8th Floor 
Boston, MA 02108 

Mike Gorski, Regional Director (413) 755-2110 
of Western Region MADEP Fax: (413) 784-1149 
State House West 
436 Dwight Street 
Springfield, MA 01103 

Robert Bell, Esq. – Regional Counsel (413) 755-2219 
Massachusetts Department of Fax: (413) 784-1149 
Environmental Protection 
436 Dwight Street, 5th Floor 
Springfield, MA 01103 

Alan Weinberg, Deputy Regional Director (413) 755-2220 
Massachusetts Department of Fax: (413) 784-1149 
Environmental Protection 
Special Project Section 
436 Dwight Street, 5th Floor 
Springfield, MA 01103 

James Milkey, Esq. (617) 727-2200 x 3347 
MA Attorney General’s Office Fax: (617) 724-9665 
200 Portland Street 
Boston, MA 02114 

Betsy Harper, Esq. (617) 727-2200 x3349 
MA Attorney General’s Office Fax: (617) 727-9665 
200 Portland Street 
Boston, MA 02114 

Dale Young (617) 727-9800 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Fax: (617) 626-1181 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
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Harry Manasewich 
MA Office of Dispute Resolution 
One Ashburton Place, Room 501 
Boston, MA 02108 

Fax 
(617) 727-2224 x 2118 
(617) 727-6495 

Tom O’Brien 
Watershed Team Office 
Hudson and Housatonic River Basin 

Fax: 
(413) 447-9771 
(413) 499-4169 

MA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
78 Center Street, Room 206 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

A.3.2 Connecticut 

Charles Fredette (860) 424-3714 
State of Connecticut Fax: (860) 424-4055 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Water Management Bureau 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 

Arthur J. Rocque, Jr. (860) 424-3001 
State of Connecticut Department of Fax: (860) 424-4053 
Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 

John Looney, Esq. (860) 808-5250 
State of Connecticut Fax: (860) 808-5386 
Attorney General’s Office 
55 Elm Street, P.O. Box 120 
Hartford, CT 06141-0120 

Richard Webb, Esq. (860) 808-5250 
State of Connecticut Fax: (860) 808-5386 
Attorney General’s Office 
55 Elm Street 
P.O. Box 120 
Hartford, CT 06141-0120 

Brian Toal (860) 509-7742 
State of Connecticut Fax: (860) 509-7785 
Department of Public Health 
Toxics Hazards Assessment Program 
410 Capitol Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06134 
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CONTACTS, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND MEDIA LIST 

A.4 FEDERAL ELECTED OFFICIALS 


A.4.1 Massachusetts 

Senator Edward M. Kennedy (202) 224-4543 
315 Russell Senate Office Building Fax: (202) 224-2417 
Washington, DC 20510 
Barbara Souoiotis 
Term expires: 2006 

District Office (617) 565-3170 
2400 JFK Federal Building Fax: (617) 565-3183 
Boston, MA 02203 

Senator John Kerry (202) 224-2742 
421 Russell Senate Office Building Fax: (202) 224-8525 
Washington, DC 20510 
Term expires: 2008 

District Office (617) 565-8519 
1 Bowdoin Square, 10th Floor Fax: (617) 248-3870 
Boston, MA 02114 
Betsey McEvoy 

Congressman John Olver, 1st District (202) 225-5335 
1027 Longworth House Office Building Fax: (202) 226-1224 
Washington, DC 20515 
Hunter Ridgeway, Chief of Staff 
Term expires: 2008 

District Office (413) 442-0946 
Federal Building Fax: (413) 443-2792 
78 Center Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Congressman Charles Neal, 2nd District (202) 225-5601 
2236 Rayburn House Office Building Fax: (202) 225-8112 
Washington, DC 20515 
Term expires: 2008 

District Office (413) 785-0325 
1550 Main Street Fax: (413) 747-0604 
Federal Building, Suite 309 
Springfield, MA 01103 
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A.4.2 Connecticut 

Senator Christopher J. Dodd (202) 224-2823 
444 Russell Senate Office Building Fax: (202) 228-1683 
Washington, DC 20510 
Term expires: 2004 

District Office (860) 258-6940 or 
Putnam Park (800) 334-5341 
100 Great Meadow Road Fax: (860) 258-6958 
Wethersfield, CT 06109 

Senator Joseph Lieberman (202) 224-4041 
706 Hart Senate Office Building Fax: (202) 224-9750 
Washington, DC 20510 
Term expires: 2006 

District Office (860) 549-8463 or 
One Constitution Plaza, 7th Floor (800) 225-5605 
Hartford, CT 06103 Fax: (860) 549-8478 

Congresswoman Rosa DeLauro, 3rd District (202) 225-3661 
2262 Rayburn House Office Building Fax: (202) 225-4890 
Washington, DC 20515 
Term expires: 2008 

District Office (203) 562-3718 
59 Elm Street Fax: (203) 772-2260 
New Haven, CT 06510 

Congresswoman Nancy Johnson, 6th District (202) 225-4476 
2113 Rayburn House Office Building Fax: (202) 225-4488 
Washington, DC 20515 
Term expires: 2008 

District Office (860) 223-8412 
480 Myrtle Street, Suite 200 Fax: (860) 827-9009 
New Britain, CT 06053 

Congressman James H. Maloney, 5th District (202) 225-3822 
1427 Longworth House Office Building Fax: (202) 225-5476 
Washington, DC 20515 
Term expires: 2008 

District Office (203) 573-1418 
20 East Main Street, Suite 240 Fax: (203) 573-9329 
Waterbury, CT 06702 
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CONTACTS, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND MEDIA LIST 

A.5 STATE ELECTED OFFICIALS 

A.5.1 Massachusetts 

Acting Governor Jane M. Swift (617) 727-6250 
State House, Room 360 Fax: (617) 727-9725 
Boston, MA 02133 
Term expires: 2002 

Massachusetts State Senator, 1st District (617) 722-1625 
Andrea F. Nuciforo, Jr. Fax: (413) 722-1523 
State House, Room 323 
Boston, MA 02133 
Term expires: 2002 

District Office: (413) 442-6810 
74 North Street, Suite 604 Fax: (413) 442-6927 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Representative 1st District (617) 722-2120 
Daniel E. Bosley Fax: (617) 722-2239 
State House, Room 472 
Boston, MA 02133 
Term expires: 2002 

District Office (617) 722-2120 
3 Elmwood Avenue Fax: (617) 722-2239 
North Adams, MA 01247 
Lisa Kittler, Staff Director 

Representative 13th District (617) 722-2080 
Antonio F. Cabral Fax: (617) 722-2897 
State House, Room 26 
Boston, MA 02133 
Committee on Counties 
Term expires: 2002 

District Office (508) 997-8113 
212 Maple St. Fax: (508) 997-8113 
New Bedford, MA 02740 

Representative 4th District (617) 722-2900 
Christopher J. Hodgkins Fax: (617) 722-2922 
State House, Room 166 
Boston, MA 02133 
Term expires: 2002 
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District Office 
100 Franklin Street 
Lee, MA 01238 
Michelle Zbell, Executive Assistant 

Fax: 
(413) 243-0289 
(413) 243-4663 

Representative 2nd District 
Shaun P. Kelly 
Committee on House Ways & Means 
State House, Room 473B 
Boston, MA 
Term Expires: 2002 

Fax: 
(617) 722-2230 
(617) 722-2837 

District Office 
399 Main Street, Suite 2E 
Dalton, MA 01226 

Fax: 
(413) 684-5133 
(413) 684-2070 

Representative 3rd District 
Peter J. Larkin 
State House, Room 473G 
Committee on Taxation 

Fax: 
(617) 722-2070 
(617) 722-2817 

Boston, MA 02133 
Shyla Rufa, Staff Director 
Term Expires: 2002 

District Office 
8 Bank Row 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Fax: 
(413) 448-8714 
(413) 448-6223 

A.5.2 Connecticut 

Gov. John G. Rowland (860) 566-4840 
Governor’s Office Fax: (860) 524-7346 
State Capital 
210 Capital Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06106 
Term expires: 2003 

Lt. Gov. M. Jodi Rell (860) 524-7384 
Room 304 State Capital Fax: (860) 524-7304 
210 Capital Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06106 
Term expires: 2003 

Connecticut State Senator, 30th District (860) 240-8800 
Andrew Roraback Fax: (860) 240-8306 
455 Milton Road 
Goshen, CT 06756 
Term expires: 2002 
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CONTACTS, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND MEDIA LIST 

Connecticut State Senator, 24th District (860) 240-8700 
David Cappiello Fax: (860) 240-0207 
8 Parker Street Unit 5 
Danbury, CT 06811 
Ellen Edson (860) 240-8700 
Term expires: 2002 

Representative, 109th District (860) 240-8769 or 
Lewis J. Wallace (800) 842-8267 
110 Hayestown Road Unit 2 Fax: (860) 240-0206 
Danbury, CT 06811 (860) 240-8397 
Kelly Ramsey, Legislative Asst. 
Term expires: 2002 

Representative, 110th District (860) 240-8500 
Bob Godfrey Fax: (860) 240-0206 
13 Stillman Avenue 
Danbury, CT 06810-8007 
Frank Purcaro (860) 240-8524 
Term expires: 2002 

A.6 BERKSHIRE COUNTY OFFICIALS 

Berkshire Regional Planning Commission (413) 442-1521 
1 Fenn Street, Suite 201, 2nd Floor Fax: (413) 442-1523 
Pittsfield, MA 01201-6229 

A.7 MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS 

A.7.1 Pittsfield 

Sara Hathaway (413) 499-9321 
Mayor of Pittsfield Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
Term expires: 2004 

Richard Scapin, City Council President (413) 443-0702 
City Hall Fax: (413) 442-8043 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
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Stephen D’Angelo (413) 499-9361 
Acting Commissioner of Public Health Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

James Mooney, Chair (413) 499-9361 
Health Advisory Council Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

William J. Carey, M.D. (413) 499-9361 
Health Advisory Council Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Therese C. Cote, R.N. (413) 499-9361 
Health Advisory Council Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

George W. Douglas, M.D. (413) 499-9361 
Health Advisory Council Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Peter Marchetti, Councillor (413) 499-9361 
Health Advisory Council Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Caleb Mitchell (413) 499-9361 
Conservation Commission, Chair Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

James Conant (413) 499-9361 
Conservation Commission Fax: (413) 442-8043 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
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Michael J. Makes 
Conservation Commission 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 

Fax: 
(413) 499-9361 
(413) 442-8043 

Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Mary K. O’Brien 
Conservation Commission 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 

Fax: 
(413) 499-9361 
(413) 442-8043 

Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Richard V. Quinn 
Conservation Commission 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 

Fax: 
(413) 499-9361 
(413) 442-8043 

Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Silvio V. Rotti 
Conservation Commission 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 

Fax: 
(413) 499-9361 
(413) 442-8043 

Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Ozias Vincelette 
Conservation Commission 
City Hall 
70 Allen Street 

Fax: 
(413) 499-9361 
(413) 442-8043 

Pittsfield, MA 01201 

A.7.2 Great Barrington 

Great Barrington Board of Selectmen (413) 528-1619 
Margaret F. Beckwith, Chair 
Town Hall 
334 Main Street 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 

Burke LaClair, Town Manager (413) 528-1623 
Town Hall Fax: (413) 528-2290 
334 Main Street 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 

Board of Health (413) 528-8310 
Town Hall 
334 Main Street 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 
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William Brinker, Chair (413) 528-3458 
Conservation Commission 
Town Hall 
334 Main Street 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 

A.7.3 Lee 

Lee Board of Selectmen (413) 243-5500 
Nelson Daley, Chair Fax: (413) 243-5523 
Town Hall 
32 Main Street 
Lee, MA 01238 

Board of Health (413) 243-5540 
Town Hall 
32 Main Street 
Lee, MA 01238 

Conservation Commission (413) 243-2100 
Town Hall 
32 Main Street 
Lee, MA 01238 

A.7.4 Lenox 

Lenox Board of Selectmen (413) 637-5000 
Robert Akroyd, Chair 
Town Hall 
6 Walker Street 
Lenox, MA 01238 

Gregory T. Federspiel, Town Manager (413) 637-5500 
Town Hall Fax: (413) 637-5518 
6 Walker Street 
Lenox, MA 01238 

Board of Health (413) 245-5540 
Town Hall 
6 Walker Street 
Lenox, MA 01240 

Conservation Commission (413) 637-1958 
Town Hall 
6 Walker Street 
Lenox, MA 01240 
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A.7.5 Sheffield 

Sheffield Board of Selectmen (413) 229-2335 
Richard Kirchner, Chair Fax: (413) 229-7010 
Town Hall 
P.O. Box 325 
21 Depot Square 
Sheffield, MA 01257 

Board of Health (413) 229-2335 
Town Hall 
P.O. Box 325 
21 Depot Square 
Sheffield, MA 01257 

Conservation Commission (413) 229-2335 
Town Hall 
P.O. Box 325 
21 Depot Square 
Sheffield, MA 01257 

A.7.6 Stockbridge 

Stockbridge Board of Selectmen (413) 298-4714 
J. Cristopher Irsfeld, Chair Fax: (413) 298-4485 
Town Hall 
P.O. Box 417 
6 Main Street 
Stockbridge, MA 01262 

Board of Health (413) 298-4880 
Town Hall 
P.O. Box 417 
6 Main Street 
Stockbridge, MA 01262 

Conservation Commission (413) 298-4714 
Town Hall 
P.O. Box 417 
6 Main Street 
Stockbridge, MA 01262 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_ATA.DOC 
A-14 

4/12/2002 



Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 
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A.8 INTEREST GROUPS 

Berkshire Natural Resources Council 
20 Bank Row 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Housatonic River Restoration, Inc. 
113 Division St., P.O. Box 472 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 

Housatonic River Initiative 
Box 321 
Lenoxdale, MA 01242 

Housatonic Valley Association 
P.O. Box 1885-Lenox Station 
Lenox, MA 01240 

Nature Conservancy 
P.O. Box 268 
Sheffield, MA 02157 

Residents Environmental Action League 
50 Longview Terrace 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Berkshire County Chamber of Commerce 
40 Shore Dr. 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Citizens for PCB Removal 
130 Harryel Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Housatonic River Commission 
17 Sackett Hill Road 
Warren, CT 06754 

Connecticut Fund for Environment 
1032 Chapel Street 
New Haven, CT 06510 

Housatonic Valley Association 
150 Kent Rd. 
P.O. Box 28 
Cornwall Bridge, CT 06754 
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Housatonic Environmental Action League 
P.O. Box 21 
Cornwall Bridge, CT 06754 

Schaghticoke Nation 
601 Main Street 
Monroe, CT 06468 

Connecticut Counsel of Trout Unlimited 
384 Litchfield Road 
Watertown, CT 06795 

Northwestern CT Council of Government 
17 Sackett Hill Road 
Warren, CT 06754 

Housatonic Rainbow Club 
16 Clough Road 
Waterbury, CT 06768 

Lake Lillinonah Authority 
74 Higgins Highway 
Mansfield, CT, 06250 
22 Hidden Brook Road 
Brookfield, CT 06804 

Housatonic Fly Fishermans Association 
P.O. Box 5092 
Hampton, CT 06518 

Lake Housatonic Authority 
P.O. Box 26 
Derby, CT 06418 

Housatonic Rainbow Club 
P.O. Box 242 
Kent, CT 06757 

Candlewood Lake Authority 
P.O. Box 37 
Sherman, CT 06785 

Lake Zoar Authority 
P.O. Box 127 
Stevenson, CT 06491 

Kent Land Trust 
P.O. Box 601 
Kent, CT 06757 
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Grassroots Coalition 
4 Old Mill Lane 
New Milford, CT 06776 

Washington Environmental Council 
5 Old Litchfield Road 
Washington, CT 06793 

Hudson Riverkeeper 
P.O. Box 130 
Garrison, NY 10524 

Scenic Hudson, Inc. 
9 Vassar Street 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601 

A.9 GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY REPRESENTATIVES 

Mike Carroll 
GE Corporate Environmental Programs 
100 Woodlawn Avenue 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

A.10 NEWSPAPERS 

A.10.1 Massachusetts 

Adam Gorlick 
Trudy Tynan 
Associated Press 

Fax: 
(413) 781-0217 
(413) 781-3749 

1391 Main Street, Suite 520 
Springfield, MA 01103 

The Boston Globe 
135 Morrissey Blvd. 
P.O. Box 2378 

Fax: 
(617) 929-2000 
(617) 929-3186 

Boston, MA 02107-2378 

Janet Welsh 
Dan Rosenfeld 
The Boston Herald 

Fax: 
(617) 426-3000 
(617) 542-1315 

P.O. Box 2096, One Herald Square 
Boston, MA 02106-2096 

Judith Monachina 
The Advocate 
P.O. Box 95 

Fax: 
(413) 637-8840 
(413) 637-8841 

Williamstown, MA 02167 
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Jack Dew (413) 496-6215 
Berkshire Eagle Fax: (413) 499-3419 
Eagle Office and Technical Park 
75 S. Church Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01202 

Bill Knittle (413) 528-5380 
Berkshire Record Fax: (413) 528-9449 
21 Elm Street 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 

Pam Belluck (617) 227-6188 
The New York Times Boston Bureau Fax: (617) 227-6984 
2 Faneuil Hall Marketplace 
Boston, MA 02109 

Jonathon Levine 
Pittsfield Gazette (413) 443-2010 
P.O. Box 2236 Fax: (413) 443-2445 
Pittsfield, MA 01202 

North Adams Transcript (413) 663-3741 
American Legion Drive Fax: (413) 662-2792 
North Adams, MA 01247 

George C. Jordan 
Berkshire Beacon (413) 637-2250 
P.O. Box 541 Fax: (413) 637-2250 
Lenox, MA 01240 

A.10.2 Connecticut 

Connecticut Post (203) 330-6208 
410 State Street Fax: (203) 384-1158 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 

Wallingford Voice (203) 269-1496 
174 Center Street Fax: (203) 294-1827 
Wallingford, CT 06492 

Ruth Epstein (860) 435-9873 
Lakeville Journal Fax: (860) 435-0146 
33 Bissell Street, P.O. Box 1688 
Lakeville, CT 06039 

Litchfield County Times (877) 833-1365 
32 Main Street Fax: (860) 354-8706 
New Milford, CT 06776 
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Waterbury Republican-American (203) 574-3636 

389 Meadow Street Fax: (203) 596-9277 

Waterbury, CT 06702 


Register Citizen (860) 489-3121 

490 Water Street Fax: (860) 489-6790 

Torrington, CT 06790 


Journal Inquirer (860) 646-0500 

P.O. Box 510, 306 Progress Drive (800) 237-3606 

Manchester, CT 06045-0510 Fax: (860) 646-9867 


Waterbury Inquirer (860) 522-1462 

P.O. Box 1260, 3281 Main Street Fax: (860) 522-3014 

Hartford, CT 06143-1260 


A.10.3 New York 

Fred LeBrun (518) 454-5453 

Dina Capiello (518) 454-5694 

The Albany Times Union Fax: (518) 454-5628 

P.O. Box 15000 

Albany, NY 12212 


Mike McCagg (518) 943-2966 

Daily Freeman Fax: (518) 943-2961 

75 Bridge Street 

Catskill, NY 12414 


Bill Hammond (518) 432-4391 

The Daily Gazette Albany Bureau Fax: (518) 432-6388 

100 State Street, Suite 300 

Albany, NY 12207 


Tom Woodman (518) 374-4141 

The Daily Gazette Schenectady Bureau (518) 395-3121 

P.O. Box 1090 Fax: (518) 395-3089 

Schenectady, NY 12301-1090 


Doug Martin (212) 556-1234 

The New York Times Fax: (212) 556-3717 

229 West 43rd Street 

New York, NY 10036 


Bill Carley (212) 416-3258 

Wall Street Journal Fax: (212) 416-4155 

200 Liberty Street 

New York, NY 10281 
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A.10.4 Other States 

Cory Kilgannan (914) 328-2754 
The New York Times Fax: (914) 949-2613 
235 Main Street 
White Plains, NY 10601 

Mathew Wald 
Doug Jehl (202) 862-0300 
The New York Times Fax: (202) 862-0340 
Washington Bureau 
1627 I Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-4085 

A.11 TELEVISION STATIONS 

A.11.1 Massachusetts 

Assignment Editor (617) 630-5025 
NECN Fax: (617) 630-5055 
160 Wells Avenue 
Newton, MA 02459 

WBGY Channel 57 (413) 781-2801 
44 Hampden Street Fax: (413) 731-5093 
Springfield, MA 01103 

WBZ Channel 4 CBS (617) 787-7000 
1170 Soldiers Field Road Fax: (617) 254-6383 
Boston, MA 02134 

WCVB Channel 5 ABC (781) 449-0400 
5 TV Place Fax: (781) 449-6681 
Needham, MA 02194 

WFXT Channel 25 FOX (781) 467-1300 
25 Fox Drive Fax: (781) 467-7213 
Dedham, MA 02027 

WGBH Channel 2 PBS (617) 300-2000 
“Greater Boston” Fax: (617) 300-1031 
125 Western Avenue 
Boston, MA 02134 

WGBX Channel 44 PBS (617) 300-2000 
125 Western Avenue Fax: (617) 300-1031 
Boston, MA 02134 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_ATA.DOC 
A-20 

4/12/2002 



Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

Andy Hiller 
WHDH Channel 7 NBC 
7 Bulfinch Place 
Boston, MA 02114 

WLVI Channel 56 WB 
75 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, MA 02125 

Assignment Editor 
TV 22 News 
1 Broadcast Center 
Chicopee, MA 01013 

A.11.2 New York 

Debra Cerrick 

CNN 

5 Penn Plaza 

New York, NY 10001 


Kathy Barrons 
Rick Tissaine 

Steve Scoville 

WNYT Channel 13 

15 North Pearl Street 

Menands, NY 12204 


Susan LeClair 

WTEN Channel 10 ABC 

341 Northern Boulevard 

Albany, NY 12204 


Peter Brancato 

WRGB Channel 6 CBS 

1400 Balltown Road 

Schenectady, NY 12309 


A.11.3 Connecticut 

WBNE Channel 59 WB 
8 Elm Street 
New Haven, CT 06510 

CONTACTS, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND MEDIA LIST 

(617) 725-0777 

Fax: (617) 723-6117 


(617) 265-5656 

Fax: (617) 287-2872 


(413) 786-7500 

Fax: (413) 377-2261 


(212) 714-5706 

Fax: (212) 714-7935
 

(518) 436-8477 x300 

(518) 436-4791 

Fax: (518) 434-0659 


(518) 436-4822 

Fax: (518) 462-6065 


(518) 381-4988 

Fax: (518) 346-6249 


(203) 782-5900 
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WEDH Channel 24 PBS (860) 278-5310 
WEDN Channel 53 PBS Fax: (860) 244-9624 
WEDY Channel 65 PBS 
240 New Britain Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06106 

WEDW Channel 49 PBS (203) 965-0440 
307 Atlantic Street Fax: (203) 965-0447 
Stamford, CT 06901 

WFSB Channel 3 (800) 223-8683 
3 Constitution Plaza (800) 244-1700 
Hartford, CT 06103 Fax: (860) 728-0263 

WTIC Channel 61 (860) 527-6161 
One Corporate Center Fax: (860) 727-0158 
Hartford, CT 06103 

WTNH Channel 8 ABC (203) 784-8888 
P.O. Box 1859 Fax: (203) 787-9698 
New Haven, CT 06508 

A.12 RADIO STATIONS 

A.12.1 Massachusetts 

Tom Conklin (413) 499-3333 
WBCE Fax: (413) 442-1590 
P.O. Box 958
 
Pittsfield, MA 01202 


Len Bean (413) 442-1553 
WBRK/WRCZ Fax: (413) 445-5294 
100 North Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Karen Miller (617) 353-0770 
WBUR Fax: (617) 353-9380 
890 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02215 

Dianne Stern (617) 787-7204 
WBZ (617) 787-7000 
1170 Soldiers Field Road Fax: (617) 787-7060 
Boston, MA 02134 
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WERS (617) 578-8890 
180 Tremont Street Fax: (617) 824-8804 
Boston, MA 02116 

WEZE/WROL (617) 328-0880 
P.O. Box 9121 Fax: (617) 328-0375 
Quincy, MA 02171 

Bob Paquette (413) 545-4272 
WFCR Fax: (413) 545-2546 
Hampshire House 
U. Mass 
Amherst, MA 01003-3630 

WGBH (617) 300-2000 
125 Western Avenue Fax: (617) 300-1031 
Boston, MA 02134 

WILD (617) 427-2222 
90 Warren Street Fax: (617) 427-2677 
Boston, MA 02119 

WJIB (617) 868-7400 
443 Concord Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

Ron Plock/Rich Callan (413) 663-6567 
WNAW Fax: (413) 662-2143 
466 Curran Highway 
North Adams, MA 01247 

WRBB (617) 373-8400 
Northeastern U. Fax: (617) 373-5095 
360 Huntington Avenue 
Boston, MA 02115 

WRKO/WBMX (617) 779-3400 
20 Guest Street, 3rd Floor Fax: (617) 779-3555 
Boston, MA 02135 

Dick Lindsey (413) 528-0860 
WSBS Fax: (413) 528-2162 
P.O. Box 297 
425 Stockbridge Road 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 

Larry Kratka (413) 499-1100 
WUPE /WUHN Fax: (413) 499-1800 
P.O. Box 1265 
Pittsfield, MA 01202 
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CONTACTS, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND MEDIA LIST 

WUMB 
100 Morrissey Blvd. 
Boston, MA 02125 

Fax: 
(617) 287-6900 
(617) 287-6916 

WZLX 
Prudential Tower #2450 
Boston, MA 02199 

Fax: 
(617) 267-0123 
(617) 267-2804 

A.12.2 Connecticut 

WCCC (860) 525-9222 
1039 Asylum Avenue Fax: (860) 246-9084 
Hartford, CT 06105 

WFAR (203) 748-0001 
25 Chestnut Street Fax: (203) 746-4262 
Danbury, CT 06810 

WINE/WPUT (203) 775-1212 
1004 Federal Road Fax: (203) 775-6452 
Danbury, CT 06804 

WLAD/WDAQ (203) 744-4800 
198 Main Street Fax: (203) 778-4655 
Danbury, CT 06810 

WXCI (203) 837-8635 
181 White Street 
Danbury, CT 06810 

A.12.3 New York 

Stacey Shannon (518) 456-6101 
WABY Fax: (518) 783-2687 
11 Dennis Terrace 
Schenectady, NY 12303 

Joe Donahue (518) 465-5233 
WAMC Fax: (518) 432-0991 
318 Central Avenue 
P.O. Box 66600 
Albany, NY 12206 

Rick Robinson (518) 782-1474 
WGNA Fax: (518) 782-1486 
800 New Loudon Road, Suite 4200 
Latham, NY 12110 
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News Director (518) 452-4848 

WGY Fax: (518) 452-4859
 
1 Washington Square 

Albany, NY 12205 
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ATTACHMENT B 
GLOSSARY 

Acetone 

Acute Exposure 

Administrative Consent 

Order 

Administrative Order 

Aluminum 

Background Level 

Benthic organism 

Bioaccumulation/ 
Biomagnification 

A colorless, volatile, extremely flammable liquid, capable of being 

mixed with water, used as a solvent and reagent. 

A single exposure to a toxic substance which results in severe 
biological harm or death. Acute exposures are usually 
characterized as lasting no longer than a day, as compared to 
longer, continuing exposure over a period of time.  

A legal agreement signed by the government (e.g., EPA or MDEP) 

and an individual, business, or other entity through which  
the violator agrees to pay for correction of violations, take the 
required corrective or cleanup actions, or refrain from an activity. 
It describes the actions to be taken, may be subject to a comment 
period, applies to civil actions, and can be enforced in court. 

A legal document signed by the government (e.g., EPA or MDEP) 
directing an individual, business, or other entity to take corrective 
action or refrain from an activity. It describes the violations and 
actions to be taken, and can be enforced in court. Such orders may 
be issued, for example, as a result of an administrative complaint 
whereby the respondent is ordered to pay a penalty for violations 
of a statute. 

Aluminum is a naturally occurring metal that makes up about 8% 
of the surface of the earth. It is always found combined with other 
elements in the earth such as minerals, rocks, and soils. 
Aluminum metal is silver-white and flexible. It is often used in 
cooking utensils, containers, and appliances, and building 
materials. It is used in paints and fireworks, and to produce glass, 

rubber, and ceramics. 

1. The concentration of a substance in an environmental media 
(air, water, or soil) that occurs naturally or is not the result of 
human activities. 2. In exposure assessment, the concentration of a 
substance in a defined control area during a fixed period of time 
before, during, or after a data-gathering operation. 

A form of aquatic plant or animal life that lives on or near the 

bottom of a stream, lake, or ocean. 

A process where chemicals are retained in fatty body tissue and 
increase in concentration over time. Biomagnification is the 
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Bushing 

Brownfields 

Calcium 

Cap 

Capacitor 

Carcinogenicity 

Channelization 

Chromium 

Chronic Exposure 

Citizens Coordinating 
Council 

GLOSSARY 

increase of tissue accumulation in species higher in the natural 
food chain as contaminated food species are eaten. 

An electrical term meaning a lining for a hole, intended to insulate 
and protect from abrasion one or more conductors that pass 
through it. 

Brownfields are abandoned or under-used industrial and 
commercial sites where expansion or redevelopment is 
complicated by real or perceived environmental contamination. 
After these sites are investigated under the Superfund program 
and either found to be clean or cleaned up by state programs, 
these sites are available for economic redevelopment. They can be 
in urban, suburban, or rural areas. EPA’s Brownfields initiative 
helps communities mitigate potential health risks and restore the 
economic viability of such areas or properties. 

A chemical element used in metallurgy as an alloying agent for 
aluminum-bearing metal, as an aid in removing bismuth from 
lead, as a deoxidizer in steel manufacture, and also as a cathode 
coating in some types of photo tubes. 

A layer of clay, or other impermeable material installed over the 
top of an area to prevent entry of rainwater and minimize 
leachate. 

An electrical device also known as an electrical condenser. The 
device consists of two conductors insulated from each other by a 
dielectric. The device introduces a charge into a circuit, stores 
electrical energy, blocks the flow of direct current, and permits the 
flow of alternating current. 

The action of certain chemicals in producing or tending to 
produce cancer. 

Straightening and deepening streams so water will move faster, a 
marsh-drainage tactic that can interfere with waste assimilation 
capacity, disturb fish and wildlife habitats, and aggravate 
flooding. 

A heavy metal (see metals). 

Long-term, low-level exposure to a toxic chemical. 

A group comprised of members of the community who meet on a  
regular basis with government agencies to receive up-to-date 
information about the status of cleanup activities, as well as 
discuss community views and concerns about the cleanup process 
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Cleanup 

Coal gasification 

Coal tar 

Community Relations 

Community Relations Plan 

Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 

Consent Decree 

Degrade 

Dielectric fluid 

Dioxins 

GLOSSARY 

with government agency representatives and other parties 
involved in the cleanup of a site. 

Actions taken to address a release or threatened release of 
hazardous substances that could affect public health or the 
environment. The term is often used broadly to describe various 
response actions or phases of remedial responses, such as the 
remedial investigation/feasibility study. 

Conversion of coal to a gaseous product (similar to natural gas) by 
one of several available technologies. 

Byproduct of the coal gasification process. A tar waste containing 
several hundred organic chemicals that is obtained from 
carbonization of coal, usually in coke ovens or retorts. 

The effort to establish two-way communication with the public to 
create an understanding of technical programs and related 
actions, to assure public input into decision-making processes 
related to affected communities, and to make certain that EPA and 
MDEP are aware of and responsive to public concerns. Specific 
community relations activities are required in relation to 
CERCLA/Superfund remedial actions. 

A formal plan for EPA community relations and involvement 
activities. 

A federal law passed in 1980 and modified in 1986 by the  
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). 
The Acts created a special tax that goes into a Trust Fund, 
commonly known as the Superfund, used to finance the 
investigation and cleanup of abandoned or uncontrolled 
hazardous waste sites. Department of Defense cleanups are 
funded from the defense budget. 

A judicial enforcement order agreed to by all parties, which may 
or may not include a penalty, not subject to appeal. 

The reduction of the complexity of a chemical compound by 
splitting off one or more groups or larger component parts. 

A liquid which is an electrical insulator or in which an electric 
field can be sustained with a minimum dissipation (waste) in 
power. PCBs were used in dielectric fluid mixtures. 

A family of compounds known chemically as dibenzo-p-dioxins. 
Concern about dioxins arises from their potential toxicity and 
presence in commercial products. Tests on laboratory animals 
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GLOSSARY 

Drum 

Feasibility Study 

Floodplain 

Food chain 

Furans 

Groundwater 

Hazard Ranking System 

Herbicides 

Housatonic River Initiative 

indicate that they are some of the more toxic man-made 
compounds. 

A hollow, cylindrical container used to transport and store either 
liquids or solids in the form of raw ingredients, hazardous waste 
products, or contaminated soils. A metal cylindrical shipping 
container for liquids having a capacity of 12 to 110 gallons. Fifty-
five gallon drums are the most common size. 

A description and analysis of the practicability of the potential 
cleanup alternatives for a site. The feasibility study usually 
recommends selection of a cost-effective alternative based on 
evaluation of a number of feasible alternatives. It usually starts as 
soon as the remedial investigation is underway; together, they are 
commonly referred to as the RI/FS. 

The flat or nearly flat land along a river or stream or in a tidal area 
that is covered by water during a flood. 

A sequence of organisms, each of which uses the next, lower 
member of the sequence as a food source. 

A colorless, mildly toxic liquid which is soluble in alcohol and 
ether. Furans are used as a chemical intermediate. 

Underground water that fills pore spaces in soils or openings (e.g., 
fractures) in rocks to the point of saturation. This can be the 
supply of fresh water found beneath the Earth’s surface, usually in 
aquifers, which supply wells and springs. Because groundwater is 
a major source of drinking water, there is growing concern over 
contamination from leaching agricultural or industrial pollutants 
or leaking underground storage tanks. 

The principal screening tool used by the EPA to evaluate risks to 
public health and the environment associated with abandoned or 
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. The Hazard Ranking System 
calculates a score based on the potential of hazardous substances 
spreading from the site through the air, surface water, or 
groundwater, and on other factors such as density and proximity 
of human population. This score is the primary factor in deciding 
if the site should be on the National Priorities List and, if so, what 
ranking it should have compared to other sites on the list. 

A class of chemical compounds designed to control or destroy 
plants, weeds, or grasses. 

A citizens advisory group composed of Berkshire County 
residents, including a state representative, scientists, naturalists, 
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Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Amendments of 
1984 (HSWA) 

Information Repository 

Inorganics 

Iron 

Landfill 

Lead 

GLOSSARY 

conservation commissioners, and others, who take an active role 
in the cleanup of the GE Pittsfield Disposal Sites and the 
Housatonic River. The group’s efforts to focus attention on the 
cleanup of PCBs include holding monthly meetings and 
producing a newsletter. 

U.S. Public Law 98-616 amendments to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA, 1976). These amendments significantly 
expanded both the scope and regulatory control under RCRA for 
hazardous waste handling and disposal. HSWA included 
provisions for addressing corrective actions for releases, for 
imposing a land-disposal ban on certain wastes (particularly 
liquids), and for imposing a time frame for retrofitting or properly 
closing surface impoundments. HSWA also established minimum 
technological standards for new land disposal facilities and 
incinerators, established new regulations for generators of small 
quantities and operators of underground storage tanks, and gave 
EPA authority to expedite permits for new/innovative treatment 
technologies and to foster research and development of 
alternative treatment technologies. 

A file containing current information, technical reports, reference 
documents, and Technical Assistance Grant application 
information on a CERCLA/Superfund site. The information 
repository is usually located in a public building that is 
convenient for local residents, such as a public school, city hall, or 
library. The information repository includes the administrative 
record file. The administrative record includes all documents that 
EPA considered or relied on in selecting the response action at a 
CERCLA/Superfund site, culminating in the record of decision 
for remedial action. 

Pertaining to or composed of chemical compounds that do not 
contain carbon and hydrogen as the principal elements (excepting 
carbonates, [e.g., limestone] cyanides, and cyanates), that is, 
matter other than plant or animal. 

A silvery-white metallic element. It is a heavy, magnetic, 
malleable metal occurring in meteorites and combined in a wide 
range of ores, soils, and most igneous rocks. It is one of the most 
widely used metals, and plays a role in biological processes. 

A disposal site where solid wastes are buried in layers of earth. 

A heavy metal that is hazardous to health if breathed or 
swallowed. Its use in gasoline, paints, and plumbing compounds 
has been sharply restricted or eliminated by federal laws and 
regulations. 
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GLOSSARY 

Massachusetts Contingency  These regulations (310 CMR 40.00) were first promulgated under  
Plan (MCP) 	 M.G.L. c.21E (The Massachusetts Superfund Law) in 1988. The 

MCP was extensively revised in October 1993 and has undergone 
additional minor modifications several times since then. The 
regulations provide for the protection of health, safety, public 
welfare, and the environment by establishing requirements for the 
assessment of the nature and extent of contamination caused by 
releases or threats of releases of oil and hazardous materials, by 
providing for evaluation of the threats and risks posed by the 
releases, and by providing for the abatement, prevention, and 
cleanup of releases. 

Memorandum of	 A legal agreement signed by MDEP and EPA in June 1992 to 
Understanding (MOU) 	 provide for the coordination of the implementation of remedial 

actions required to be taken by General Electric/Pittsfield 
pursuant to EPA’s RCRA Corrective Action Permit and MDEP’s 
May and June 1990 Consent Orders. This MOU was the result of 
an appeal of the Corrective Action Permit by MDEP and also 
contains provisions for the orderly resolution of any disputes that 
may arise between MDEP and EPA during the implementation of 
the permit and Consent Orders. 

Heavy Metals	 Metallic elements with high atomic weights, e.g., mercury, 
chromium, cadmium, arsenic, and lead. At certain concentrations, 
they can damage living organisms and tend to accumulate in the 
food chain. 

Methylene chloride	 A colorless liquid, volatile, practically nonflammable and 
nonexplosive; used as a refrigerant in centrifugal compressors, a 
solvent for organic materials, and a component in nonflammable 
paint-remover mixtures. Humans acutely exposed to methylene 
chloride experience adverse effects of the central nervous system 
and the heart.  Animal studies indicate acute exposures to high 
levels of methylene chloride can adversely affect the liver and the 
kidney. 

Migration	 Movement of a topographic feature, population, or contaminant 
from one place to another, for example, movement of a sand dune 
by wind action, or a contaminant from surface soil into 
groundwater. 

Mineral oil	 A highly refined, colorless, tasteless, and odorless petroleum oil 
used medicinally as an internal lubricant and for the manufacture 
of salves and ointments. Also known as medicinal oil. 

Mitigation	 Measures taken to reduce adverse impacts on the environment. 
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GLOSSARY 

Monitor Well A well used to obtain water quality samples or to measure 
groundwater levels. Also, wells drilled at CERCLA/Superfund 
sites to collect groundwater samples for the purpose of physical, 
chemical, or biological analysis to determine the amounts, types, 
and distribution of contaminants in the groundwater beneath the 
site. 

National Priorities List The EPA’s list of the most serious uncontrolled or abandoned 
hazardous waste sites identified for possible long-term remedial 
action under CERCLA/Superfund. The list is based primarily on 
the score a site receives from the Hazard Ranking System. EPA is 
required to update the list at least once a year. 

Non-aqueous phase 
liquid (NAPL) 

Non-aqueous phase liquids are hydrocarbon liquids (commonly 
referred to as oils) that do not readily mix with (separate phase) or 
dissolve in water (non-aqueous). Typical NAPLs include gasoline, 
fuel oils, and dry cleaning solvents. NAPLs are often referred to as 
light (LNAPL) or dense (DNAPL), depending on whether the 
NAPL is lighter or denser than water. LNAPLs tend to float on 
water, whereas DNAPLs tend to sink in water. 

Operable unit Term for each of a number of separate activities undertaken as 
part of a CERCLA/Superfund site cleanup. 

Ordnance Military material, such as weapons, ammunition, combat vehicles, 
and equipment. 

Organic compounds Animal or plant-produced substances containing mainly carbon, 
hydrogen, nitrogen, and oxygen. 

Oxbow A stream or river meander, having an extreme curvature such that 
only a neck of land is left between two parts of the stream. The 
name also applies to the horseshoe-shaped channel of a former 
meander, left when the stream or river formed a cutoff across a 
narrow meander neck. 

Parts per billion (ppb) Parts per billion are units of measure typically used to express 
extremely small concentrations of contaminants in groundwater 
or surface water. One part per billion is equivalent to 1 microgram 
per kilogram (µg/kg). 

Parts per million (ppm) Parts per million are a unit of measure for the concentration of a 
contaminant in another medium (e.g., soil, air, or water). One part 
per million would be equal to one second in 11 days, or one facial 
tissue in a stack of facial tissues higher than the Empire State 
building. Numerically, a part per million is represented as 
0.000001 or 1 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg). 
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GLOSSARY 

Pesticides 

Phenols 

Polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) 

Polychlorinated  
Dibenzodioxins/  
Polychlorinated  
Dibenzofurans (PCDDs/ 
PCDFs)  

Substances or mixtures of compounds intended for preventing, 
destroying, repelling, or mitigating any pest (e.g., rodents and 
insects). 

Organic compounds that are byproducts of petroleum refining, 
tanning, and textile, dye, and resin manufacturing. Low 
concentrations cause taste and odor problems in water; higher 
concentrations can kill aquatic life and humans. 

A series of 209 hazardous and very stable compounds (congeners)  
all composed of diphenyl rings with varying degrees of chlorine 
substitution for the hydrogen atoms. The more chlorinated PCBs 
have very low solubility in water and, due to a high resistance to 
chemical and biological breakdown, are extremely stable and 
persistent in the environment. PCBs tend to bioaccumulate in the 
foodchain, particularly in fatty tissue and in milk. PCBs have been 
shown to produce a wide variety of effects in many animals, 
including severe acne, cancer, liver damage, and reproductive and 
developmental effects. Monkeys, which are physiologically more 
similar to humans than other animals, have developed adverse 
immunological and neurological effects, as well as skin and eye 
irritations after being fed PCBs. Studies of exposed workers show 
that PCBs can cause skin problems such as acne and rashes and 
eye irritation. There are also studies which have reported 
neurological and behavioral abnormalities in infants born to 
mothers who ate PCB-contaminated fish. However, in these 
studies, the mothers’ exposures to PCBs were estimated and not 
measured directly. The neurobehavioral effects reported in these 
studies are similar to effects seen in monkeys (Integrated Risk 
Information System, 1994). PCB-containing fluids have been used 
in a wide variety of industrial applications including use in 
electrical, heat transfer, and hydraulic systems. Incomplete, low-
temperature incineration of PCBs may result in the generation of 
the more toxic PCDDs and PCDFs. 

A class of compounds that accumulate in fatty tissue and that are 
chemically similar to PCBs. These substances exhibit a stability 
and long-term persistence in the environment similar to those of 
PCBs. A wide variety of adverse effects including cancer, liver 
damage, and immunological and reproductive effects have been 
observed in laboratory animals exposed to PCDDs/PCDFs. The 
toxic effects of PCDDs/PCDFs in laboratory animals are 
reportedly similar to those observed for PCBs, only more 
pronounced and intensified, and occurring at lower doses. Of the 
different dioxins and furans, 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 
(2,3,7,8-TCDD) is the most toxic. In humans, exposures to 
PCDDs/PCDFs have been shown to produce skin irritations. 
There is also limited scientific evidence suggesting an association 
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Polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

Potentially Responsible 
Party (PRP) 

Proposed Plan 

Public Comment Period 

Record of Decision 

GLOSSARY 

in humans between exposure to PCDDs/PCDFs and increased 
cancer. PCDFs are found as contaminants in PCB fluids and are 
formed during manufacture or when the fluids are used in high-
temperature applications. PCDDs and PCDFs are also believed to 
form during the incomplete, low-temperature burning (below 
700 °C) of PCBs and other organic compounds found in industrial 
and municipal wastes. 

A group of over 100 different organic compounds that are formed 
during the incomplete burning of coal, oil and gas, garbage, or 
other organic substances like tobacco or charbroiled meat. PAHs 
are usually found in soot as a mixture containing two or more of 
these compounds. Some PAHs are manufactured. These pure 
PAHs usually exist as colorless, white, or pale yellow-green solids. 
PAHs are found in coal tar, crude oil, creosote, and roofing tar, 
and a few are used in medicines or to make dyes, plastics, and 
pesticides. 

These compounds have low solubilities in water and moderate 
persistence in the environment. Dissolved PAHs are toxic to 
aquatic organisms at concentrations generally between 0.1 and 0.5 
ppm. A high incidence of oral, dermal, and liver tumors have 
been observed in bottom-dwelling fish inhabiting areas containing 
PAH-contaminated sediments. In low concentrations, PAHs have 
been shown to affect the growth, development, and feeding rates 
of aquatic organisms. The most common and most toxic PAH, 
benzo(a)pyrene, is a known carcinogen in mammals and has been 
shown to produce tumors in mice, rats, hamsters, guinea pigs, 
rabbits, ducks, and monkeys. 

Any individual or company, including owners, operators,  
transporters, or generators, potentially responsible for, or 
contributing to, a spill or other contamination at a Superfund site. 
Whenever possible, through administrative and legal actions, EPA 
requires PRPs to clean up hazardous sites they have 
contaminated. 

A plan for a site cleanup that is available to the public for 
comment. 

A time period for the public to review and comment on various 
documents and agency actions. 

A public document that explains which cleanup alternative(s) will 
be used at National Priorities List sites. 

Remedial Action The actual construction or implementation phase of a CERCLA/ 
Superfund site cleanup that follows the remedial design.  

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_ATB.DOC B-9 03/28/02 



  

  

 

 

 

 

 
  

 

 
  

 

  
 

 
 

 

 

   
 

 

 
 

Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

GLOSSARY 

Remedial Design 

Remedial Investigation 

Removal Action 

Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

Sediment 

Semivolatile organic 
compound (SVOC) 

Sheetpiling 

A phase of a CERCLA/Superfund site cleanup that follows the 
remedial investigation/feasibility study and includes 
development of engineering drawings and specifications for a site 
remedial action. 

An in-depth investigation designed to gather the data necessary to 
determine the nature and extent of contamination and to perform 
a baseline risk assessment to determine the need for any remedial 
action at a Superfund site. The remedial investigation is usually 
done in conjunction with the feasibility study. Together, they are 
referred to as the RI/FS. 

A short-term immediate action taken to address a release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances. 

A Federal law that established a regulatory system to track 
hazardous substances from their generation to disposal. The law 
(enacted in 1976) requires safe and secure procedures to be used 
in treating, transporting, storing, and disposing of hazardous 
substances. Any parties that produce, burn, distribute, or market 
hazardous-waste-derived fuels are also regulated. Under RCRA, 
all hazardous wastes must be identified and classified. In 
addition, RCRA contains requirements concerning the design, 
installation, and containment of underground storage tanks and 
for associated groundwater monitoring. Finally, RCRA contains 
provisions and guidelines concerning hazardous waste 
management (including recycling, reuse, and treatment), and for 
solid waste management (including resource recovery and 
resource conservation systems). RCRA is designed to prevent the 
creation of new, uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. 

Soil, sand, and minerals washed from land into water usually 
after rain. They pile up in reservoirs, rivers, and harbors.  In 
excessive amounts, they can destroy fish-nesting areas and holes 
of water animals and can cloud the water so that needed sunlight 
may not reach aquatic plants. Careless farming, mining, and 
building activities will expose soils, allowing greater than normal 
amounts to be washed off the land after rainfalls. 

Any organic compound (chemical containing carbon) 
characterized by its lesser tendency to evaporate when exposed 
to air as compared to volatile organic compounds. 

Sheet metal that is driven vertically into the ground to form a 
barrier that will obstruct the movement of earth, water, or 
contaminants. 
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GLOSSARY 

Short Term Measure (STM) A remedial measure under the 1988 version of the MCP intended 

Sludge 

Solvents 

Superfund 

Technical Assistance 
Grant Program 

Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 

Toxic 

Toxic Chemical 

Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA) 

Transformer 

to reduce the risks at a disposal site, or portions of a disposal site, 
by allowing the implementation of accelerated remedial actions to 
stabilize, treat, control, minimize, or eliminate releases, prior to 
the completion of a MDEP-approved cleanup of the entire site. 

A semi-solid residue from any of a number of air- or water-
treatment processes. Sludge can contain hazardous waste. 

Substances (usually liquid) capable of dissolving or dispersing 
one or more other substances. 

The program, operated under the legislative authority of CERCLA 
and Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act, that funds 
and carries out EPA solid waste emergency and long-term 
removal and remedial activities. These activities include 
establishing the National Priorities List, investigating sites for 
inclusion on the list, determining their priority, and conducting 
and/or supervising the cleanup and other remedial actions. 

A grant program that provides funds for qualified citizens’ 
groups to hire independent technical advisors to help them 
understand and comment on technical decisions relating to 

 CERCLA/Superfund cleanup actions. 

A stable, colorless liquid, nonflammable and nonexplosive, with 
low toxicity, used as an industrial and dry cleaning solvent and 
for metal cleaning. Exposure to very high concentrations of 
tetrachloroethylene can cause dizziness, headaches, sleepiness, 
confusion, nausea, and difficulty in speaking and walking. EPA 
considers tetrachloroethylene as an intermediate between a 
probable and possible human carcinogen. EPA is in the process of 
revising its cancer risk assessment guidelines and is currently 
reassessing this pollutant.  

Harmful to living organisms. 

Any chemical listed in EPA rules as “Toxic Chemicals Subject to 
Section 313 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-
Know Act of 1986.” 

The Toxic Substances Control Act, passed by Congress in 1976, 
provides the legal basis for regulations concerning all aspects of 
the manufacture of toxic substances. Establishment and 
enforcement of such regulations is carried out by EPA. 

A major component of our electrical distribution system primarily 
used to convert or step down high alternating current (ac) 
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GLOSSARY 

voltages needed during long-distance electrical transmission to 
the low ac voltages used in businesses and private homes. An 
electrical component consisting of two or more multiturn coils of 
wire placed in close proximity to cause the magnetic field of one 
to link to the other; used to transfer electric energy from one or 
more alternating-current circuits to one or more other circuits by 
magnetic induction. Large outdoor transformers are typically 
filled with oils (dielectric fluids) to provide electrical insulation 
and cooling. 

Trichloroethylene (TCE)	 A nonflammable liquid used as a solvent and in degreasing metal. 
Trichloroethylene is a colorless, nonflammable liquid, which is 
used as an industrial solvent for cleaning metal parts. Drinking or 
breathing high levels of trichloroethylene may cause nervous 
system effects, liver and lung damage, abnormal heartbeat, and 
coma. EPA considers trichloroethylene as an intermediate 
between a probable and possible human carcinogen. EPA is in the 
process of revising its cancer risk assessment guidelines and is 
currently reassessing this pollutant. 

Wastewater	 The spent or used water from a home, community, farm, or 
industry that contains dissolved or suspended matter. 

Volatile Organic	 Any organic compound (chemical containing carbon) 
Compounds (VOCs)	 characterized by its greater tendency to evaporate when exposed 

to air. They are targeted by the EPA for sampling because they 
pose an inhalation hazard, particularly in basements due to 
volatilization from shallow contaminated groundwater.  

Zinc	 A shiny, bluish-white, lustrous metal that is capable of being 
mixed with water when pure; used in alloys, metal coatings, 
electrical fuses, and dry cells. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
LOCATIONS OF INFORMATION REPOSITORIES AND 
LOCATIONS FOR PUBLIC MEETINGS 

C.1 LOCATIONS OF INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 

To provide the public with convenient access to information about the 
GE/Housatonic River Project, EPA has established several information 
repositories. The repositories contain current information, technical 
reports, work plans, fact sheets, and reference documents about the site. 
EPA has placed the information repositories at different locations along 
the Housatonic River. 

To ensure the effectiveness of the repositories, in recent months, EPA has 
been reviewing the status of the existing repositories and consulting with 
members of the CCC and the CT Subcommittee of the CCC. In light of 
that review and those discussions, EPA has determined that, in the 
future, relevant information regarding the GE/Housatonic River Project 
will be made available at the following repository locations: 

1.	 Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library 
Reference Department 
1 Wendell Avenue 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Contact: 	Madeline Kelly 
(413) 499-9480 

Hours: 	Monday-Thursday �9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Friday�9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Saturday�10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

Summer Hours (July/August): 
Monday, Wednesday, and Friday�9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Tuesday and Thursday�9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Saturday�10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
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LOCATIONS OF INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 
AND LOCATIONS FOR PUBLIC MEETINGS 

2.
 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Simon’s Rock College of Bard Library 
84 Alford Road 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 

Contact: Joan Goodkind 
(413) 528-7274 

Hours:	 Monday-Friday—8:30 a.m. to Midnight 
Saturday—10:00 a.m. to Midnight 
Sunday—Noon to Midnight 

Summer and School Break Hours: 
Monday-Friday—9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

Cornwall Public Library 
30 Pine Street 
Cornwall, CT 06796 

Contact: Virginia Potter
 (860) 672-4959 
Hours:	 Monday, Tuesday, Thursday—Noon to 5:30 p.m. 

Wednesday – 12:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
Friday – 9:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. 
Saturday – 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 

Kent Memorial Library (Kent Library Association) 
32 North Main Street 
Kent, CT 06757 

Contact: Cynthia Johnson
 (860) 927-3761 
Hours:	 Monday – Friday: 10:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. 

Saturday: 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

Housatonic Valley Association 
150 Kent Road 
Cornwall Bridge, CT 06754 

Contact: Ruth Marlin 
(860) 672-6678 

Hours: Monday – Friday: 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
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LOCATIONS OF INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 
AND LOCATIONS FOR PUBLIC MEETINGS 

EPA also has an extensive internet web site devoted to the 
GE/Housatonic River Project (http://www.epa.gov/ne/ge). On this web 
site, EPA places current and historical information relevant to the project. 

In addition, copies of information related to the GE/Housatonic River 
Project are maintained in the following agency locations: 

1.	 EPA Records Center 
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, MA 02114
 (617) 918-1440 
Hours: Monday – Friday: 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

2.	 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
436 Dwight Street, Suite 500 
Springfield, MA 01103
 (413) 784-1100 
Hours: Wednesday: 9:00 a.m. to 12 noon and 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

3.	 Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106
 (860) 424-3714 
Hours: Monday – Friday: 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 

C.2 CONSENT DECREE REPOSITORIES 

Copies of the Consent Decree and its appendices are available in the 
following locations: 

1.	 Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library 
Reference Department 
1 Wendell Avenue 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
413-499-9488 

2.	 Berkshire County Chamber of Commerce 
66 West Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
413-499-4000 

3.	 Lenox Public Library 

18 Main Street
 
Lenox, MA 01240
 
413-637-0197
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LOCATIONS OF INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 
AND LOCATIONS FOR PUBLIC MEETINGS 

4.	 Simon’s Rock College of Bard 
84 Alford Road 
Great Barrington, MA 01230 
413-528-7274 

5.	 Berkshire Regional Planning Commission 
1 Fenn Street, Suite 201, 2nd Floor 
Pittsfield, MA 01201-6229 
413-442-1521 

6. 	Housatonic River Initiative 
20 Bank Row 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
413-499-6112 

7.	 Oliver Wolcott Library 
160 South Street/P.O. Box 187 
Litchfield, CT 06759 
860-567-8030 

8. 	Housatonic Valley Association 
150 Kent Road 
Cornwall Bridge, CT 06754 
860-672-6678 

9.	 Cornwall Public Library 
30 Pine Street 
Cornwall, CT 06796 
860-672-6874 

10. Kent Memorial Library 
32 North Main Street 
Kent, CT 06757 
860-927-3761 

C.3 RECOMMENDED LOCATIONS FOR PUBLIC MEETINGS 

1.	 Pittsfield High School 
300 East Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Contact: Mr. George Wilson, Vice Principal 
(413) 499-9535 

Auditorium: Seating for 425 people. A public address system is 
available but usually not needed because of excellent acoustics. 

Library: Seating for 30 to 40 people. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

LOCATIONS OF INFORMATION REPOSITORIES  
AND LOCATIONS FOR PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Both of the rooms are handicapped accessible. Basic audio-visual 
equipment (e.g., overhead and slide projectors) is available for 
meeting use. Final authorization for room reservations is approved 
through the Public Buildings office.  Mr. Wilson assists in 
coordinating meeting room reservations with the meeting planner 
and the Public Buildings office. 

Italian American Club 
203 Newell Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Contact: Gladys Consti 
(413) 499-3871 

To request a date/time contact Gladys Consti. The club is not 
available on Wednesdays. Final authorization for room bookings is 
given by Club management. 

Contact: Donald Lucaroni, President 
(413) 447-9492 

Auditorium (Hall): Seating for 20 to 100 people. 

Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library 
1 Wendell Avenue 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 

Contact: Joan Johnson 
(413) 499-9484 

Conference room: Seating for 20 to 30 people. 
Auditorium: Seating for 20 to 100 people. 

Reid Middle School 
950 North Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
Colleen Rossi, Principal 
(413) 448-9620 
 Contact: Maintenance 

(413) 499-4477 
Auditorium: Seating for 600 people. The facility is handicapped 
accessible. Basic audiovisual equipment is available for meeting use. 

Kent Town Hall 
41 Kent Green Blvd. 
Kent, CT 06757 

Contact: Laurie Seasholes 
(860) 927-4627 

Meeting Room: Seating for 350 people. The facility is handicapped 
accessible. Basic audiovisual equipment is available for meeting use. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

This attachment provides a listing of newspaper articles regarding the 
GE/Housatonic River Site from the Berkshire Eagle in Pittsfield, 
Massachusetts, and the Boston Globe in Boston, Massachusetts. The list of 
articles is provided in reverse chronological order, with the more recent 
articles first. The articles from the Berkshire Eagle were obtained from the 
Internet (http://www.berkshireeagle.com) and through an interlibrary 
search. The articles from the Boston Globe were obtained through a 
subscription electronic information service, Dialog Corporation and from 
the Internet (http://www.boston.com/globe). The Berkshire Eagle listing 
contains articles from February 1980 through July 2001. The articles from 
the Boston Globe date from July 1980 through August 2001. When the 
information was available, the edition, section, and page number in 
which the article appeared have been referenced in the listing. The 
newspaper clippings, which are presented after the listing of articles, 
have been selected because they correspond to some of the significant 
milestones for the GE/Housatonic River Site (see Figure 3-1). 

The Berkshire Eagle maintains a daily circulation of 30,863 and a Sunday 
circulation of 34,890. The Berkshire Eagle Editor is David Scribner and the 
Editorial Page editor is William Everhart. The Boston Globe maintains a 
daily circulation of 477,074 and a Sunday circulation of 722,729. The 
Boston Globe Editor is Martin Baron and the Editorial Page editor is Renee 
Loth. Addresses and telephone numbers of the Berkshire Eagle and Boston 
Globe are available in Attachment A.10. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BERKSHIRE EAGLE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Friday,  
July 13, 2001 

River restoration group releases plan Housatonic River Restoration has announced 
the publication of a community-based 
Housatonic River Education Action Plan. 

Friday,  Board explores design options for GE The redevelopment of the PCB-contaminated 
June 22, 2001 site General Electric Co. site presents opportunities 

and challenges. One early issue is whether to 
use existing building foundations or create 
new foundations for new businesses. 

The Pittsfield Economic Development 
Authority (PEDA), which is developing a 
master plan for the 52-acre site, wrestled 
yesterday with this straightforward, yet 
complicated, question. GE has agreed to 
demolish the buildings within the site, leaving 
775,000 square feet of building foundations or 
“footprints” dispersed in three general areas. 

Saturday, 
February 3, 
2001 

State warns people not to eat Goodrich 
Pond fish 

The state yesterday warned people not to eat 
fish caught in Goodrich Pond after tests 
revealed the fish caught there contain high 
levels of toxic PCBs. 

Thursday, 
January 25, 
2001 

GE working through winter on 
cleanup of PCBs in river 

General Electric Co. has worked through the 
winter in the Housatonic River, continuing a 
dredging plan that fell behind schedule during 
the summer and fall. 

Thursday, 
December 21, 
2000 

PCB health panel encounters 
skepticism 

Two months after it released a report on the 
health effects of PCBs, an expert panel 
convened in Pittsfield on Tuesday night to 
field questions from the public. But the 
discussion, far from answering residents’ 
concerns, seemed to raise doubts about the 
adequacy of the report while exposing long 
simmering tensions between some 
environmental advocates and the state 
Department of Public Health.  

Sunday, 
December 10, 
2000 

GE uses varying cleanup tactics On the surface, the Hudson River in New York 
state and the Housatonic have a great deal in 
common. Both are rivers that have been 
heavily contaminated by PCBs left by General 
Electric. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BERKSHIRE EAGLE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Wednesday, 
November 29, 
2000 

Pittsfield submits report on dump site The King street dump, a now-closed municipal 
landfill, has long been suspected of containing 
PCBs that were used at General Electric’s plant 
in the center of the city. 

Tuesday, 
November 28, 
2000 

GE files lawsuit charging Superfund 
provisions are unconstitutional 

GE called Superfund –- the federal program 
that cleans up hazardous waste sites –
“unconstitutional” because its provisions don’t 
provide constitutional due process. 

Tuesday, 
November 28, 
2000 

Upper Housatonic River watershed 
proposed as National Heritage Area 

Supporters of the Upper Housatonic know the 
river holds aesthetic and historic value, but 
they’ll have to wait up to three years before 
Congress decides on whether to designate it a 
National Heritage Area.  

Thursday, 
November 23, 
2000 

Cleanup plan still calls for dredging After months of review and public comment, 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has 
announced its final plan to clean a 1.5-mile 
stretch of the Housatonic River. For the most 
part, few alterations were made after the 
details of the cleanup were first proposed in 
July. 

Tuesday, 
November 21, 
2000 

Housatonic River cleanup delayed 
once again by pocket of toxic oil 

PCB cleanup in the Housatonic River has again 
been stalled by the presence of a pocket of 
toxic oil in the riverbank. 

Friday, 
November 17, 
2000 

PEDA plans for reuse of GE property Though millions of dollars in settlement 
money from General Electric has not yet 
arrived, the Pittsfield Economic Development 
Authority is moving along in its plans to 
redevelop a portion of GE’s plant in the center 
of Pittsfield. 

Wednesday, 
November 8, 
2000 

EPA pondering cleanup delay The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has 
not yet responded to a request by General 
Electric Co. to extend the cleanup deadline for 
a half-mile stretch of the Housatonic River. 

Tuesday, 
November 7, 
2000 

Initial tests find no PCBs in West 
Branch of river 

Though there is PCB contamination along a 
strip of riverbank between Dorothy Amos Park 
and the Housatonic River, it appears that the 
toxin has not bled from the soil into the river 
itself, according to preliminary results of tests 
conducted by the state Department of 
Environmental Protection. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BERKSHIRE EAGLE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Sunday, 
November 5, 
2000 

With PCB deal finalized, cleanup can 
start in earnest 

For decades, most of the General Electric plant 
in the center of the city has been unusable, 
heavily contaminated with PCBs. The 
Housatonic River, which flows through 
Pittsfield and winds its way through the 
Berkshires and into Connecticut, has been 
similarly tainted.  

Saturday, 
November 4, 
2000 

Dam removal lets Housatonic flow free The Housatonic River flowed into its restored 
channel for the first time since the 19th century 
yesterday afternoon following a ceremony 
attended by several state officials to celebrate 
the removal of Crane & Co.’s Berkshire Mill 
Dam. 

Friday,  
November 3, 
2000 

EPA pens comfort letters for residents The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has 
begun the process of issuing homeowners 
affected by PCB contamination letters that will 
exonerate them from future liability related to 
the toxic pollution.  

Wednesday, 
November 1, 
2000 

City, state look ahead to future of GE 
site 

Four days after a federal judge approved the 
PCB cleanup agreement, a host of city, state 
and federal officials gathered to welcome the 
giant settlement and discuss plans for the 
future. 

Tuesday, PEDA at work on GE site plan Approval of the massive PCB cleanup 
October 31, agreement last Friday frees the Pittsfield 
2000 Economic Development Authority to begin 

planning new uses for the 52-acre site that 
General Electric eventually will turn over to 
the authority. 

Saturday, GE, EPA cheer; critics voice dismay A federal judge’s decision to approve the PCB 
October 28, cleanup agreement was greeted warmly by 
2000 state and federal officials, but with trepidation 

by those who had challenged the terms of the 
settlement.  

Saturday, PCB cleanup gets green light The mammoth PCB cleanup agreement 
October 28, between the government and General Electric 
2000 was approved yesterday by a federal judge, 

paving the way for removal of the toxin from 
Pittsfield and stretches of the Housatonic River 
and for an intense investigation into the scope 
and impact of the contamination in the 
ecosystem.  

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_ATD.DOC 03/29/02D-4 



  

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

  
 

Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BERKSHIRE EAGLE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Wednesday, 
October 25, 
2000 

EPA files response to critics of cleanup Setting the stage for a showdown in U.S. 
District Court on Friday, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency responded 
to critics of the PCB cleanup agreement 
Monday, submitting a motion it hopes will 
convince a judge that the settlement is a sound 
solution to the heavy contamination here. 

Monday, 
October 23, 
2000 

GE: Study supports its claims Signaling that battles over the PCB cleanup of 
the Housatonic River may lie ahead, General 
Electric announced Thursday that the results of 
a recent health study related to the toxin 
should be taken into account when any future 
plans are made.  

Friday, 
October 20, 
2000 

Oil, dirt from road may be polluting 
river 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is 
investigating the source of oil and dirt found to 
be seeping into the Housatonic River, and 
suspects construction on Merrill Road is the 
culprit. 

Thursday, 
October 19, 
2000 

Study: PCB blood levels in county are 
average 

Despite heavy PCB contamination in the 
Housatonic River, residents of the Berkshires 
have not developed PCB blood levels higher 
than the national average, according to a state 
study released yesterday that re-examined the 
national background level of PCBs in the 
human population. 

Wednesday, 
October 18, 
2000 

EPA forming expert panel to review 
PCB cleanup model 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
took a step toward diagnosing the ailments of 
the Housatonic River yesterday, asking the 
public to nominate candidates to sit on a panel 
that will evaluate the EPA’s computer model 
of PCB contamination in the river. 

Thursday, PCB hot spot found beside West St. About 150 feet of riverbank that runs alongside 
October 5, park a city park is contaminated with PCBs, 
2000 according to preliminary results from a state 

investigation into potential pollution in the 
West Branch of the Housatonic River. 

Thursday, GE requests deadline extension for Blaming a host of factors, General Electric has 
October 5, cleanup of first part of river asked that the deadline for completion of PCB 
2000 removal from a half-mile stretch of the 

Housatonic River be extended until August. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BERKSHIRE EAGLE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Thursday, 
September 28, 
2000 

Clock ticking on PCB settlement 
motions 

Two city groups asking a federal judge to 
dismiss the PCB cleanup agreement have filed 
their arguments with the court, and one more 
group will submit its motion by Monday. The 
motions are the first stage in a three-part 
process that will conclude with a judge either 
accepting or denying the mammoth 
agreement. 

Wednesday, 
September 27, 
2000 

Housatonic PCB tests not falsified The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
said yesterday that tests performed on samples 
taken from Pittsfield and the Housatonic River 
were not affected by allegedly falsified reports 
submitted by a Texas laboratory. 

Thursday, 
September 21, 
2000 

GE sues gas co. over tar in river General Electric Co. has brought a lawsuit 
against Berkshire Gas in an effort to recoup 
money GE spent removing coal tar from the 
Housatonic River.  

Wednesday, 
August 23, 
2000 

PCB cleanups moving briskly at 
residences 

By the end of the year, General Electric Co. will 
have removed PCB-contaminated soil from 
about 170 residential properties in Pittsfield 
and will have cleaned almost all of the 
properties thus far identified as contaminated.  

Saturday, 
August 12, 
2000 

Debate rages in Conn. over PCB 
residue 

Though Kent is more than 60 miles from 
Pittsfield, the same PCBs from the General 
Electric Co. plant that contaminated the 
Housatonic River in Berkshire County have 
sullied the stretch of the river that runs 
through this small town.  

Wednesday, 
August 9, 2000 

River cleanup delayed by rain, high 
PCB levels 

The first phase of a project to rid two miles of 
the Housatonic River of PCBs has been 
severely delayed by weather and heavier levels 
of contamination than expected. 

Friday, 
August 4, 2000 

EPA’s river study stalled The slow progress through federal court of the 
PCB cleanup agreement is delaying the 
findings of a massive study by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency to determine 
the effect of PCB contamination in the lower 
reaches of the Housatonic River. 

Thursday, 
August 3, 2000 

Kennedy visits to see progress of PCB 
cleanup 

U.S. Sen. Edward M. Kennedy made a quick 
sweep through Berkshire County yesterday on 
a “mix of business and pleasure,” according to 
his spokesman. 
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Tuesday, 
April 11, 2000 

Compromise reached on PCB pact A potential court fight over the consent decree 
for General Electric Co.’s PCB cleanup of its 
industrial plant, the Housatonic River and 
surrounding properties may have been 
averted, officials said yesterday.  

Sunday, 
March 19, 2000 

PCB decree fallout building One might think people would eventually tire 
of discussing an issue that has been the subject 
of sometimes-heated public debate for the past 
three years. 

Friday,  
March 3, 2000 

PCB pact faces more challenges At least three more groups of city property 
owners and environmental advocates are 
considering filing motions in U.S. District 
Court to block the PCB cleanup settlement 
with General Electric as opposition to the 
consent decree widens.  

Tuesday, 
February 29, 
2000 

Second challenge filed to PCB cleanup 
decree 

Another motion has been filed in opposition to 
the proposed PCB cleanup settlement, this time 
by Newell Street business owners who say 
they will be left with worthless property if the 
settlement is approved in its current form. 

Tuesday, 
February 29, 
2000 

Business leaders write letter in support 
of PCB settlement 

A coalition of business leaders, many of whom 
were vocal opponents of a Superfund cleanup 
and supported a negotiated PCB settlement 
two years ago, has sent a statement to The 
Eagle backing the consent decree. 

Sunday, 
February 27, 
2000 

Despite criticism, HRI still undaunted The Housatonic River Initiative, founder and 
state Rep. Christopher Hodgkins remembered 
earlier this week, came about in 1992 because 
“someone needed to wake up in the morning 
thinking about PCBs in the river.” 

Wednesday, 
February 23, 
2000 

River group moves to halt PCB accord An environmental advocacy group has 
challenged the PCB cleanup proposed by 
General Electric and state and federal agencies 
in federal court, an act city leaders say could 
threaten the river cleanup and the 
redevelopment of the GE site.  
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Friday, 
February 18, 
2000 

GE to sample West Branch of 
Housatonic 

General Electric has offered to sample the West 
Branch of the Housatonic River for PCB 
contamination, while at the same time 
reserving the right to contest whether the state 
Department of Environmental Protection can 
order the company to do the tests.  

Thursday, 
December 9, 
1999 

Cleanup done on first section of East 
Branch of Housatonic 

Three hundred feet down, half a mile to go. 
That’s the state of affairs in the East Branch of 
the Housatonic River, where the first section of 
the so-called “first half-mile” cleanup—the 
section of the river between the Newell Street 
and Lyman Street bridges—has been 
completed.  

Thursday, 
December 9, 
1999 

PCB ‘hot spot’ found near West Street 
park 

The West Branch of the Housatonic River 
south of Dorothy Amos Park is contaminated 
by PCBs, and the state Department of 
Environmental Protection has asked General 
Electric to investigate that section of the river 
in greater detail.  

Friday, Sign, sealed, delivered The consent decree setting forth the PCB 
October 8, cleanup agreement between General Electric 
1999 Co., the Environmental Protection Agency, the 

city of Pittsfield and other federal and state 
agencies was signed and put before a federal 
judge in Springfield yesterday afternoon. 

Friday, State civil suit settled State Attorney General Thomas Reilly has 
October 8, announced a $1.25 million settlement with 
1999 General Electric Co., putting to rest allegations 

that the company failed to comply with 
environmental reporting requirements dealing 
with properties that received PCB-
contaminated fill from the company decades 
ago. 

Thursday, PCB cleanup agreement getting final The written version of the year-old cleanup 
October 7, signatures agreement among General Electric Co., the U.S. 
1999 Environmental Protection Agency, the state 

Department of Environmental Protection, the 
city of Pittsfield and other government 
agencies has been completed and is in the 
process of being signed by participating 
parties. 
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Friday, 
August 27, 
1999 

River ducks full of PCBs PCB levels in ducks collected along the 
Housatonic River near Woods Pond last fall by 
the Environmental Protection Agency were 
among the highest biologists have ever seen— 
hundreds of times higher than the federal 
government considers safe to eat. 

Thursday, 
August 26, 
1999 

Allendale yard free of PCBs All contaminated soil at the Allendale School 
yard was completely removed as of yesterday 
afternoon, according to General Electric 
spokesman Gary Sheffer, leaving only 
restorative work to be done when school starts 
in September. 

Saturday, 
June 26, 1999 

River plan maps out goals for 
Housatonic 

A fishable, swimmable river. That is the goal of 
Housatonic River Restoration, Inc,. a non
profit coalition of 27 county stakeholder 
groups that has produced a blueprint for 
attaining it.  

Friday, 
June 25, 1999 

Allendale neighbors brace for big dig Neighbors of Allendale School are bracing for 
yet another summer of disruption as General 
Electric gets set to dig out more than 40,000 
tons of PCB-contaminated soil from the 
schoolyard. 

Friday, 
June 25, 1999 

Start of work at Allendale awaits final 
consent decree 

The long and contentious PCB cleanup consent 
decree negotiations reached a critical juncture 
late this week as all sides struggled to complete 
the talks in time to start the Allendale School 
cleanup this summer.  

Thursday, 
June 24, 1999 

HRRI releases Housatonic River 
restoration plan 

Eighteen months after first asking Berkshire 
County residents to describe their vision of a 
restored Housatonic River, Housatonic River 
Restoration Inc. has released a 75-page draft 
restoration plan for public comment.  

Wednesday,  
June 23, 1999 

PCB cleanup of schoolyard will be 
done on fast track 

Heavy equipment will be rumbling six days a 
week this summer as General Electric 
contractors scramble to complete a major 
cleanup of the Allendale School playground, 
which was built on PCB-tainted fill 50 years 
ago. 
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Monday, 
April 12, 1999 

EPA studies will decide destiny of 
Housatonic 

While much of the public’s focus on the PCB 
issue for the last six months has been on three 
long-awaited Pittsfield-area projects, a large 
group of biologists and technicians are already 
conducting studies that will lay the 
groundwork for what’s likely to be the most 
contentious and nationally significant fight of 
all.  

Friday, 
April 2, 1999 

Two major PC cleanups slated to start 
this summer 

An Environmental Protection Agency 
spokesman said yesterday that despite the 
slow pace of the PCB consent decree 
negotiations between the EPA and General 
Electric, the agency still expects that work will 
proceed on two major cleanup projects this 
summer.  

Thursday, 
April 1, 1999 

PCB educational groups given funds 
by DEP 

The Department of Environmental Protection 
has awarded two PCB activist groups $10,000 
each to enable them to hire technical 
consultants and continue their public 
education efforts. 

Thursday, 
March 11, 1999 

Tracking frogs: Life with PCBs The wall of plastic fencing around this large 
puddle of water next to the Housatonic River 
looks like some forgotten effort by the “wrap 
artist” Christo. 

Thursday, 
March 11, 1999 

EPA cautious on PCB study The Environmental Protection Agency reacted 
cautiously yesterday to the release of a major 
study of General Electric capacitor workers 
that found no link between exposure to PCBs 
and diseases like cancer, hypertension, and 
certain heart and liver diseases.  

Wednesday, 
March 10, 1999 

Major study finds no PCB-cancer link In a major study of health and employment 
data from more than 7,000 former General 
Electric workers, researchers for a Washington-
based research institute have found no link 
between PCB exposure and deaths from cancer 
or other diseases, the institute reported 
yesterday.  

Tuesday, 
January 26, 
1999 

GE submits work plan for dredging 
Housatonic 

GE is proposing to remove more than 10,000 
cubic yards of river sediment and bank soils 
during the cleanup of a half a mile of the 
Housatonic River and its banks this year, 
according to a consultant’s report.  
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Monday, 
November 2, 
1998 

Citizens’ council to monitor PCB work Berkshire politicians, environmentalists, 
business and community leaders will meet this 
week to begin the daunting task of setting up a 
citizen’s council to monitor the implementation 
of the PCB settlement between the 
Environmental Protection Agency and GE. 

Saturday, 
October 31, 
1998 

For governor, Paul Cellucci The campaigns for governor have produced a 
disappointing dialogue on issues affecting the 
commonwealth now and in the future, a future 
that is by no means certain. The problem is that 
when it comes to issues that matter for the 
Berkshires, Mr. Harshbarger’s confrontational 
style has betrayed his campaign promises. Had 
Mr. Harshbarger been governor, it is fair to 
say, there would be no settlement between 
General Electric and the Environmental 
Protection Agency; there would be no 
redevelopment and cleanup of the 245-acre 
manufacturing facility; there would be no 
economic package for Pittsfield; there would 
not be as expeditious a removal of PCBs from 
the Housatonic River.  

Friday, 
October 30, 
1998 

County government and its successor Question 7 in the 3rd Berkshire District asks 
the state representative to vote in favor of 
legislation that would prohibit the state from 
backing the Environmental Protection Agency 
in designating General Electric plant and the 
Housatonic River a Superfund site. The 
question is not only irrelevant, it is a prime 
example of meddlesome referendum 
government. The Eagle urges a No vote as a 
vote against referendum designed to inhibit 
the work of government agencies. 
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Monday, 
October 26, 
1998 

The Settlement: Key to a Vision for 
Pittsfield and the Berkshires 

On Sept. 24, 1998, representatives of U.S. EPA, 
U.S. Department of Justice, the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department 
of Environmental Protection, Office of the 
Attorney General and Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs, the State of Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection and 
Office of the Attorney General, the U.S. 
Department of Interior, the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, the City of 
Pittsfield, and the General Electric Company 
reached a comprehensive agreement relating to 
GE’s Pittsfield facility and the Housatonic 
River. The agreement in principle provides for 
cleanup of the Housatonic River and 
associated areas, cleanup and economic 
redevelopment of the GE Plant Facility, 
environmental restoration of the River, 
compensation for natural resource damages, 
and government recovery of past and future 
response costs.  

Thursday, 
October 22, 
1998 

River advocates press for data on 
damage estimates 

State and federal officials confronted 
skepticism and frustration yesterday on the 
part of some environmentalists who want 
more information on how environmental 
regulators estimated the amount of long-term 
damage from PCBs on the Housatonic River 
and surrounding areas.  

Wednesday, 
October 21, 
1998 

Newell Street business owners say 
PCB pact doesn’t help them 

Business owners whose properties rest on 
highly contaminated former oxbows of the 
Housatonic River along Newell Street say that 
the PCB settlement worked out between the 
Environmental Protection Agency and General 
Electric does little for them. From their 
perspective, the settlement agreement 
announced Sept. 24 rewards GE for its 
longstanding unwillingness to clean up their 
properties. The agreement will only require GE 
to clean the soil to an average 25 parts per 
million PCBs in the top three feet. The 
agreement allows GE to leave an overall 
average of 200 ppm in the top six feet. 
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Friday, 
October 16, 
1998 

Pittsfield Co-op Bank buys lots for 
planned Dalton Ave. branch 

A month ago, Pittsfield Co-Operative Bank 
said it would be interested in establishing a 
branch office on Dalton Avenue. “We’re very 
excited because of the recent closure in the PCB 
issue,” Bernier said, referring to the cleanup 
agreement between the city, environmental 
regulators and General Electric. “The location 
is close to the brownfields site, and gives us the 
opportunity to provide financial services to 
new businesses and employees.” 

Friday, 
October 16, 
1998 

PEDA takes center stage What seemed like a pipe dream only months 
ago is now becoming reality the reviving of the 
long dormant 250-acre General Electric 
property in the center of Pittsfield’s core. The 
plan unveiled Wednesday by city leaders and 
General Electric holds great promise, but it 
won’t realize its potential unless the city 
aggressively markets the revived property to 
business and industry, and makes the right 
choices about what companies should move in. 

Friday, 
October 16, 
1998 

West St. park reopens after PCB 
cleanup 

City officials and General Electric 
representatives celebrated the reopening of a 
completely renovated Dorothy Amos Park 
yesterday in a small ceremony off West Street. 
The closing of the small, heavily used park last 
August after PCBs were found in the soil near 
playground equipment crystallized public 
concern about PCB contamination. 

Thursday, 
October 15, 
1998 

GE brownfields plan unveiled, $45 
million redevelopment is envisioned 

City leaders and General Electric yesterday 
unveiled a $45 million brownfields 
redevelopment plan that is expected to breathe 
life back into 1.5 million square feet of empty 
office and manufacturing space that was once 
the heart of the Berkshires’ economy. 

Wednesday, 
October 14, 
1998 

PCB-contaminated land restored after 
family turns down $600,000 

Merton Amuso of Hathaway Street has not 
always been happy with General Electric. His 
Aug. 8, 1996, letter to the editor about potential 
PCB contamination at his property. 
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Wednesday, 
October 14, 
1998 

Ceremony planned tomorrow to mark 
park improvements 

An official ribbon-cutting ceremony will be 
held at Dorothy Amos Park on West Street 
tomorrow at 9:30 a.m. Pittsfield Mayor Gerald 
S. Doyle Jr., Parks Commission Chairman 
Clifford J. Nilan, and Richard Gates, General 
Electric’s manager of Pittsfield/Housatonic 
remediation programs, will co-host the event. 
Neighbors, representatives of area 
organizations, officials involved in the project 
from the city, GE and the Department of 
Environmental Protection, and local dignitaries 
have been invited. 

Saturday, 
October 10, 
1998 

Concerns raised about Conn.’s share of 
PCB settlement money 

Rumors that Connecticut will receive the lion’s 
share of the $15 million natural resource 
damage payments from General Electric Co. 
are inaccurate, said Dale Young, a 
representative of the state Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs. On Wednesday, both 
Young and Bryan Olson, the EPA’s project 
manager, said no decisions had been made as 
to how the money, part of the $150 million to 
$250 million PCB settlement, should be 
apportioned. Young said that those decisions 
would be based on the ecologic value of 
specific restoration projects throughout the 
entire river watershed. 

Friday, PCB cleanup may take 10 years. Even as lawyers for General Electric, the  
October 9, Settlement includes provisions to aid city, and environmental regulators begin the 
1998 businesses on Newell Street long process of turning the landmark PCB 

agreement into a legally binding settlement, 
company and agency technicians have already 
begun a massive cleanup and restoration effort 
that may take a decade to complete. Richard 
Cavagnero, the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s team leader for the GE/Housatonic 
site, explained that it may take six months for 
the consent degree to be completed. By then, 
source control work on the Upper Reach of the 
Housatonic River will be well under way, and 
the engineering plans for next summer’s river 
dredging project and the cleanup of 
contamination in the Allendale School 
playground will be rounding into form. 
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Thursday, EPA official says dredging The compromise PCB dredging moratorium 
October 8, moratorium won’t impact Housatonic language in the Environmental Protection 
1998 River cleanup Agency’s budget will allow the cleanup of the 

Housatonic River to go forward as scheduled, 
an agency official in Washington said 
yesterday. The budget report forbids the EPA 
from undertaking or ordering PCB dredging 
projects until a report on the costs and benefits 
of dredging is returned by the National 
Academy of Sciences sometime after the year 
2000. 

Thursday, PCB settlement details emerge The Environmental Protection Agency  
October 8, heard the first rumblings of discontent 
1998 yesterday over its handshake agreement with 

General Electric to implement what the agency 
believes will be a quarter-billion dollar 
package of economic redevelopment, 
environmental cleanup and restoration for 
Pittsfield and Berkshire County. Last night, 
river advocates and several landowners let the 
agency know that they were unhappy with the 
part of the agreement that allows GE to landfill 
the majority of contaminated soil and sediment 
that will be cleaned up under the deal on the 
GE plant site. 

Thursday, State civil suit settled State Attorney General Thomas Reilly has 
October 8, announced a $1.25 million settlement with 
1998 General Electric Co., putting to rest allegations 

that the company failed to comply with 
environmental reporting requirements dealing 
with properties that received PCB-
contaminated fill from the company decades 
ago. 
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Thursday, In Brief. Pittsfield has narrowly dodged a bullet. Once 
October 8, PCB settlement will need protection again, Senator Edward M. Kennedy has come 
1998 to the rescue of the negotiated settlement 

between General Electric and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. Acting on 
behalf of GE to blunt cleanup of the Hudson 
River, a Superfund site since 1984 due to PCB 
contamination, Republican Congressman 
Gerald Solomon of New York had inserted a 
moratorium on river dredging into the EPA’s 
proposed budget authorization, but Mr. 
Kennedy has made sure that the measure 
contains compromise language allowing the 
Housatonic River and New Bedford Harbor 
cleanup projects to proceed. Mr. Solomon, 
mercifully, is leaving Congress, but Congress 
will remain littered with foes of the 
environment. Legislative vigilance on both the 
federal and state levels will continue to be 
necessary if the precedent-setting settlement is 
not to be undone by opportunists who have 
not the slightest interest in the Berkshires. 

Wednesday, 
October 7, 
1998 

Kennedy, Olver say dredging ban 
won’t affect deal 

Sen. Edward M. Kennedy and U.S. Rep. John 
W. Olver say they have blunted PCB-dredging 
moratorium language tacked onto the 
Environmental Protection Agency budget just 
enough to allow dredging of the Housatonic 
River and New Bedford Harbor to go forward. 
But the EPA is waiting to evaluate the measure 
before coming to that conclusion. The budget 
language, originally proposed by U.S. Rep. 
Gerald Solomon, R-N.Y., directed the EPA not 
to dredge PCB-contaminated sediments until 
the National Academy of Sciences completes a 
review of the costs and benefits of dredging 
and other techniques for cleaning 
contaminated sediments. That report isn’t 
expected until after the year 2000. 
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Wednesday, 
October 7, 
1998 

GE plans to staunch PCB leaks into 
river 

General Electric is proposing to drive barriers 
of steel sheet piling deep into the Housatonic 
River’s banks next to its plant and begin 
pumping a pool of underground oil from a 
former chemical dump nearby to eliminate any 
existing or future releases of PCBs to the river. 
GE project manager Jane Magee said the 
company expected to receive an approval letter 
from the Environmental Protection Agency 
yesterday, and begin taking soil borings and 
installing test wells today. 

Tuesday, Residents press for talks on PCB Now that GE has worked out a landmark PCB 
October 6, cleanup settlement with the Environmental Protection 
1998 Agency and the city, a group of homeowners 

with PCBs in their soil have renewed their call 
for the company to settle with them. 

Sunday, Praise all around for PCB settlement Although there are those who would have you 
October 4, (Letter to the Editor) believe differently, many members of local 
1998 environmental groups support the PCB 

settlement announced last week. While we 
would always like more, we understand the 
importance of a total package that gives 
everyone some satisfaction. Most importantly, 
our community and river will soon be 
involved in a cleanup process. Now is a time to 
say thank you. 

Thursday, Realtors grateful for pact on PCBs The city’s real estate agents are applauding the 
October 1, Sept. 24 agreement between General Electric 
1998 and the Environmental Protection Agency to 

clean up widespread PCB contamination in 
Pittsfield and the first two miles of the 
Housatonic River starting this fall. Realtors 
agreed this week that the landmark settlement, 
which GE says is worth $150 million but 
environmental regulators say is worth $250 
million, will give Pittsfield’s economy a badly 
needed boost. Since last spring, the threat of 
long delays resulting from a possible 
designation of the city as a federal Superfund 
site has had a chilling effect on the real estate 
market here, according to Richard F. Tucker of 
Tucker Associates. 
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Sunday, 
September 27, 
1998 

In Brief. 
Big guys hear from the new kid 

Among the significant achievements of the 
settlement reached this week between the 
Environmental Protection Agency and the 
General Electric Company is the rightful place 
of local community leadership at the 
bargaining table. Had not the city in the person 
of Mayor Gerald S. Doyle Jr. and City Council 
President Thomas Hickey demanded 
representation; had not the business 
community united in favor of a settlement; had 
not local environmental groups insisted on a 
voice in the proceedings; had not the 
congressional and state delegations supported 
the voices of their constituents, negotiations 
would have proceeded as a dispute between 
corporate and bureaucratic giants over abstract 
matters of law and policy, with little regard for 
what concrete effects those laws and policies 
would have in the real world of the Berkshires. 
When millions of dollars are involved and 
when national precedents are at stake, the 
voice of the majority from a small city like 
Pittsfield or the concerns of landowners along 
a rural river like the Housatonic tend to be 
ignored. The settlement is indeed precedent 
setting. From now on Big Government and Big 
Business must pay heed to the new kid on the 
block: the leadership of local communities. 
This is the way it’s supposed to work in a 
democracy. 

Friday, 
September 25, 
1998 

Area leaders elated, hopeful for future City leaders say the agreement between the 
city, GE, and state and federal environmental 
agencies will provide long-awaited closure and 
a sizable economic and psychological boost. 
“I’m overwhelmed by the momentum this city 
and this county have put forward,” Mayor 
Gerald S. Doyle Jr. said yesterday. Doyle will 
provide more details of the settlement at a 
news conference and reception at the Itam 
Lodge on Waubeek Road today at 5. 
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Friday, 
September 25, 
1998 

Talks had as many twists as the river The second day of April was a bleak day for 
Pittsfield Mayor Gerald S. Doyle Jr. The PCB 
talks had just collapsed. General Electric and 
the Environmental Protection Agency were 
girding for battle. The acrid scent of lawsuits 
hung in the air. And the $150 million 
brownfields package Doyle and the city had 
worked out with GE appeared ready to vanish 
like the melted snows. More than five months 
and many twists and turns later, negotiators 
announced that they had in fact arrived at a 
precedent-setting package. 

Friday, 
September 25, 
1998 

A landmark day for Pittsfield, 
Berkshires 

The PCB-cleanup settlement reached by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, Pittsfield 
and General Electric is great news for the 
Berkshires in general and for a city desperately 
in need of good news in particular. 

Friday, 
September 25, 
1998 

PCB settlement reached After eight months of tense negotiations and 
brinkmanship, GE and environmental 
regulators announced yesterday that they had 
reached agreement on how to clean up 
widespread PCB contamination in Pittsfield 
and the first two miles of the Housatonic River 
starting this fall.  

Wednesday, 
September 23, 
1998 

Extremely high levels of PCBs found 
on banks of Unkamet Brook near GE 

Tests of a stream that flows into the 
Housatonic River after cutting through a 
former General Electric landfill have revealed 
extremely high levels of PCBs along its bank 
up to 105,000 parts per million in one spot. The 
soil and stream sediment samples were taken 
from Unkamet Brook in June during a GE 
cleanup project that removed corroded drums 
along with capacitors, bushings, wood block 
and other debris from the stream bed and 
banks. The Department of Environmental 
Protection ordered the cleanup after an 
inspection revealed drums and capacitors in 
the stream itself. 

Thursday, 
September 17, 
1998 

EPA said to have put final offer before 
GE 

With a deadline looming today in the PCB 
talks, environmental regulators, General 
Electric and the city worked through the day 
without success in a final push for an 
agreement on how to clean up the company’s 
widespread Berkshire County pollution 
problems. 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_ATD.DOC 03/29/02D-19 



  

  

 

 
  

 

 
 
 

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BERKSHIRE EAGLE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Wednesday, 
September 16, 
1998 

Experts at work studying PCB 
damage. EPA to open city office 

Even as the Environmental Protection Agency 
negotiates with General Electric over a 
potential settlement of the corporate giant’s 
widespread PCB problems, scientists and 
biologists are fanning out across Pittsfield and 
along the Housatonic River in an attempt to 
find out how bad the contamination really is. 
Already this year, EPA staff have taken 
thousands of samples from the river’s mud, its 
banks, from tributary streams and residential 
soils suspected of containing polychlorinated 
biphenyls, which GE used for decades as an 
insulating fluid in transformers made here. 

Tuesday, 
September 15, 
1998 

In Brief. 
PCB settlement must be flexible 

Final settlement negotiations between General 
Electric and the Environmental Protection 
Agency began yesterday, with the expectation 
that by the end of this week environmental 
regulators and company representatives will 
be able to declare whether they’ve reached 
agreement on a program to remove PCB 
contamination from the 250-acre former 
manufacturing site and the Housatonic River. 
A comprehensive settlement is by far the 
desirable outcome of these talks, avoiding the 
heavy-handed application of a Superfund 
process certain to provoke years of litigation, 
with little assurance the process would be 
completed. 

Friday, 
September 11, 
1998 

PCB evaluation requested for 22 more 
Pittsfield lots 

Environmental regulators have asked GE to 
evaluate another 22 homes for PCB soil testing, 
including a string of 10 along Elm Street where 
preliminary testing has revealed high levels of 
the chemical in the soils of several lots.  

Thursday, 
September 10, 
1998 

Group meets to discuss future of river Environmentalists gathered with state and 
town officials last night to chart a course for 
the future of the Housatonic River. The 
discussion led by officials from the Housatonic 
River Restoration project and hosted by the 
Lee Selectmen, Conservation Commission and 
Land Trust was based on the presumption that 
there will be money from natural resource 
damages forthcoming from General Electric. 
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Friday,  
September 4, 
1998 

PCB researcher hopes to study 
Lakewood data 

A researcher who has spent years investigating 
the health effects of PCBs said last night that 
although the work has raised as many 
questions as it has produced answers, the 
residents of Pittsfield’s Lakewood 
neighborhood could help lengthen the answer 
column.  

Friday, PCB talks extended to week of Sept. 14 A new and apparently flexible deadline, “the 
August 28, week of Sept. 14,” has been set for a settlement 
1998 between General Electric, the Environmental 

Protection Agency and other parties in the PCB 
negotiations. “There are a number of complex 
issues with significant financial, environmental 
and public health consequences that continue 
to separate the parties,” reads a prepared 
statement from EPA regional administrator 
John P. DeVillars. 

Tuesday, In Brief. It is no surprise that General Electric waste 
August 25, Dealing with county PCB waste sites buried during the days of casual 
1998 environmental laws would turn up in county 

towns other than Pittsfield. Environmental 
regulators and GE officials have discovered the 
obvious, and the next step is dealing with the 
problem, as is being done in Pittsfield. That 
Environmental Protection Agency and 
Department of Environmental Protection 
officials haven’t had the resources to pursue 
these county leads aggressively provides 
another argument for a comprehensive 
settlement. If environmental officials aren’t 
struggling to administer a Superfund cleanup 
of the Housatonic River and fighting GE in 
court over Superfund, they will have the time 
and resources to deal with the waste site 
problem. 

Monday, GE records may reveal new PCB Environmental regulators are quietly 
August 24, locations investigating a slew of suspected new PCB 
1998 sites, some of them recently disclosed by GE 

after a review of millions of pages of archived 
company records. 
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Saturday, EPA denies GE’s request to expand The Environmental Protection Agency has 
August 22, cleanup permit denied a request by General Electric to expand 
1998 the area covered by an existing corrective 

action permit to include landfill areas 
contaminated by PCBs. In a July 28 letter, 
Patricia L. Meaney, director of the New 
England Office of Site Remediation and 
Restoration, informed GE that under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the 
EPA had no authority to regulate areas where 
contamination was caused by dumping or the 
deliberate placement of soil tainted with PCBs. 

Thursday, PCBs parley is extended a fourth time Negotiations between the Environmental 
August 20, Protection Agency and General Electric Co. 
1998 were extended for a fourth time yesterday after 

EPA regional administrator John DeVillars 
said that the parties were still divided on key 
issues. Yesterday was to have been the final 
day for the talks, which have dragged on now 
in one form or another for more than a year. 
But with a fresh EPA proposal unveiled to GE 
this week, the parties decided they needed 
more time to think things over. 

Thursday, Solutions debated as PCB talks near Negotiators from General Electric, the 
August 13, deadline Environmental Protection Agency and a team 
1998 of local, state and federal agencies continued to 

fight against time and history yesterday in 
Boston as they tried to arrive at a solution to 
GE’s wide-ranging PCB problems in Berkshire 
County by tomorrow’s deadline. The 
discussions were said to be “extremely fluid,” 
according to those familiar with the progress of 
the talks, with the mediators taking a more 
active role in suggesting creative solutions. 
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Tuesday, In Brief. Two decades later, the contaminated 
August 11, PCB settlement must be reached community that prompted creation of 
1998 Superfund legislation, the Niagara Falls, N.Y. 

neighborhood known as Love Canal, is finally 
showing signs of revival. While the PCB 
pollution in Pittsfield and along the 
Housatonic River, the legacy of the days when 
manufacturing reigned supreme, is far less 
toxic and dangerous to human health, the 
experience of Niagara Falls is a grim reminder 
of how frustratingly slow a government 
sponsored cleanup can be when confronted by 
a litigious industry. 

Friday, 
August 7, 1998 

GE, city planning Sept. ceremony for 
renovated Dorothy Amos Park 

General Electric and the city are planning a 
September ribbon-cutting ceremony to unveil a 
$150,000 renovation of Dorothy Amos Park 
following completion of PCB remediation 
work this month. The date has not been set so 
far. GE contractors removed 7,000 tons of 
contaminated soil from the little West Street 
park this summer before installing three 
basketball courts, according to company 
spokesman Debra Townsend. 

Sunday, 
August 2, 1998 

Rains moved PCBs – 
Wet June stirred contamination, EPA 
tests show 

Heavy mid-June rains transported more PCB-
contaminated mud into low-lying areas along 
the Housatonic River, according to a sampling 
done by the Environmental Protection Agency 
last month. Richard Cavagnero, the EPA’s 
project manager for the General Electric-
Housatonic site, said the sampling provided 
further evidence that the river is continually 
moving PCBs that originated at the General 
Electric plant downstream and out onto its 
banks. 
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Sunday, In Brief. For the first time Tuesday, the parties involved 
July 26, 1998 A public input session with no public in talks aimed at a negotiated cleanup of PCBs 

on the General Electric Co. Site and in the 
Housatonic River met at Berkshire Community 
College to hear concerns of area residents. But 
the public at large was not invited, and the 
press, representing the public, was asked to 
leave. Such a policy is disingenuous. Certainly, 
residents understand that negotiations at the 
bargaining table are held in private, but 
Tuesday’s meeting was not a negotiating 
session. It was a community input forum, and 
as such no cause for confidentiality concerns. 
The democratic process relies on public debate 
and while such dialogue can be messy, there 
are ways to limit grandstanding and agenda-
mongering. Negotiators would have been wise 
to have kept this principle in mind when 
organizing an “input” session. 

Saturday, EPA has ‘sincere interest’ in Exactly what it was that encouraged Mayor 
July 25, 1998 settlement, DeVillars says Gerald S. Doyle Jr. and Council President 

Thomas E. Hickey Jr. about the future of 
negotiations between the city, federal and state 
agencies and General Electric Co. isn’t exactly 
clear. But John DeVillars, region 1 
administrator for the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency, made a brief but telling 
comment echoing Doyle and Hickey’s 
enthusiasm yesterday. 

Friday, Officials involved in PCB talks report Details have yet to emerge, but city officials 
July 24, 1998 ‘significant progress’ say there is reason to be encouraged by PCB 

cleanup negotiations held here yesterday. City 
Council President Thomas E. Hickey Jr. and 
Mayor Gerald S. Doyle Jr., who are 
representing the city at the bargaining table 
with General Electric, the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency, the state 
Department of Environmental Protection and 
other state and federal agencies, could not be 
specific about what Hickey termed “significant 
progress.” 
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Wednesday, Doyle tells TV viewers settlement is On the eve of the resumption of talks among 
July 22, 1998 best bet the city, federal and state environmental 

agencies and General Electric, Mayor Gerald S. 
Doyle Jr. took his case for a negotiated 
settlement to the people. Doyle told viewers 
watching public access cable that a negotiated 
settlement would provide a faster cleanup, and 
more economic benefits, than a government-
funded Superfund cleanup. 

Sunday, Friends of the river gaze at the future Environmentalists, state and town officials, 
July 19, 1998 and other friends of the Housatonic River 

gathered yesterday to help navigate the best 
course for its future. The discussion was based 
on the presumptions that there will be money 
for natural resource damages forthcoming 
from General Electric, and that PCB 
contamination eventually will be cleaned from 
the river. 

Friday, Pittsfield opposes permit expansion on Even though Pittsfield is actively campaigning 
July 17, 1998 cleanup plan for a negotiated settlement with General 

Electric Co. instead of a Superfund designation 
for the mothballed transformer plant and the 
Housatonic River, the city does not support 
GE’s proposal to expand the existing cleanup 
permit under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act. And in comments submitted to 
the Environmental Protection Agency on July 
6, the city’s attorney said that if all sides fail to 
reach a comprehensive settlement, then a 
“Superfund designation must play a role in the 
cleanup and reuse of those properties.” 
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Thursday, Environmental meeting set for Town officials and environmentalists here will 
July 16, 1998 Barrington be hosting the first of several “environmental 

special town meetings” this Saturday at 1 p.m. 
at Town Hall to discuss ways to reclaim the 
portion of the Housatonic River that flows 
through Berkshire County. The meeting will be 
hosted by the Selectmen, Conservation 
Commission and the Great Barrington Land 
Conservancy. It is the first in a series that the 
Housatonic River Initiative has been 
scheduling to gather input from residents and 
concerned organizations, according to 
organizer Rachel Fletcher. Future meetings are 
also being planned with towns up and down 
the river, as well as other groups such as 
students and sportsmen. 

Wednesday, Colonial strategy applies to PCB Tuesday, Hillary Rodham Clinton, in her 
July 15, 1998 cleanup 

(Letter to the Editor) 
capacity as the honorary chairwoman of the 
Millennium Committee to Save America’s 
Treasures, visited the Colonial Theater in 
Pittsfield. The theater has been abandoned for 
50 years and has fallen into disrepair, and Mrs. 
Clinton’s presence drew attention to the plight 
of our nation’s neglected architectural 
landmarks that are deserving and in need of 
restoration. The plight of the theater mirrors 
that of Pittsfield itself and of the Housatonic 
River that runs through it. Birthplace and 
home to General Electric, Pittsfield currently is 
a city burdened by a 60-year history of PCB 
contamination and neglect. 

Thursday, GE files appeal on river cleanup GE has appealed a PCB removal order issued 
July 9, 1998 last month by the Environmental Protection 

Agency’s New England regional office, 
claiming the order amounts to an illegal 
modification of the company’s existing cleanup 
permit. 
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Wednesday, Government is asking GE to obey law I have friends whose underground oil tank 
July 8, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) broke. They were inconvenienced for many 

months while the problem was being fixed. 
They didn’t hire a lawyer; they didn’t demand 
years of study; they cooperated with the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP); and they did the right thing 
for their property and the property of others. 
Home owners and small business people have 
been dealing responsibly with contamination 
for years.  

Friday, Judge is asked to rule on PCB cleanup An Amherst attorney who filed a class-action 
July 3, 1998 standard suit against GE on behalf of Pittsfield residents 

whose properties are contaminated with PCB 
fill placed there decades ago has asked a judge 
to rule that the state’s cleanup standard is not 
clean enough. 

Wednesday, GE still on schedule for residential Despite some recent delays in the progress of 
July 1, 1998 cleanups GE’s $20 million residential cleanup program, 

the company is still on schedule to complete its 
ambitious agenda of 62 cleanups this season, a 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Official said. 

Tuesday, Profiles in shamelessness I recently discovered in the video collection of 
June 30, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) the Stockbridge Library a video collection of 

speeches by President Kennedy. The public has 
finally become aroused over the PCB issue 
(after years of being lied to by the politicians 
and the state and federal environmental 
bureaucrats) and it should maintain that new 
awakening and extend it to the other 
important issues we now face as a nation; 
while the politicians lag behind. The follow up 
of JFK’s book should be called “Profiles in 
Cowardice and Shamelessness.” 
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Sunday, In Brief. In negotiations that resumed Thursday in 
June 28, 1998 Middle ground on river cleanup Boston, the Environmental Protection Agency 

and the General Electric Company have seven 
weeks to work out the terms of a settlement for 
the reclamation of the company’s former 
transformer site in Pittsfield and the cleanup of 
the Housatonic River. Previous talks have run 
aground on the appropriate response to PCB-
contaminated sediments in one-and-a-half 
miles of the river but there is room for 
compromise in removing the worst of the 
pollution. 

Thursday, GE kept wary eye on public, plan A 1991 GE public affairs plan encouraged its 
June 28, 1998 shows community relations staff to focus on 

neutralizing critics of GE’s efforts to 
investigate and clean up the PCB wastes at its 
plant and the Housatonic River and to 
convince elected officials of the negative 
aspects of “unwanted remedies.” 

Tuesday, PCB talks start again in Boston Mediated negotiations between GE, the city, 
June 26, 1998 environmental regulators and other state and 

federal agencies over how GE should clean up 
its widespread PCB contamination in Berkshire 
County resumed yesterday in Boston.  

Friday, River cleanup key to settlement This week — at the EPA’s urging — 
June 26, 1998 negotiations on the cleanup of the GE plant site 

and the Housatonic River resume. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency strongly 
desires a negotiated settlement with General 
Electric. We fully recognized that cooperation 
and collaboration are far better ingredients for 
this complex undertaking than confrontation. 

Sunday, DeVillars chides GE, city over PCB Even as GE and the Environmental Protection 
June 21, 1998 delay Agency prepare to resume the PCB talks, the 

agency’s top New England official chided the 
city and rebuked the company for continuing 
to support a delay in the cleanup of the 
Housatonic River. 

Sunday, GE loses suit on records release A state Superior Court judge had handed the 
June 21, 1998 Department of Environmental Protection a 

significant victory in a public record lawsuit 
filed against it by GE. 
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Saturday, Mutual funds like GE stock General Electric, the biggest company in the 
June 20, 1998 world in terms of stock market value, is owned 

by more U.S. mutual finds than any other 
stock, according to a survey by Morningstar 
Inc. 

Monday, In Brief. If the Environmental Protection Agency’s real 
June 22, 1998 EPA acts with arrogant intransigence agenda were an effective, prompt removal of 

PCBs from contaminated industrial property 
and the Housatonic River, the agency’s New 
England administrator John DeVillars would 
not have publicly rebuked Pittsfield Mayor 
Gerald S. Doyle Jr. on the eve of the 
resumption of negotiations between General 
Electric and the EPA. The EPA’s stance toward 
the negotiated settlement the mayor has 
endorsed suggests an intransigence whose 
only purpose is to satisfy a narrow 
constituency of environmentalists and curry 
favor with the regulatory bureaucracy and 
whose result will betray a city hoping against 
hope for release from the double whammy of 
industrial pollution and economic dormancy. 

Saturday, Lakewood neighborhood makes its Lakewood residents greeted a site visit by the 
June 20, 1998 point about PCBs during visit by city 

panel 
Conservation Commission with speeches, 
signs and children in white Tyvek suits 
yesterday afternoon. Their protest was 
intended to demonstrate their desire to have 
badly contaminated property at 47-49 
Lakewood Terrace cleaned to a depth of 12 
feet. The Department of Environmental 
Protection has approved a plan submitted by 
General Electric, which purchased the property 
last year, to remove contaminated soil from 
portions of the property to depths of 8 feet. 

Thursday, GE presents plan for amending state In the face of sharp questioning from residents 
June 18, 1998 permit for cleanup and their attorneys, General Electric Co. 

presented its plan to voluntarily include 
several off-site properties, including Newell 
Street and Allendale School, under its existing 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) cleanup permit. 
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Tuesday, GE agrees to resume PCB talks GE has accepted the Environmental Protection 
June 16, 1998 Agency’s invitation to resume the PCB talks 

that failed two months ago in order to search 
for a complete resolution of the wide-ranging 
contamination issues facing the county. 

Tuesday, Notes, Footnotes & Queries Better late than never. During his press 
June 16, 1998 Eagle Editor 

(a column of commentary on Berkshire 
County life) 

conference Friday afternoon, Mayor Gerald S. 
Doyle Jr. complained about how important 
initiatives for his city had taken a temporary 
back seat to his time-consuming campaign to 
get the EPA to negotiate a settlement with 
General Electric. He might have said that the 
battle to clean up the former transformer site 
and the Housatonic River has been largely won 
for Pittsfield but that some blinkered 
ideologues won’t sign the peace treaty. Among 
those stalled initiatives, we remind the mayor, 
was a revision of the policy for issuing liquor 
licenses. “It’s been in my drawer for weeks, all 
signed,” he said. Then why hasn’t he 
submitted it to the council for consideration? 
“Do you think I’d want to submit such a 
controversial item during the budget process?” 
he asked. 

Sunday, Make GE behave responsibly I read with dismay Philip R. Coleman’s letter 
June 7, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) to The Eagle June 2 claiming to have some 

personal insight into a possible Superfund 
designation for Pittsfield and the Housatonic 
River. Though he describes a scenario of a 
failed Superfund project, Mr. Coleman fails to 
give any specific detail which might allow the 
public to reference his story. 

Sunday, No concessions to GE The word negotiate is defined by Webster’s 
June 7, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) New World Dictionary as “to confer, bargain 

or discuss with a view to reaching agreement. 
In the context of that definition, the 
Environmental Protection Agency and its 
regional director, John DeVillars, approach any 
negotiations with General Electric about PCB 
contamination as discussion of what needs to 
be cleaned and when will GE complete the 
tasks at hand. 
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Sunday,  Gauging PCBs’ risk: Where science, GE officials have lashed out at the 
June 7, 1998 rhetoric meet Environmental Protection Agency for this 

week’s announcement that new studies of PCB 
contamination levels compelled the EPA to 
order GE to clean up two miles of the 
Housatonic River. 

Friday, EPA disseminating data on PCBs Environmental Protection Agency staff 
June 5, 1998 canvassed neighborhoods close to the 

Housatonic River yesterday to speak with 
residents about the agency’s announcement 
that it would order GE to clean up two miles of 
the contaminated river that runs through their 
back yards. 

Thursday, Reactions to EPA order vary widely Environmental Protection Agency Regional 
June 4, 1998 Administrator John DeVillars’ announcements 

drew divergent reactions from elected officials 
and county residents during a series of 
informational meetings throughout the city 
yesterday. 

Thursday, EPA orders GE to dredge Environmental Protection Agency regional 
June 4, 1998 administrator John DeVillars yesterday 

ordered GE to clean up two contaminated 
miles of the Housatonic River and pledged that 
the agency would complete the $40 million 
project itself if the company refused. 

Wednesday, GE tackling most-polluted residential General Electric Co. contractors began work on 
June 3, 1998 lots the most heavily contaminated residential fill 

property this week, while workers continued 
excavating tainted soil from a West Street park. 
The projects will clean up two of the more 
high-profile sites in the list of 60 residential fill 
properties that GE contractors intend to tackle 
this year. But the cleanup of 47-49 Longview 
Terrace is a sore spot among local residents, 
who are upset that the Department of 
Environmental Protection is not forcing GE to 
remove deeper soils so that a deed restriction 
would not be required on half the lot to limit 
how the property could be used in the future. 
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Tuesday, 
June 2, 1998 

Force GE to act responsibly 
(Letter to the Editor) 

Some of The Eagle’s editorials are sounding as 
if they were written by the same talent that 
pens General Electric’s press releases. But the 
level of innuendo, ignorance and 
shamelessness is expected from one camp and 
comes as a sad surprise from the other. 

Saturday, 
May 27, 1998 

EPA makes offer to GE on reopening 
PCB talks 

At a meeting in Boston yesterday, officials of 
the Environmental Protection Agency offered 
to reopen formal negotiations on a PCB 
cleanup while going ahead with plans to order 
the immediate dredging of a heavily 
contaminated stretch of the Housatonic River 
and continue the process of seeking a 
Superfund listing. 

Saturday, 
May 27, 1998 

Politics ‘getting out of hand,’ EPA 
official says 

The nation’s top environmental official waited 
less than 24 hours before giving GE’s latest 
PCB settlement proposal an unambiguous 
thumbs down. 

Saturday, 
May 27, 1998 

GE ups offer; EPA head says it’s not 
enough 

GE has added $10 million in cash to its offer of 
compensation for long-term natural resource 
damages to the Housatonic River and 
reiterated its proposal to dredge the first half 
mile of river in an attempt to get the 
Environmental Protection Agency to reopen 
the failed PCB talks. 

Wednesday, 
May 24, 1998 

Pressure GE to cleanup Housatonic GE’s campaign has shown clearly that the 
company and its chairman, John Welch, care 
only about money and power. Big corporations 
have no right to deny citizens clean water, 
fresh air, beautiful scenery, quiet green places 
to walk. It is inconceivable that we should have 
to fight for any of these things which are basic 
rights. 

Tuesday, 
May 23, 1998 

EPA, GE to revisit prospects for a deal In response to the persistent entreaties of state 
and local politicians, the Environmental 
Protection Agency has agreed to meet with GE 
Tuesday to revisit the issue of a negotiated 
PCB settlement. 

Tuesday, 
May 23, 1998 

EPA to hear GE PCB plea Confronted by mounting pressure and rancor, 
federal regulators said yesterday they are 
giving General Electric Co. another chance to 
pitch its ideas for a PCB cleanup around this 
city. 
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Saturday, In Brief. While the Environmental Protection Agency 
May 23, 1998 GE apologist Solomon should butt out should give ground on its demand that two 

miles of the Housatonic River be dredged, the 
efforts of Representative Gerald Solomon, a 
New York Republican, to introduce legislation 
stopping dredging of the Housatonic for at 
least 18 months were deplorable, and Rhode 
Island Senator John Shafee, chairman of the 
Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee, merits praise for blunting his 
attempt. 

Friday, Political foes, environmentalists blast Acting Gov. Paul Cellucci is taking fire from 
May 22, 1998 Cellucci over letter to EPA his political rivals and environmentalists for 

asking Environmental Protection Agency 
administrator Carol Browner to delay 
announcing any enforcement actions on the 
GE/Housatonic River PCB site. Attorney 
General Scott Harshbarger’s office said it is 
“baffled” by the governor’s request, which also 
came as a surprise to the Department of 
Environmental Protection, the Department of 
Public Health and the EPA. The three state 
agencies have worked in conjunction with the 
EPA on the Pittsfield cleanup. 

Thursday, Politics ‘getting out of hand,’ EPA The nation’s top environmental official waited 
May 21, 1998 official says less than 24 hours before giving GE’s latest 

PCB settlement proposal an unambiguous 
thumbs down. EPA administrator Carol M. 
Browner’s swift response to the latest GE offer 
demonstrates the intense scrutiny that the 
company’s Housatonic River site is receiving 
across the country. An EPA official said that 
Browner opted to weigh in on the Housatonic 
cleanup because the politics of the situation 
“were getting out of hand.” 
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Thursday, No collaboration on part of EPA In the May 19 “In Brief” entitled “Radicals 
May 21, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) Polarize Environmental Issue,” the Eagle  

castigates the critics of EPA regional boss John 
DeVillars because they “charged Mr. DeVillars 
with collaborating with the enemy, namely 
industrial polluters, in particular, the General 
Electric Company.” The American Heritage 
Dictionary has two definitions for the word 
“collaborate.” The first is “to work together, 
especially in a joint intellectual effort,” Since 
when is the enforcement of pollution laws 
classified as a “joint intellectual effort”? 

Monday, Dredging is necessary General Electric is the only one who can put 
May 18, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) the PCBs in the past, and until it does this the 

PCB issue will continue not only into the 20th 
century but beyond. The PCBs are not in the 
water but in the soil and until the river is 
dredged (which is the only way to get rid of 
PCBs) the PCBs will remain. 

Saturday, In Brief. With General Electric offering to clean one-half 
May 16, 1998 EPA: Meet with GE and get it done mile of the Housatonic River and provide a 

solid financial package for environmental 
damages and economic projects in Pittsfield, it 
is time for the Environmental Protection 
Agency to go back to the bargaining table and 
reach an agreement. The EPA should abandon 
its insistence that PCB-laden sediment be 
dredged from a two-mile stretch of the river, as 
too little has been established with certainty of 
the health risks of PCBs to justify such a 
disruptive project. 

Saturday, In Brief. The revelation that General Electric has had a 
May 9, 1998 Moving beyond the PCB-past report on PCB-tainted-sewage sludge in its 

possession for 18 years after sanctimoniously 
chastising the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency for allegedly hiding the 
same report for 22 years escalates the 
mudslinging between GE and EPA to new 
levels of farce. The issue of who knew what, 
and when they knew it, is far less important to 
the region than how PCB-contamination will 
be addressed today. 
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Friday, GE has had tainted-sludge report since A week after GE accused the Environmental 
May 8, 1998 1980 Protection Agency of misleading Pittsfield 

residents by hiding a 1976 report that showed 
some PCB-tainted sewage sludge had been 
used as garden fertilizer, The Eagle has learned 
that GE had a copy of it as early as 1980. 

Tuesday, In Brief. Like Roman gladiators wielding pikes, nets 
May 5, 1998 No winners in battle of gladiators and swords before a bloodthirsty crowd, 

warriors for the Environmental Protection 
Agency and General Electric are about to 
engage in high stakes combat over the cleanup 
of PCB contamination in Pittsfield and the 
Housatonic River. The arenas, in this case, are 
regulatory hearing rooms and judicial 
chambers and while the business and 
environmental elite are invited, the city of 
Pittsfield and ordinary Berkshire citizens get to 
stand outside, without the right to a thumbs up 
or thumbs down. 

Friday, GE’s removal of PCB testing The town received word this week from 
May 1, 1998 equipment in Woods Pond delayed 

until November 
General Electric Co. that contrary to the 
company’s earlier understanding, 
experimental equipment will not have to be 
removed from Woods Pond until November. 
This latest development pleases town officials, 
who were concerned that the new footbridge 
spanning the pond would have to be closed for 
part of the spring or summer to accommodate 
the removal. 

Saturday, In Brief. The Environmental Protection Agency’s 
April 25, 1998 Another reason to separate GE plant optimistic timetable notwithstanding, it is 

apparent General Electric is going to 
aggressively fight Superfund cleanup of the 
Housatonic River, and GE may have more of a 
stomach for this fight than the government. GE 
has hired a battery of legal heavyweights to 
argue its case, while the Justice Department, 
significantly, has freed up only two of its 
regional attorneys to argue for the EPA. 

Thursday, GE to remove PCB testing gear The Selectmen met with representatives of 
April 23, 1998 beneath surface of Woods Pond General Electric Co. last night to discuss plans 

for removing experimental equipment 
submerged in Woods Pond, a project that is 
likely to temporarily restrict access to the 
footbridge. 
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Thursday, Notes, Footnotes & Queries We’re thinking of breaking the law to prove a 
April 23, 1998 (a column of commentary on Berkshire 

County life) 
point. Since General Electric CEO Jack Welch 
has all but declared to his stockholders that 
PCBs are as harmless as cold cream, we’d like 
to take him up on his expertise. We are 
contemplating gathering up riverbed sediment 
from Woods Pond, and sending it to Mr. Welch 
for use as a mudpack. We dare him to use a 
daily treatment of our concoction − no. 

Wednesday, Local outfit wins award from EPA The Housatonic River Initiative will be 
April 22, 1998 presented with an Environmental Merit Award 

from the Environmental Protection Agency 
today in Boston. EPA public affairs spokesman 
Leo Kay said a total of 37 groups and 
individuals will be recognized at Faneuil Hall 
for their outstanding contributions toward 
preserving and protecting natural resources in 
New England. Founded in 1992, HRI has spent 
six years educating Berkshire County residents 
about the extent and hazards of the PCB 
contamination in the mothballed General 
Electric Co. Plant, related off-site landfill areas, 
and the entire stretch of the Housatonic River 
below the GE plant. 

Sunday, Critics of PCBs sum up research Last September, General Electric embarked on 
April 19, 1998 a public relations campaign, with full-page 

newspaper ads, to combat negative publicity 
surrounding PCB contamination in Pittsfield 
and the Housatonic River. Some of the ads 
quoted scientists who downplayed the health 
risks of PCB exposure. Yesterday, the 
Housatonic River Initiative, an activist group 
pushing for a cleanup, presented four experts 
they recruited to counteract those messages in 
talks at the Berkshire Athenaeum. Members of 
the Initiative and residents with properties 
containing contaminated fill have joined in an 
alliance called Citizens for PCB Removal, and 
many of the 60 or so people attending the five-
hour meeting at the Athenaeum wore green 
ribbons bearing the group’s name. 
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Thursday, Pols, corporations in unholy alliance In the ongoing debate on the PCB problem, it 
April 16, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) seems to me that the problem needs to be put 

into the larger context of the real changes in 
political power going on in the world and 
more care needs to be used in the use or non-
use of some key words. One word I’m thinking 
of is “responsibility,” a word I seldom see in 
this discussion.  

Tuesday, Our duty is to the land It is unfortunate that in a world full of 
April 14, 1998 (Letter to the Editor) dichotomies and mixed messages, that a clear 

example of mishandling of nature and rivers 
can’t be easily repaired, can’t be physically 
healed. There is a link between what we do to 
our natural environments, our microcosms, 
and our inner and outer realms.  

Tuesday, GE Shareholder coalition to press Emboldened by the Environmental Protection 
April 14, 1998 for cleanup 

Section: B 

Page: BI 

Agency’s hard line against GE on the 
Housatonic River, Hudson River advocacy 
groups are redoubling their efforts to get the 
corporate giant to clean up the PCB 
contamination in the Northeast’s most 
important river.  

Friday, PCBs safe, GE will insist General Electric’s reluctance to clean up PCBs 
April 10, 1998 

Section: A 

Page: A1 

in Pittsfield and elsewhere can be reduced to 
one simple concept: PCBs are no risk to human 
health, company scientists and lawyers say. 

Thursday, EPA plan to force cleanup greeted More than 200 residents turned out to Pittsfield 
April 9, 1998 with strong support High School last night to hear how the 

Environmental protection Agency’s regional 
administrator was turning up the heat on GE. 

Thursday, Lawsuits begin flying In lawsuits filed Tuesday in Boston, GE has 
April 9, 1998 accused the federal Environmental Protection 

Agency and the state Department of 
Environmental Protection of withholding 
documents related to the investigation and 
cleanup of GE’s PCB wastes in Berkshire 
County. 
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Thursday, Notes, Footnotes & Queries Let the legal wars begin. With the demise of a 
April 9, 1998 (a column of commentary on Berkshire 

County life) 
negotiated settlement between General Electric 
and the Environmental Protection Agency, 
lawsuits soar like rockets over Baghdad - 
which is why the EPA spends 70 percent of its 
budget on legal fees when dealing with an 
abandoned Superfund site. No doubt about it, 

Pittsfield − and the county − have been sold 
down the river by these titanic antagonists. In 
the end, it could cost the city 2,000 jobs and 
remove $500 million from the local economy, 
by some estimates, with no guarantee that, 
beyond engineering studies, a cleanup of the 
Housatonic will occur anytime soon, in spite of 
the EPA’s rosy timetable. 

Wednesday, The case for a cleanup The Environmental Protection Agency, having 
April 8, 1998 decided it will clean up the General Electric 

site and the Housatonic River itself if the 
company won’t, is taking its case to the people.  

Wednesday, Residents support cleanup, say GE Residents questioned yesterday support a 
April 8, 1998 should pay upfront cleanup of the General Electric transformer site 

and the Housatonic River. But they would 
prefer that GE pick up the PCBs instead of the 
government stepping in and paying the tab 
with federal tax dollars. 

Wednesday, Critics of GE laud action to hasten GE critics said the Environmental Protection 
April 8, 1998 cleanup of river Agency’s decision to push an expedited 

cleanup through the Superfund program after 
the collapse of the PCB talks last week is the 
right course of action. While everyone 
involved wanted a negotiated settlement so 
long as it didn’t sacrifice the river cleanup and 
natural resource damages on the altar of 
economic revitalization, GE’s unwillingness to 
come anywhere near the EPA’s bottom line on 
the river and damages surprised few. 
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BERKSHIRE EAGLE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Saturday, I, Publius. Bring a cleanup to life Jack Welch, the CEO of General Electric, is one 
April 4, 1998 (Special to The Eagle) of the richest men in America. He is also to be 

congratulated for his bottom-line business 
acumen. He is one successful capitalist. There 
are many people who believe that he is more 
powerful than the President of the United 
States. We have been witnessing a huge fight 
between General Electric and the 
Environmental Protection Agency over 
Superfund, the governmental program 
through which the EPA would come into 
Pittsfield and clean up the mess left by GE. 
This is the same GE which boasts a hair
raisingly ironic official slogan, “We Bring 
Good Things To Life.” 

Friday, 
February 13, 
1998 

GE, landowners near deal on cleanup After almost six months of haggling, GE and 
an Amherst attorney representing several 
homeowners with PCBs in the soil of their 
yards have agreed in principle to let GE go 
forward with the cleanup. 

Sunday, 
February 1, 
1998 

EPA weighs Superfund decision It’s decision time for John DeVillars, the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s New 
England regional director. 

Friday, 
September 12, 
1997 

GE aggressively dispensing its own 
PCB information 

Awash in waves of negative publicity, GE is 
mounting a public relations campaign to 
correct what it believes is misinformation 
about the health effects of exposure to PCBs. 

Friday, 
September 12, 
1997 

After the job cuts 
(Letter to the Editor) 

Section: Editorial Page 

Page A8 

The loss of 650 jobs at General Dynamics is 
certainly disheartening, especially coming as it 
does on the heels of the revelation of PCB 
contamination throughout the city that is 
worse than was imagined. However, the job 
cuts shouldn’t surprise anyone who has 
watched the post-Cold War shrinking of the 
defense industry and only re-emphasizes the 
need for Pittsfield to get out from under its 
traditional dependence upon big business. 
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Friday, 
September 12, 
1997 

Perils of PCBs are well-documented 
(Letter to the Editor) 

I am very pleased that John Church of Lenox 
(letters, Sept.8), despite his two-year exposure 
to PCBs, is able to enjoy his retirement. But like 
the happy smoker who fondly puffs his way 
into his 90s, his good fortune has little to do 
with the facts of the matter.  

Friday, 
August 15, 
1997 

Outraged, Larkin sees 'PCB-gate' In an abrupt turnaround, state Rep. Peter J. 
Larkin is supporting state Rep. Christopher J. 
Hodgkins' call for a criminal investigation of 
possible environmental crimes by General 
Electric Co. 

Friday, 
August 15, 
1997 

Engineer's '81 Warning went to top Newly released documents cast doubt on GE's 
assertions — repeated over 20 years — that 
PCB contamination was largely confined to the 
250-acre plant and the Housatonic River. 

Friday, 
August 8, 1997 

Property owners dismayed to learn 
their yards are contaminated, too 

Resentment against General Electric Co boiled 
over last night at a packed informational 
meeting in the City Council chambers about 
the growing number of residential properties 
found to be contaminated with PCB fill.  

Sunday, 
August 3, 1997 

Regulators, GE weigh Superfund GE has said it is willing to continue 
negotiations with environmental regulators, 
even if its 250-acre facility and 55 miles of the 
Housatonic River are nominated as a 
Superfund site — a signal that such an 
announcement may be only days away. 

Sunday, 
March 9, 1997 

Brownfields Nearly 250 acres of prime industrial land sits 
empty in the center of the city.  

Sunday, 
March 9, 1997 

Patterns of Pollution From the vantage point of a tiny Cessna tossed 
by wind currents high above Pittsfield, the 
sprawling GE plant looks like a piece of a 
greater puzzle, carved out of a dense city. It 
seems an unreal, toy landscape full of unused 
paring lots and buildings bisected by railroad 
tracks, roads, steam pipes. In the distance, 
through the gaze of winter and of smog. the 
brownfields nudge neighborhoods that fade 
into the Berkshire countryside. From a bird’s
eye view, there is no hint of pollutants. No 
awareness of hidden dangers. 
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Sunday, 
March 9, 1997 

Coming to terms with the brownfields 
issue 

The brownfields issue can be confusing, even 
for those familiar with the law and the 
initiatives to amend it now under way. 

Monday 
March 10, 1997 

Brownfields: The legislation Restoring contaminated and abandoned 
industrial sites like the General Electric 
transformer complex is one of Speaker of the 
House Thomas Finneran’s 12 priorities for the 
1887-98 session. 

Thursday, 
September 12, 
1996 

Study: PCBs impair kids’ IQs, 
Section: Front Page 

Exposure before birth to relatively small 
amounts of PCBs, a kind of industrial 
pollutant, can result in long-lasting deficits in a 
child’s intellectual development, a new study 
has shown. 

Thursday, 
May 16,1985 

Less PCB found in Housatonic fish Levels of cancer-causing PCBs in several 
sample groups of fish from the Housatonic 
River declined by 47 percent to 84 percent 
during a five-year period ending in 1984, 
according to a study performed by the 
Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection and the General Electric Co. 

Friday, 
October 26, 
1984 

Four area sites proposed for placing 
PCB sediments 

Four sites–two in Lenox, one on the Lee-Lenox 
line and one in Pittsfield–were proposed for 
disposing of PCB-contaminated Housatonic 
River sediments at a briefing for area 
legislators yesterday at the Statehouse in 
Boston. 

Wednesday, 
October 5, 
1983 

Officials say PCB cleanup is 
succeeding in Lakewood 

General Electric Co.’s underground oil 
collectors are working and eventually will suck 
the ground in the Lakewood area dry of PCB-
contaminated oil, top state environmental 
officials said last night. 

Monday, 
March 21, 1983 

BCRPC director calls for hearing on 
PCB studies 

A public hearing is needed in Pittsfield on 
studies of PCB polychlorinated biphenyl) 
pollution here, according to the Berkshire 
County Regional Planning Commission 
(BCRPC). 
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Monday, 
February 15, 
1982 

GE ends offer to buy houses in area of 
PCB contamination 

General Electric Co., which purchased five 
Lakewood area houses found to have 
basements contaminated by toxic 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in 1980 and 
1981, is not willing to buy more.  

Monday, July State study of PCBs assailed: Pittsfield The state’s report that PCB contamination is 
13, 1981 leaders, Lakewood residents level 

attack 
not a significant health or environmental threat 
in the Lakewood area came under sharp attack 
last night from elected officials and Lakewood 
residents who called it “unscientific,” 
“disappointing,” or simply said they found it 
hard to believe.  

Tuesday, 
November 4, 
1980 

GE offers to buy two houses with 
‘minor levels’ of PCBs 

General Electric Co. has offered to buy two 
more houses in the East Street area near its 
plant. It said both had minor levels of PCBs. 

Thursday, 
October 16, 
1980 

New hazardous waste rules criticized A General Electric Co. executive warned 
yesterday against the possible imposition of 
hazardous waste standards for Massachusetts 
that are more stringent than federal standards.  

Thursday, 
October 16, 
1980 

Council wants proof on PCBs from 
DEQE 

The City Council voted Tuesday night to ask 
the state Department of Environmental Quality 
Engineering to document its controversial 
suggestion the PCB (polychlorinated biphenyl) 
contamination in Lakewood might have been 
caused by oiling unpaved roads and 
driveways there with contaminated oil.  

Monday, 
October 13, 
1980 

Arlos seeking state revision of PCB 
study 

A petition requesting the City Council to ask 
the state Department of Environmental Quality 
Engineering to revise a preliminary report on 
PCBs contamination in the Lakewood area has 
been filed by At-large Councilor Peter G. 
Arlos.  

Wednesday, 
October 1, 
1980 

State report discounts PCB threat PCB contamination of ground water in the 
Lakewood area “does not present a significant 
threat to the environment or the public health,” 
a state Department of Environmental Quality 
Engineering investigation concluded.  

September 29, 
1980 

Blood samples taken from 80 in checks 
of accumulated PCBs 

Blood samples were taken from about 80 
persons Saturday to check for possible 
accumulations of toxic PCBs (polychlorinated 
biphenyls) as part of a study being conducted 
by the Massachusetts Coalition for Safety and 
Health (MassCosh). 
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Friday, 
August 15, 
1980 

State will require GE to list where 
discarded PCBs went 

The state is drafting an order requiring General 
Electric Co. to pinpoint, as completely as 
possible, the final resting place of all waste 
PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) that the 
company disposed of over the 40-year period it 
used the toxic chemical. 

Friday, June 
27, 1980 

GE reports PCBs found in Lakewood 
gardens 

General Electric has found “fractional levels” 
of the toxic chemical PCB in soil from 13 
gardens in Lakewood but says the amounts are 
so small the residents should not be afraid to 
grow vegetables.  

Saturday, 
April 12, 1980 

GE offers to buy PCB-tainted houses General Electric Co. has offered to clean or 
purchase two houses in the Lakewood section 
of Pittsfield that GE tests show have cellars 
contaminated by PCBs (polychlorinated 
biphenyls), a company official disclosed 
yesterday.  

Monday, 
February 25, 
1980 

Lakewood residents remain skeptical After a Saturday briefing by General Electric 
Co., many Lakewood residents remain 
concerned that PCBs (polychlorinated 
biphenyls) may be hazardous to their property 
values and their health. And they are skeptical 
of GE’s assurances that the toxic chemical has 
not penetrated their neighborhood. 

Saturday, 
February 23, 
1980 

GE to expand drilling eastward in 
search for toxic chemicals 

General Electric Co. will drill test holes along 
the entire Plastics Avenue-Coltsville perimeter 
of its plant in a search for chemicals that may 
have escaped into soil and groundwater 
during 80 years of manufacturing. 

Friday, 
February 15, 
1980 

GE drilling new wells in PCB search General Electric Co. said yesterday that it has 
begun drilling new monitoring wells near the 
intersection of East and Newell streets in a 
continuing search for toxic polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). 
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Sunday, CLEANUP TIME Until the 1970s, General Electric manufacturing plants 
August 12, in Pittsfield and upstate New York discharged an 
2001 insulating oil containing polychlorinated biphenyls, 

better known as PCBs, into two of the Northeast’s great 
rivers, the Housatonic in this state and the Hudson in 
New York.  

Saturday, 
October 28, 
2000 

JUDGE OKS GE DEAL FOR 
CLEANUP OF PCBS 

A federal judge approved an agreement yesterday 
between the General Electric Co. and government 
regulators that calls for the cleanup of PCBs the 
company discharged along the Housatonic River and at 
dozens of other locations in Western Massachusetts. 

GE operated a 250-acre transformer manufacturing 
plant in Pittsfield on the banks of the river for several 
decades through the 1970s. 

Sunday, July FAIR SETTLEMENT IN Approval of a consent decree filed yesterday for final 
23, 2000 PITTSFIELD cleanup of Pittsfield's troubled General Electric plant 

site should lock in an important step forward in one of 
the state's most difficult environmental problems. Its 
significance lies in opening the way to restoration of 
economic vitality to Pittsfield - and also in the model it 
provides of a successful negotiation among widely 
conflicting interests. 

Monday, A STEWARD FOR THE In six years as regional administrator of the 
December ENVIRONMENT Environmental Protection Agency, John DeVillars has 
27, 1999 presided over important regulatory innovations, 

combining the force of law with the power of 
negotiation. They deserve to be pursued after his 
departure and emulated elsewhere.  

Friday, DEVILLARS: EFFECTIVE David Armstrong's Nov. 16 assessment of John 
November ENVIRONMENTAL LEADER DeVillars and his enforcement program at EPA-New 
19, 1999 England was off the mark ("US lagging on 

prosecutions," Page A1).  

During his six years at the Environmental Protection 
Agency, DeVillars has been a highly effective leader in 
protecting New England's environment. His 
enforcement program - combining aggressive, tough 
actions against violators with effective compliance 
assistance - is nothing short of outstanding. 
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Wednesday, DEVILLARS, HAILED FOR He came into office with a tough guy reputation and a 
November EFFORTS, TO LEAVE picture of Bobby Kennedy under his arm, and for nearly 
10, 1999 REGIONAL EPA six tumultuous years, John DeVillars stood center stage 

in most of the major environmental debates in New 
England, from protecting Maine's coast to forcing the 
National Guard to clean up its act.  

Sunday, 
October 31, 
1999 

PROGRESS IN PITTSFIELD The final agreement announced earlier this month for 
cleaning up the contaminated General Electric complex 
in Pittsfield and the nearby Housatonic River is a major 
accomplishment for the environment. But the manner in 
which the agreement was reached also has important 
implications, not just for this effort but as a model for 
the resolution of other difficult controversies. 

Tuesday, 
October 26, 
1999 

BUS MAKER TO OPEN PLANT 
AT GE 

Backed by a $1.35 million federal grant, a company that 
makes battery-powered buses plans to become the first 
tenant at the former General Electric Co. plant in 
Pittsfield, providing up to 1,000 jobs within six years, 
federal and city officials announced yesterday. 

Saturday, GE-EPA ACCORD SETS STAGE The long-awaited cleanup of the Housatonic River in 
October 9, FOR REMOVAL OF PCBS Western Massachusetts is expected to begin next week 
1999 FROM HOUSATONIC after government officials and General Electric signed a 

formal agreement Thursday committing the company to 
spend $250 million to $750 million to clean up toxic 
PCBs from an old transformer plant in Pittsfield. 

Friday, GE CLEANUP SET FOR UP TO General Electric Co. will invest up to $750 million to 
October 8, $750M clean up PCB contamination caused by its old 
1999 transformer plant in Pittsfield under a consent decree 

filed yesterday in US District Court that ends years of 
wrangling over the company's duty to restore the 
Housatonic River and other polluted areas. 
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Saturday, PCBS IN HOUSATONIC Ducks on the Housatonic River in Western 
August 28, DUCKS PROMPT STATE FOOD Massachusetts have been found to contain potentially 
1999 WARNING cancer-causing PCBs at more than 200 times the 

allowable level, the EPA reported yesterday, making 
them among the most contaminated ever found in the 
nation. 

Friday, July GE ORDERED TO TEST NEW State environmental regulators are ordering General 
30, 1999 SITE FOR PCBS Electric Co. to test for PCBs at yet another site in 

Pittsfield, where a huge cleanup of the chemicals is 
already underway. The latest site is the King Street 
dump, along the Housatonic River. The dump has been 
closed since the early 1970s. J. Lyn Cutler, who 
supervises PCB work in Pittsfield for the state 
Department of Environmental Protection, said GE was 
given six weeks to offer a plan for PCB sampling there. 

Thursday, GE PAYS $1M TO HELP RID General Electric Co. has given $1 million to help pay for 
July 8, 1999 PITTSFIELD DUMP OF 

BARRELS 
cleanup of the city's latest environmental hazard blamed 
on GE: more than 840 barrels of chemical waste at a city 
landfill.  

``It's our understanding that the drums came from GE. 
Many had GE markings, and they were put there in an 
organized fashion,'' said Alan Weinberg, deputy 
regional director of the state Department of 
Environmental Protection. 

Wednesday, WORKERS RESUME CLEANUP Workers have begun digging into a city landfill, 
May 5, 1999 OF LANDFILL expecting to uncover at least another 250 barrels of 

chemical wastes. Workers pulled 668 drums from the 
landfill along the Housatonic River before winter 
weather forced them to stop digging. More than a third 
of the barrels contained hazardous waste. The barrels 
were discovered last October by a bulldozer operator 
who was sealing the closed landfill. 

Thursday, 
March 11, 
1999 

GE-FUNDED STUDY FINDS A 
LESSER RISK IN PCBS 

The largest study on human exposure to toxic PCB 
chemicals has found no link between PCBs and deaths 
from cancer. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Saturday, 
February 27, 
1999 

MANY DRUMS IN LANDFILL 
HELD HAZARDOUS WASTE, 
TESTS SHOW 

At least a third of the 660 chemical drums found buried 
in a city landfill contain hazardous wastes, including 
high levels of PCBs, state environmental officials say.  

Wednesday, Reilly for attorney general Middlesex County District Attorney Thomas F. Reilly, 
October 28, 

Edition: Third 
the Democratic nominee for attorney general, is an 

1998 
Section: Editorial Page 

Page: A22 

innovative prosecutor with wide knowledge of criminal 
justice issues. –  –Since his primary victory last month, 
Reilly has broadened his view of the job. For instance, 
he analyzed issues regarding the contaminated General 
Electric land in Pittsfield, where the company is 
working with federal officials to restore environmental 
safety and economic well-being. The next attorney 
general will play a key role in this and other attempts to 
clean and reuse hazardous sites across the state. 

Thursday, Pittsfield officials, GE tout Waving off months of bickering over this city’s PCB 
October 15, cleanup plan seen as a key to cleanup, government and General Electric Co. officials 
1998 revitalizing city 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B2 

yesterday touted plans to mount what was described as 
the most ambitious project of industrial reclamation in 
New England. Government leaders hope to reclaim 
much of the 250-acre, partly abandoned site where GE 
used chemical PCBs to make electrical transformers for 
decades. 

Sunday, GE expects to spend $150M on Your editorial “Win-win in Pittsfield” (Oct. 4) accurately 
October 11, Pittsfield cleanup describes the agreement General Electric Co. and 
1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Letters 

Page: D6 

government agencies reached to address PCB issues in 
Pittsfield as “a victory for common sense.” For the 
record, GE’s estimate of the cost is about $150 million. 
The bulk of the agreement consists of cleanup projects. 
The final cost to GE will depend on the efficiency and 
timing with which these projects are carried out. 

Sunday, Win-win in Pittsfield The agreement hammered out between General Electric 
October 4, 

Edition: Third 
Co. and the US Environmental Protection Agency over 

1998 
Section: Editorial Page 

Page: C6 

decontamination of GE’s Pittsfield land and the 
Housatonic River flowing past it is a tribute to the 
power of compromise and a victory for common sense. 
The agreement, which calls for the investment of hard 
work and significant money, is good news for the 
people of Pittsfield and surrounding communities. It 
will yield even greater rewards if it serves as a model 
for resolving other difficult environmental disputes 
across the country. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Friday, GE accepts $150M plan to clean General Electric yesterday agreed to invest at least $150 
September Pittsfield sites million to clean up widespread industrial contamination 
25, 1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: A1 

from its former electric transformer plant in Pittsfield, 
ending an often bitter yearlong standoff with the federal 
government over how much cleanup is needed. Under a 
broad agreement with the US Environmental Protection 
Agency and numerous other government agencies, the 
company will clean up the Housatonic River and other 
areas, such as a school, that it contaminated with PCBs, 
or polychlorinated biphenyls. In addition, GE will clean 
up the 256-acre former plant site and give it to the city 
for economic development. 

Thursday, GE and EPA may announce a General Electric and the US Environmental Protection 
September deal Agency may be ready to announce − as soon as today − 
24, 1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B6 

a compromise plan for GE to clean up PCB pollution in 
Pittsfield that would stave off a potentially years-long, 
$500 million Superfund lawsuit. As of late last night, 
sources said a tentative deal included agreement for the 
EPA to supervise dredging or capping two miles of 
contaminated riverbed in the Housatonic River, which 
GE would pay for; $60 million in direct and indirect 
economic development aid from GE to Pittsfield; and a 
$15 million cash payment by GE to cover PCB damage 
to natural resources, as well as commitments to clean up 
all oxbows of the river and 265 named sites polluted 
with PCBs. 

Tuesday, GE, EPA make progress in talks Environmental regulators and negotiators for General 
September 

Edition: Third 
Electric Co. have made progress toward an agreement 

22, 1998 
Section: Metro 

Page: B5 

on cleaning up PCB pollution around Pittsfield, a 
government spokeswoman said. Angela Bonnarigo, 
speaking for the US Environmental Protection Agency, 
said weekend negotiations were constructive. More 
talks were set for tomorrow. The negotiations were 
extended last week beyond a Thursday deadline. The 
EPA opened the on-and-off talks with GE a year ago. 
Government and GE officials have been working 
toward a cleanup of the polluted Housatonic River, and 
redevelopment of an old GE factory site. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Saturday, EPA sets talks on PCB cleanup Federal environmental regulators say they have 
August 29, 

Edition: First 
extended talks with General Electric on cleaning up PCB 

1998 
Section: Metro 

Page: B6 

pollution at its Pittsfield plant site and the Housatonic 
River. John DeVillars, regional head of the US 
Environmental Protection Agency, said formal 
negotiations are expected to resume, and conclude, 
during the week of Sept. 14. In April, the EPA said it 
was moving forward with a federal cleanup under the 
Superfund law, which GE opposed. But officials agreed 
in June to try to reach a negotiated cleanup agreement. 

Thursday, Pittsfield cleanup talks on again The intermittent negotiations over speeding the cleanup 
June 18, 

Edition: First 
of General Electric’s PCB contamination in Pittsfield 

1998 
Section: Metro 

Page: B6 

were back on yesterday, after US environmental 
regulators agreed to meet next week with GE officials 
and a mediator. The two sides agreed to start formal 
talks again after GE said that it would do the planning 
and design necessary to start by next spring dredging 
and excavating PCB-laden soils from a half-mile stretch 
of the Housatonic River near its largely abandoned 245
acre transformer plant site. 

Thursday, US orders GE to dredge river in After months of threats, federal environmental 
June 4, 1998 Pittsfield 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B2 

regulators yesterday ordered General Electric to dredge 
PCB-tainted muck from a half-mile of the Housatonic 
River in Pittsfield, but left considerable wiggle room for 
GE to resume negotiating a compromise cleanup plan 
and avoid a Superfund lawsuit. 

Sunday, EPA chief prefers talks with GE US Environmental Protection Agency administrator 
May 31, on PCB cleanup Carol Browner has told state officials that she 
1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B9 

“continues to prefer” a negotiated deal with General 
Electric to clean up its PCB pollution in Pittsfield and 
avoid a protracted Superfund litigation battle. But 
Browner said the EPA and GE disagree over whether 
the company should dredge an extra 1.5 miles of the 
PCB-laden Housatonic River beyond the half mile it has 
suggested it would consider dredging if a deal can be 
reached. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Saturday, Call to delay EPA action on GE Leading Massachusetts environmental groups have 
May 23, criticized criticized Acting Governor Paul Cellucci for asking the 
1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B5 

federal Environmental Protection Agency to delay plans 
for designating the General Electric plant site in 
Pittsfield as a Superfund cleanup site by this fall. In a 
letter to Cellucci Thursday, 11 environmental groups 
called the acting governor’s decision “a serious mistake” 
and said any further delay “would be clearly unwise 
and unsafe for the citizens of Pittsfield.” 

Thursday, Cellucci opposes EPA on Acting Governor Paul Cellucci has joined Pittsfield 
May 21, Pittsfield officials in asking the federal Environmental Protection 
1998 

Edition: First 

Section: Metro 

Page: B5 

Agency to delay declaring the Housatonic River and a 
General Electric plant site in Pittsfield a Superfund 
cleanup site. In a letter to EPA Administrator Carol 
Browner, Cellucci and the other officials urged Browner 
to give negotiators one more chance to reach a 
settlement with General Electric over PCB 
contamination. 

Thursday, A personal link in Pittsfield While he was increasing General Electric’s shareholder 
May 14, pollution woes face city GE chief value by more than $265 billion over the last 17 years, 
1998 once called home 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B1 

chief executive John F. Welch Jr.’s ruthless approach 
earned him a nickname he hates: “Neutron Jack,” after 
the bomb that kills people but leaves buildings 
standing. As Welch has moved to dump or overhaul 
any GE operation that could not be No. 1 or No. 2 in its 
global market, shedding more than 170,000 jobs on the 
way, a hallmark of his refuse-to-lose strategy has been 
the company’s consistently aggressive resistance when 
the government brings Superfund suits at more than 80 
US toxic waste sites linked to GE. 

Saturday, Responding to report, EPA calls Still smarting from General Electric charges that they 
May 9, 1998 GE ‘shameful’ 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B2 

hid a 1976 report possibly absolving the company of 
some blame for PCB contamination in Pittsfield, 
Environmental Protection Agency officials yesterday 
slammed what they called “shameful” news that GE 
knew of the EPA report years ago. The significance of 
the report on PCB contamination in city sludge that was 
given away to residents as lawn and garden fertilizer 30 
to 40 years ago remains in dispute. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Tuesday, GE accuses EPA of twisting facts General Electric, in a formal protest yesterday of 
May 5, 1998 on contamination 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B2 

Environmental Protection Agency moves to force a 
potential $500 million Superfund cleanup of its Pittsfield 
plant, accused the EPA of breaking the law and twisting 
scientific data to bolster its Superfund claims. In a swipe 
at EPA regional administrator John P DeVillars − who 
as state environmental affairs secretary made headlines 
nine years ago for a 102-miles-per-hour speeding ticket 

− GE officials said, “Even a regional administrator in a 
hurry is obliged to slow down long enough to perform 
the basics of fact collection and analysis required by 
law.” 

Saturday, EPA officials fire back at US Environmental Protection Agency officials yesterday 
May 2, 1998 allegations by GE officials delay 

document concealed from 
Pittsfield residents 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B5 

strenuously denied General Electric charges that they 
hid a 1976 document showing that some Pittsfield 
homes got PCB contamination from city-donated sludge 
fertilizer, not GE factory waste the company is now 
removing from dozens of yards. “This particular report 
was . . . on the shelves of the EPA library, available to 
GE and the public,” said agency spokeswoman Alice 
Kaufman. “EPA has not hidden any documents from 
GE or the public concerning PCB problems in 
Pittsfield.” 

Friday, GE charges EPA hid tainted-soil Turning the tables on the US Environmental Protection 
May 1, 1998 reports records show Agency 

know sludge from Pittsfield 
plant contaminated 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: A1 

Agency, General Electric officials yesterday blasted the 
EPA for not turning over a report that shows it knew 
since at least 1976 that many Pittsfield homes got PCB 
soil contamination from sludge the city sewage plant 
gave away as fertilizer. As it battles EPA efforts to tab 
GE with a potential $500 million-plus Superfund 
cleanup bill in Pittsfield and 12 miles of the Housatonic 
River, GE is working to remove PCB-tainted soil at 
dozens of homes, ostensibly because they got “free fill” 
in the 1940s from the company’s electrical-transformer 
factory. 

Tuesday, Treasurer plans pro- State Treasurer Joseph D. Malone told General Electric 
April 21, environment stand in GE vote Co. Yesterday he is planning to vote the state pension 
1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B1 

fund’s $300 million worth of GE stock in favor of two 
environmentalist shareholder questions to pressure the 
industrial giant to move faster on cleaning up toxic PCB 
pollution in Pittsfield. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Sunday, GE’s responsibility in Pittsfield  A shift in the long-running controversy over cleanup of 
April 12, 

Edition: Third 
General Electric’s plant in Pittsfield should not obscure 

1998 
Section: Editorial Page 

Page: D6 

the need to restore the city’s economic vitality as soon as 
possible. GE has hesitated to take that step for several 
contentious reasons, but it would serve its own long
term interests best by doing so. 

Thursday, EPA plan to force cleanup More than 200 residents turned out to Pittsfield High 
April 9, 1998 greeted with strong support School last night to hear how the Environmental 

Protection Agency’s regional administrator was turning 
up the heat on GE. 

Thursday, Lawsuits begin flying In lawsuits filed Tuesday in Boston, GE has accused the 
April 9, 1998 federal Environmental Protection Agency and the state 

Department of Environmental Protection of withholding 
documents related to the investigation and cleanup of 
GE’s PCB wastes in Berkshire County.  

Tuesday, EPA invokes Superfund to force The US Environmental Protection Agency yesterday 
April 7, 1998 GE to clean up pollution 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B2 

invoked the Superfund law, saying it would order 
General Electric Co. to begin a massive cleanup of toxic 
chemicals contaminating the Housatonic River and vast 
tracts of Pittsfield. The EPA’s move drew support from 
environmental groups and Pittsfield city officials, who 
said the specter of Superfund is the only way to force 
GE to clean up the PCBs, cancer-causing chemicals 
formerly used in manufacturing. But GE blasted the 
move as unfair, and said it would fight it in court. 

Tuesday, EPA to dredge river Even though GE and government regulators failed to 
April 7, 1998 settle on terms for an expedited PCB cleanup last week, 

city leaders said agreement on a plan to redevelop half 
of the 250-acre GE facility was extremely close. 

Tuesday, GE vows to fight Superfund The Environmental Protection Agency said yesterday 
April 7, 1998 cleanup that it will soon order GE to dredge a two-mile stretch 

of the Housatonic River, a major step toward a 
Superfund cleanup of widespread PCB contamination 
that could ultimately cost half a billion dollars before 
attorneys’ fees. 

Tuesday, Waters pollute land in Pittsfield A residential neighborhood on the Housatonic River 
March 31, again floodplain was cleaned of PCB contamination but 
1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B8 

polluted again by rising waters, a federal environmental 
agency spokeswoman said yesterday. One 
environmental activist said the new test results 
underscore the need for dredging the river to remove 
pollutants. Otherwise, “the floodplain properties will 
forever be polluted,” said Tim Gray, director of the 
Housatonic River Initiative. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Tuesday, Mayor’s proposed GE settlement Less than a week remains before the Environmental 
March 24, irks many in Pittsfield Protection Agency decides whether to make the General 
1998 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B2 

Electric Co. plant here a Superfund site, and issues are 
simmering. Worried that the company might remove 
the 700 jobs remaining at its plastics division, Mayor 
Gerald Doyle said Friday that the EPA should negotiate 
a cleanup plan with the company and avert Superfund 
status. 

Tuesday, Deadline for GE cleanup John DeVillars, regional director of the US 
February 3, extended Environmental Protection Agency, has agreed to a two
1998 month extension of negotiations with the General 

Electric Co. over the terms of a cleanup plan for PCB 
contamination here. Last August, DeVillars said he 
would put GE’s 250-acre plant, and the adjoining 
Housatonic river, into the Superfund program if the 
parties could not agree on a cleanup plan by Feb. 1. 
Superfund status would allow EPA to clean the site, 
then sue GE for up to three times the cost. DeVillars said 
yesterday that enough progress has been made with GE 
to warrant an extension to March 30. 

Sunday, GE accused of delay tactic When Vincent Curro found out in 1987 that land 
October 19, landowners worry about timing beneath his auto body shop was contaminated with 
1997 of PCB suits 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B1 

PCBs, he tried to get General Electric Co. to buy his 
property or at least clean it up. But it took years to 
negotiate with the company, and no terms were ever 
agreed upon. By the time Curro considered suing GE, it 
was too late. The three-year statute of limitations for 
such lawsuits had expired. Curro now believes that 
company officials deliberately stalled their negotiations 
with him. And he and others are worried that GE is 
using the same tactics now with homeowners affected 
by the latest discovery of PCB contamination in 
Pittsfield. 

Monday, Dueling data citing newer For now, radiation treatment has beaten back the cancer 
September studies, some doubt PCBs cause that once threatened Stephen Trepania’s life. But 
29, 1997 cancer in humans 

Edition: Third 

Section: Health and Science 

Page: C2 

everyday he worries the lymphoma may return, and 
like many of his colleagues who once worked at the 
General Electric Co. plant in Pittsfield, he wonders if his 
cancer was a result of his exposure to PCBs at work. “I 
just don’t know,” said Trepania, 52. “So many people 
are sick, something’s got to be related somewhere.” 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Friday, Residents’ tests show low PCB A state study of people who live near the PCB-
September levels state study of Pittsfield contaminated Housatonic River and General Electric 
26, 1997 eases some worries about 

contamination 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: D19 

plant here has found very low levels of the chemicals in 
residents’ blood, easing some fears that simply living in 
the area may be a threat to people’s health. The study 
conducted by the Department of Public Health, released 
at a public meeting here last night, found that nearly all 
of the 148 people tested had less than 20 parts per 
billion of PCBs in their blood, with most levels at four to 
six parts per billion. 

Wednesday, State orders GE to widen search The search for hidden PCB contamination in this city 
September for PCB-tainted sites in Pittsfield continues to grow as the state last week asked General 
24, 1997 

Edition: First 

Section: Metro 

Page: B3 

Electric Co. to test dozens more residential properties 
and all city playgrounds. This latest request puts the 
number of homes to be checked for PCBs at about 96, 
with nearly 40 already tested and confirmed to have 
some of the chemicals in the ground. 

Sunday, The damage in Pittsfield  The insidious woes inflicted on Pittsfield and 
August 24, 

Edition: Third 
surrounding communities in Berkshire County 

1997 
Section: Editorial Page 

Page: D6 

constitute a fate no one foresaw or could have 
reasonably expected. Chemically tainted oil from 
General Electric’s 250-acre complex on the banks of the 
Housatonic River has left a potent legacy of danger 
across a broad area that frightens people and stifles 
economic recovery in a region heavily affected by GE’s 
withdrawal. 

Saturday, Cellucci nods to concerns on GE On a tour of several Berkshire County towns yesterday, 
August 16, toxins case says criminal probe Acting Governor Paul Cellucci said he was concerned 
1997 may be ‘a good idea’ 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B1 

about allegations that a General Electric Co. plant in 
Pittsfield knew of cancer-causing chemicals polluting 
the area’s neighborhoods and waters, but kept that 
knowledge secret for years. Asked about the possibility 
of holding a criminal inquiry to find out what GE knew 
about contaminants called PCBs, and when they knew 
it, Cellucci said it was “probably a good idea.” 

Sunday, GE knew of Pittsfield 'liability' Nearly five years before state officials confirmed high 
August 10, for years: Memo cited potential levels of PCB contamination in neighborhoods of this 
1997 threat from debris dumped at 

homes 
city, General Electric Co. knew of a potential 
environmental threat from the debris it had dumped on 
those residential properties, according to internal GE 
documents obtained by the Globe. 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_ATD.DOC 03/29/02D-54 



  

  

   

 
 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Thursday, General Electric agrees to clean Under government order, General Electric Co. agreed to 
December polluted area along Housatonic the first major cleanup work in its long legal battle with 
19, 1996 

Edition: Third 

Section: National/Foreign 

Page: C19 

regulators over a river where it released chemicals for 
years, officials said yesterday. George Wislocki, 
president of the Berkshire Natural Resources Council, 
hailed the announcement as “a defining moment for the 
cleanup of the Housatonic River.” 

Tuesday, Weld turns up heat on GE in Increasing pressure on General Electric Co. to clean up 
September river cleanup toxic PCBs, Gov. William F. Weld has asked that a 55
24, 1996 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B10 

mile stretch of the Housatonic River be declared a 
federal Superfund site. “It’s just taken too . . . long,” Leo 
Roy, Weld’s undersecretary of environmental affairs, 
said yesterday. “And General Electric would just as 
soon continue studying it for years to come.” 

Wednesday, Rivers protection cleared for A landmark bill designed to protect 9,000 miles of rivers 
July 31, 1996 passage 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B1 

and streams in Massachusetts was cleared for passage 
late last night, after environmentalists won major 
concessions over a highly toxic site in Pittsfield. The so-
called rivers bill will extend state wetlands regulations 
to properties within 200 feet of Massachusetts 
waterways. In effect, it will make it much tougher for 
developers to build near riverbanks. 

Tuesday, Rivers legislation hits rough The Massachusetts rivers protection bill has died six 
July 30, 1996 water late amendment is 

intended to aid GE 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B1 

years in a row, but this year was supposed to be 
different. Rep. Thomas M. Finneran, who had buried the 
bill four times when he was chairman of the Ways and 
Means committee, promised to push it after he won a 
battle to become House speaker. Gov. William F. Weld, 
who has described himself as “green as a grape” on the 
environment during his race for US Senate, vowed to 
sign it. For the first time, the House and Senate both 
passed versions of the bill. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Saturday, GE ordered to clean river Calling it an “imminent hazard to human health,” state 
July 27, 1996 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: B5 

environmental officials have ordered General Electric to 
immediately clean up a highly contaminated stretch of 
the Housatonic River. In 1981, GE entered into a consent 
agreement with state and federal environmental 
agencies to help clean up a 55-mile stretch of the river 
from the company’s former transformer plant in 
Pittsfield to the Connecticut border. This week’s order 
marked the first time that state officials have directed 
the company to actually dig out some of the 
contaminated river bottom. Stephen Moore, a 
spokesman for General Electric, said yesterday the 
company discovered the pocket of contamination earlier 
this month. He said it would take weeks to determine 
the extent of the contamination. 

Thursday, AG backs owners along Attorney General Scott Harshbarger is siding with 
March 7, Housatonic property owners along the Housatonic River in their 
1996 

Edition: First 

Section: Metro 

Page: 82 

damage suit against General Electric Co. for PCB 
pollution of the river. In a class-action suit filed last 
summer in US District Court, the residents said their 
property values have been diminished by the pollution. 
GE’s lawyers have asked a judge to dismiss the suit, 
contending the property owners had three years in 
which to file a claim and should have known by the 
mid-1980s that the flood plain along the river was 
contaminated. 

Tuesday, Pockets of PCBs persist in The Housatonic River’s scenic windings against a gentle 
April 18, Housatonic backdrop of cows and stone fences still draw the city
1995 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: 20 

weary to the Berkshires. But underneath the gentle 
waters and piled high on the sand bars are tons of 
gravel contaminated by polychlorinated biphenyls or 
PCBs. 

Sunday, PCB concerns tar Riverside in Behind him, the Housatonic River flowed full and 
April 4, 1993 Berkshires 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: 1 

languid, lapping over its banks, gurgling softly. Stanley 
Cooke loved that bend in the river, built his dream 
home here and for more than 20 years has been eating 
vegetables from a garden he grew at the water’s edge. 
But contamination from PCBs, or polychlorinated 
biphenyl, found in tests last fall and again this past 
winter have turned this placid place and other 
picturesque riverside settings into “a horror” for Cooke 
and many of his Berkshire County neighbors, the 65
year-old lawyer and longtime Pittsfield resident said 
last week. 
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LIST OF SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

BOSTON GLOBE 

Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Thursday, Less PCB found in Housatonic Levels of cancer-causing PCBs in several sample groups 
May 16, fish of fish from the Housatonic River declined by 47 percent 
1985 

Edition: Third 

Section: Metro 

Page: 28 

to 84 percent during a five-year period ending in 1984, 
according to a study performed by the Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection and the 
General Electric Co. A total of 277 fish were analyzed by 
the Academy of Natural Sciences in Philadelphia, the 
department said in Hartford. In 70 percent of the 
sample, PCBs were measured at levels below the 2 parts 
per million considered safe by the federal Food and 
Drug Administration. The General Electric Co., based in 
Fairfield, used PCBs in the manufacture of transformers 
in its Pittsfield, Mass., plant from the 1930s to 1977, the 
department said. The Connecticut Department of Health 
Services continues to advise against eating Housatonic 
River fish taken from the stretch between the 
Massachusetts state line and Lake Zoar in Southbury. 

Thursday, New England briefs river The concentration of PCB pollutants has dropped below 
December pollutants reportedly drop federal limits in fish caught in the Housatonic River in 
15, 1983 

Edition: N 

Section: Run of Paper 

Pittsfield, a General Electric Co. official says. Ronald 
Desgroseilliers, manager of the environmental programs 
at General Electric, said Monday a study of 145 fish 
from the river showed only one sample to have a PCB 
concentration that exceeded the federal government’s 
limit of 5 parts per million. General Electric, which used 
polychlorinated biphenyls until 1977 in its plant near 
the river in Pittsfield, has monitored fish as part of a 
federal agreement that it would clean up the waste and 
study its impact. Officials banned sportsmen from 
eating any fish caught downstream in Connecticut 
because of the pollution. 

Friday, State will ask EPA to reconsider In a maneuver designed as much to gain more federal 
September 9, sites aid as to protect public health, Massachusetts plans to 
1983 

Edition: N 

Section: Run of Paper 

ask the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
reconsider some of the 11 hazardous-waste sites that 
were rejected last week for inclusion on the federal 
“Superfund” list. Sites nominated by Massachusetts this 
year for EPA action but rejected [include]: Housatonic 
River, Pittsfield, where PCBs and other industrial 
contamination have been traced to the General Electric 
Co. 
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Date Headline Lead Paragraph 

Friday, State proposes 13 more Massachusetts environmental protection officials 
July 1, 1983 Superfund sites 

Edition: N 

Section: Run of Paper 

recommended yesterday that 13 hazardous waste sites 
in the state be added to the federal list of top-priority for 
cleanup. Inclusion on the list makes a site eligible for 
partial cleanup financing from the $1.6 billion federal 
“Superfund” program. 

Monday, Study says PCB came from HARTFORD − An “inkling” that Massachusetts was the 
July 14, 1980 Mass. 

Edition: N 

Section: Run of Paper 

source of PCBs in the Housatonic River is borne out in a 
study by the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment 
Station, officials say. The study shows that about 70 
percent of the toxic chemical polychlorinated biphenyl 
(PCB) in the river is concentrated in the area of Woods 
Pond, below the General Electric plant in Pittsfield, 
Mass. 
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GE asks closed session 

with Council on PCBs 


By Judy Kab 	 Ute private session in GE Building 
42 would be for councilon only. TheLab- a City Council reguest 
company offered a m i c e  of dates:that company officials attend a 


lit bearing on ( p l y$?-April 6, 11 or 13.
PCBs on-
nated biphenylsI "inappropriate for 
General Electric Co.," GE has of- 
fered to meet with councilors behind 
closed doors in a GE conference 
room instead. 

Accepting GE's invitation would 
appear to put the Council in viola-
tion of state law. The open-meeting 
law prohibits a quorum of a govern- 
mental body fmm meeting privatelx 
to deliberate towards a decision. 

The Council voted March 22 to 
bold a publ~c bearing on the status 
31 a consent order signed rn May 
1981 by GE, the state Department of 
Environmental Quality Enweering 
and the federal Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. The consent order 
required GE to perform extensive 
sbdtes of envvonmentzl contamina- 
tkKi caused by PCBs and other haz- 
ardous chemicals from its plants 
bere 
GE sent its private-mee:ing

counterproposal to City Council 
President Angelo C. Stracuzzi. 

Stracuai said last night that be 
will inform GE that the Council can- 
not legally attend a meeting that is 
closed to tbe public and the press. 
Councilors did attend a session at 
GE several years ago. he said, but a 
squad of newspaper and radio re-
porters were present as stand-ins 
for the publ~c. 

R. Bruce F a n e s  GE's manage; 
H communicatioas. said last nipht 
%at GE k aot aware of any legal
hstrtcle to tbe p q w d  b n e f q  
rtK offer. be said_ ~sGE's attempt 

respond to the Council'sreqws: 
Notaflatminfle 
Stracuni sai2 Ma: e bri;efm,c t., a 

GE uxiferrot~room caono: be a 
a$lstttute for a pubhc bwrng 

'Tbe C Q  Council voted lor a put>-
ticbePrmg"aaidStracuni "I have 
m cboicr, but to establish a pubhc 
bearmg. WbeWr GE comes or not 
k tberr decision." 

If GE wants to hold an opeo brief-
tng in ad&tian to the public bearing. 
!3tracwi said, "I would have oo ob-

' 
jectioo." 

F m n  signed the letter to Sea-
cuul. In which GE specified that 

Stracurd said he received tbe let-
ter Thursday. in a teJephow con- 
versation later that day,be said, he 
persuaded F a r m  to expand the in-
vitation to three representatives of 
the Lakewood neighborhood. But, 
Stracuzzi said. Farren said he d ~ d  
not want reporters present. 

GE purchased and razed several 
houses in the Lakerood area after 
traces of toxic PCBs were found in 
some basements and gardens there. 
The area was tested because the 
company discovered a "plume" of 
PCBconmninated oil under the 
East Street border of the wighbor- 
W. The oil apparently leaked 
from underground tanks that had 
been removed in 1964. 

For rerkrcF,comment 
~n the letter, Farren wrote that 

"the report that we wud to both 
the state Department of Environ-
mental Quality Engineering and the 
federal Environmental Protection 
Agency was prepared at their 
request and Is in their hands for re-
view and comment." 

Tbe EPA solicited public com-
ments on tbe report, a voluminous 
study of PCBs in the Housatonic 
River. last montt; and expects to is-
sue its repow a: the end of April 
A copy of the Housatonic River'. 
gftKfywas available for public ia-
spectlcm at tbe offlce of the Bcrk-
shirr County Regional Pl-
Cmmksion. and its condusions 
werr report& .t!newspaper storm 

"It *wild be prema'm." Farm 
WID&. "to discus the Lnforrnatlon 
publtcl?. prior to be@ s?udied and 
mrnmezted oz by the two gove*rn-
men?.& Wes. 
Bu; be s a i d  

" 

"we do fee! we haw 
thengiltto-tbefrncfingsof 
OW ~ear-kulg saufy with official 
kxfies aKh 8s tbe Plttsfieid City
Council 80 h g  as It b not a public 
fonun.WhilethtsmaymtmeetUte 
compktte &ire of members of Ute 
City Council, it is tbe fullest extent 

that we feel we are permitted to do 
until such time as the DEQE and 
EPA mmment on our study.'' 

public bearing 
Stracuni said the Council's i n b -

tlon is to have a N1public bearing 
on the isw in the Council chamber 
with representatives of GE, the 
DEQE and EP.4. He  sald he affl 
dtstuss the GE invitation with other 
councilors, but even as a supple-
ment to a public hearing "there Ls 
w way the City Council can go to a 
private session without the press.'' 

He said he will speak to Farren to 
see whether GE will extend its invi-
t a b n  to the news media. While that 
will not make the meeting a public 
forum in the full sense, he said, i t  
would make it an "open forum." 

Farren, who was reached at press 
t h e  last nigh;, said "we will cer-
tainly kten  and give due consid-
eration" to such a reqast But, he 
said, "at this time onr briefing is 
no! a publ~c fonun. We wiil have to 
wait uniil we 1&en to the Council 
president's mfosmation." 

~orni&ons taken 

for ad-,ad-,isersto 

Council for Children 


Wmtnatlons are being taken for 
&c:lon to the cttizen advisory 

-bard of the Berkshire County Cam-
ctf for Chrlciren The electlon will be 
beld at the council's annua! meetmg 
on Ma!, 18 at 7.30 pm at Mom- 
lngslde school 

Anyone wtK, hves or worlls In 
Ber$sture Count? a eligible to be-
come a member of the cwnc~lor lts 
board Persons age 16 ant! older 
who have beer, ewncD members for 
at Ieas: 30 days are &@!e to vote 
for tbe board CarKlldates 

Theaxmci l .o lzeof~mtbes ta te ,  
serves as tbe cltlzen o d v o a q  arm 
of tbe Massachwtts Offm for m-
&enAnyone WenSd tn )atning tbe 

council or bemg a board a d a t e  
sbould amtact tbe local Massacfiu-
settr Office for Ctuldren 



By Steve Moore 	 / 

Berkshre Eagle Stall 	 @ 
PITTSFIELD - Hundreds of tons of ab- 


sorbent materlal contam~nated with PCBs 

was buried in various parts of the c ~ t y  by 

GE and its contractors from 1940 through 

1974, accordmg to employees of the former 

power transformer operation. 


The claylike material, known generally 

as fuller's earth and used more commonly 

as a cat litter, was used dally In small 

amounts to clean up spilled PCBs (poly- 

chlorinated biphenyls) and other llquids. At 

the same time, large quantltles of the 


. fuller's earth were used to filter impurities 
from PCBs as part of the transformer 
manufacturing process. 

GE employees who worked directly wlth 

the material - truckrig it away or su er 

sing its use - recalled that at  times t a l i  

a ton of fuller's earth was used every week. 


The situation was brought to The Eagle's 

attention by a retlred employee who re-

uested anonymity It was confirmed 


b o u g h  intermews with a number of peo- 

ple. One of them, Romolo Mag], a trans-

former assembler for 38 years, said he and 

the men wlth whom he worked spread

fuller's earth before quitting tlme every r* 


day to soak up spilled PCBs. 

The spent fuller's earth, according to 

*sllvsrformer GE truck dr~vers, was taken to a -

ump on GE property, to the old clty land- 


.!$ll.y npy the site of the Softball Complex & .i,. 

* %- to a slte near the Altresco CO-generation Material contaminated with PCBS
';!'lant,' to.the sewerage plant off Holmes is buried, sources say, ,at sites ., ,
' had ,  to the.Rose P P e r t Y  - -7 Laneiboro ;Nafipd k - ~  map. Aand c on)his 

ku"*and probably to numerous 'other smallers is ,,,,, tllermal oxidizer
3sites " r trkruV...'& sx$ - 1 - ation off East Street. B is near the 
.?:; a No mention by EPA . \ Altresco co-generation plant. C is .: 
r 4d .: , 'the old city landfill, which is ac-~ 

,. 
~ theintimate connection ~ j & of 	 ;{ua!ly farther from the plant than; earth with PCBs and the amounts of fuller's 

, earth apparently involved, no mention of 'ndlcated. * .' ,  1-,,	the material has ever been made by the d *  

federal Environmental Protection Agency knowlgdge of the PCB era because he 
and the state Department of Environmental started with GE in 1977 
Protection, whlch are adrnlnistering GE's Nelther ETA nor state Department of 
cleanup of PCBs. - Environmental Protect~on officials who : 

Ronald F. Desgroseilliers, GE's manager were contacted sald they were previously 
of environmental programs and faclllties, aware of the presence of contam~nated . 

sald that a check of GE records shows only fuller's earth In Pittsfield 

one mention of fuller's earth in connection PCBs were used by GE to retard internal : 

with PCB filtration. That notation, he sald, sparkmg in transformers. In the process, 


tons of PCBs were lost or discarded. In the occurs in a Jaduary 1982 report compiled 
Gere &. by the engineering firm of O'Brien meantime, PCBs have been connected with 

severe skin conditions in humans and Can- for GE in response to a cleanup order GE 
signed at the tlme. . cer in laboratory ammals Though their use 


In that instance. he said. s ~ i l l s  around has been banned bv the EPA, they have not 

Building 12E in 1937 and 1938 <ere cleaned been proven to ca&e cancer in himans. 

. up using fuller's earth. The fuller's earth "'ging the riverwas then placed in drums and buried 
somewhere on the GE premises. Because of iheir confirmed presence in 

Deseroseiiliers said that good records on the Housatonic River, GE has been actively 

such hatters begin in theW1970s when the working to find Ways to purge the river of 

company became aware of the implications the chemicals It is now replacing an old 


_ of-PCB contamination. The comDanv has - dam a t  Woods Pond on the Lee-Lenox bor-. -.7.. % 
.%not used PCBs since 1974 when theywer 	 ,*ed " " ' banned by the EPA as a sus ected carcin- 

ogea He said that be h a 8  oo personal age B7' I+- z 

.I 



PCBs buried in unreported sites 

. Continued from Page A1 

der, behind which large concentra- 
tions of PCBs have been found. The 
company is also spending millions 
of dollars to remove PCBs from 

ro rties in the Lakewood neigh- 
loger ood near the lant and from a 
dump site in Lan&ro. 

A retired GE driver, W i i a m  J. 
Todd, said that he and other drivers 
hauled contarmnated fuller's ear&, 
to the city landfill in specially made 
disposal bins. The bi, roughly 2 
feet by 3 feet by 8 feet long, held 
about 2 cubic yards of material 
when full and were emptied twice 
daiiy, once in the morning and once 
in midafternoon. - ..+-- .y t. . +..t 

A second former driver, who re- 
quested that his name not be used 
because he is still working a t  GE in 
another capacity, said that he also 
hauled contaminated fuller's earth 
to a portion of GE's on-premises 
dump a t  the "scrap heap. ' He de- 
scribed the dump as a 60-or 70-foot 
hole into whlch the f.aller's earth, 
along with other materials, was 
dumped: - " 

The scrap h iap  was located 

a c r w  fron? the East Street gate, 

near the present location of the 

thermal oxidizer complex. It was a 

marshaling yard for supplies and 

raw materials discarded by GE that 

could be bought or taken free by GE 

employees. \ 
. . 
-, 
, A 

PCB site near Altresco 
:"%nother dump site he used, the 
driver said, was an area to the west 
of the site on whch Altresco is now- 
building a co-generation plant f6r , 
GE. At a recent public meehng, 
Altresco officials informed the 
neighbors that they could not plant 
trees on porbons of the site because 
of contaminahon from PCBs. The 
site lies between Alh-esco and the . , 
Allendale School, but is se 
from the grammar school E$ 
fences and a wide GE entrance 
road : * 1  

Desgrmeilliers said ;hat the en- 
tire area of the co-generation plant 
was tested and a sechon was found 
that was free of contamination 
Otber portions of the area, he said, 
damcontain PCBs and be added that - Allre-wo's o p e r a t i o n s  h a v e  
"stra~zd"frob the anginal s ~ t e  into 
abuthng aiezs. 

However, Desgroseill~ers said, 
planting hpes there should not be a 
problem II clean earth ISlaid on top 
of the contaminated sections. 

A former GE techc lan  who IS 
r e b e d  and who also asked to re-

-

main anonymous, said that for ev- 
ery 9,280 gallons of Pyranol - the 
commercial name for GE's PCB 
preparation - it took 300 pounds of 
fuller's earth to filter out the impu- 
rities. 

More than half bf the ~ ~ r & l  was 
refiltered after having been used in 
transformers, he said. Though the 
fuller's earth was drained as well as 
possible, he said, each batch re-
tained ,several' gallons of Pyranol
when &carded. 

Edward L. Bates Jr., an engineer 
in assembly and test who is now 
retired, estimated that more than 17 
million gallons of Pyranol was pro- 
cessed by GE over the 38 years of 
its use. That figure would represent 
about 280 tons of PCBcontaminated 
fuller's earth for primary filtration 
at  that department alone. 

But exact figures are  difficult to 
pin down. Many of the people con- 
tacted by The Eagle could not re- 
member how much fuller's earth 
they saw or where it went. A num- 
ber are dead. But all who would 
speak, including Desgroseilliers; 
conf i i ed  that fuller's earth was 
and is a normal rt of day-to-day 
operations for c E n u p  of spilled
liquids. Many also confirmed that it 
was dumped in a variety of places. 
At the same time, virtually no one 
blamed GE for practices that were 
thought at  the time to be harmless. 

one driver said that it was com- 
mon practice to dump oil, solvents 
and other liquids on the flood plain
behind ordnance Plant 3 off Merrill 
Road A tank truck with a road-
o w  sprinkler behind it would 
drive through the field with its 
valves own. he said. Similar dii-
pasal t&hGques were used along 
the company's railroad tracks to 
keep down vegetation, he said. 

Todd said that be remembered 
releasing a white liquid derived 
from transformer cooling processes 
and-mixed with machining fluids 
along the railroad tracks for the 
s a m e p y . .  - .. i ... : - : 

Machtung fluids 'are among the 
substances included in a mortality 
study of GE workers conducted by a 
University of w e l l  epidemiologist. 
Ti,. study, which has been eom-
pleted, is being reviewed now by 
GE and will be ready for public 
release sometime next month. 

Other sources said that some of 
t h e  d i s c a r d e d  a n d  P C B -
contaminated oifs were used to oil 
dirt roads in Lanesboro, and in New 
Lebanon and Nassau, N.Y. 

Stephen F. Joyce, of the Western: 
Region office of the Department of 
Environmental Protection, said that 
test wells drilled a t  the city's old 
landfiit .dii not s h m  much PC3 
contamination. He added that such 
a finding is not surprising because 
PCBs are relatively insoluble and 
do not migrate very much in ground 
water. 

Joyce said that while DEP con-
siders the issue of fuller's earth 
very important, the department now 
is forced to choose its targets care- 
fully because of budget restraints. 
DEP has a list of more than 700 
confirmed hazardous waste sites in 
the Western Region and has a staff 
of 19 on the cases. 

Priority sites, he said, are  those 
that threaten drinking water s u p  
plies, something that does not a p  

pear to apply to any of the fuller's -earth s ~ t e s  right now. 
To bolster its water su ply, Pjtts- 

freld had considered dri ing a well 
to tap an abundant underground 
supply in Brattlebrook Park off 
East Street. But it dropped that 
plan m 1980 because PCBs had been 
detected in a 1977 test. ..- < 

GE suspected in 'SO ., -. 
An Eagle news story at  that time 

quoted the head of the Department 
of Environmental Quality Engi- 
neering as saying the proximity of 
the aquifer to the landfill and GE 
made both prime suspects as the 
source or sources. 

Gary Gosbee, chief of EPA's 
Massachusetts and Rhode Island 
Waste Regulation Section, said that 
he was not aware of fuller's earth 
dumping and could not be sure how, 
if a t  all, the issue might tie into the 
order now being prepared that will 
govern GE's cleanup. of the Hous- 
atonic River. 

Michael Nalitinski, coordinator of 
EPA's pre-remedial group, said that 
his staff will inspect sites in Pitts- 
field, i!icluding the @id !andfill, 

within 18 months He said he plans 
to do more investigation to see how 
the sttes in uestlon fit with what 
EPA already(ttnows. . ,-

rmpact remains be seen 
The impact, if any, bf buried 

fuller's earth on GE cleanup opera- 
tions rem:.;ns to be seen. 

~ c c o r d u t ~  Jack GE'sto Batty, 
dlrector of public relat~ons at  cor- 
poration headquarters in Faufield, 
Corn., GE has already spent more 
than $50 million in an effort to r e  
move PCBs, from the envuonment. 
It also faces an upcoming order 
from EPA to clean up the Hous- 
atonic River of the chemical and it 
has had a vast extraction system 
operating in the Lakewood section 
for severai years to remove con-
taminated oil from the ground wa- 
ter. 

' > * . 

The corporation is also committed 
to a $20 million cleanup of the Rose 
family's property In Ianesboro, 
wh~ch turns out to be one deshna- 
ticn of contaminated Zuller's earth. 



:UIW warns residents to avoid 

,.... t 1 ' 1  .' . 	 PCBs-contaminated areas 

6'3 --.e=-+4--Residents told. 
s V L  

PCBs, fr&n B1 	 into one's hpme, have been is-
sued to reduce the possibility of and surrounding areas but how 
exposure for those who wish tot o  steer ~ l e a i . ; wthat cleanup will be done is still 
''be prudent" being negotiated. Until a long-

In response to a question, We- of PCBs in 'soil;?,- term solution to the pollution is 
inberg said the milk &om cowsagreed upon, Weinberg said DEP 

. . .biz;:By Gae Elfenbein ;c/j../b 93 is  requesting that short-term that have grazed in the flood 
! . # .  

- .  .! . * Bwtrhlrc W e Staff ' 1 ,  	 . : . .. , . I  . measures be undertaken. plain has been tested and found 
' ' 	 Those include such simple to be free of PCBs. 

PITTSFIELD - ~es iden t s  who. live 
things as fencing off or  posting Weinberg said that a represen- 

and play in the flood plain of the Hous- 
, 	 tative from the state Department - property to warn of "hot spots" to atonic River between the GE faciliv and of Public Health will meet with more expensive steps such asthe Woods Pond Dam in Lenox were . residents. at a session to be held removal of the soil. advised by state oficials last night to sometime in August In the meantime, residents are" minimize their contact with soil'and Several praised that step, in- being urged to minimize theirsediment that sampling has shown con- cluding Dr. Steven k Myers, who potential exposure by avoidingtain concentrations of polychlorinated said he is involved with cancerdirect contact with the soil and biphenyls in various levels. studies at Berkshire Medicalavoiding raising a lot of dust 

The Department of Environmental 	 Center.Canoeists, especially those who 
Protection has ordered GE tg take steps use the Decker boat launch Thanking DEP for the progress 
to clean up or take other measures'to where high readings were found, made on the cleanup, he said, 
remediate contamination on 16 proper- should avoid contact with river "It's been a long and arduous 
ties along the river. GE has agreed to sediment If sustained contact task I finally feel like we're 
DEP's determination on .two of the takes place, they should rinse making some headway." 
properties but is exercising its right to their skin, DEP said. 
dispute the determinations on 9 e  oth- Concern about the effect of 
ers, Alan Weinberg of DEP said at an contact with PCBs on those who 
informational session at Be'rkshiq take part in river cleanups
Community College last night. . ,.. prompted George S. Wislocki, di- 


PCBs were used in the manufacture of rector of the Berkshire Natural 

transformers at GE up through the 1950s Resources Council, to suggest 

and were dumped or carried into the that such volunteer operations be 

surrounding soil and water over the halted and that GE be made to 

years. They are a suspected carcinogen. pick up the cost of such activities. 


Weinberg replied that the re-

moval' of debris from rivers, while 

laudable, was a voluntary effort 

and should not be GE's respon-

sibility. 


Rachel * Fletcher of Great Bar- 

rington expressed concern about 

the effect cleanups have on chil- 

dren, who she said spend much 

time in the river and are en-

couraged to help keep it clean by 

joining adults in such efforts. 


Several times she questioned 

Kancy Bettinger of DEP about 

the possible danger, especially 

after Bettinger said she did not 

think children should help in the 

cleanups. 

. Recanting somewhat, Bettinger 


said, "We are not saying there is 

a health risk If you are con-

cerned you should take whatever 

steps you can to limit contact" 


Further, Bettinger said, the 

level of PCBs in the river near 

Great Barrington is practically 

nil, although she agreed that &r- 

ther testing should be done since 

work on the upstream Rising pa- 

per mill dam has taken place. 


Weinberg said that all the 
guidelines, such as avoiding eat- 
ing vegetables grown in the flood 
plain and avoiding tracking soil 



Long-term river cleanup focuses PCBs 

By Gae Elfenbein 

Berksh~reEagle Staff 

P ITTSFIELD - If polychlorinated biphenyls, more  com-
monly known a s  PCBs, were  a s  easy to remove from the  
Housatonic River  a s  t i res ,  shoes and,shopping car ts ,  thc  fish 
would be  ed ib le  - a n d  a 
lot of people  wottld b e  
unemployed. 

While yesterday's effort 
to remove debr i s  from t h e  
banks a n d  waters  of t h e  
r i v e r  a c c o m p l i s h e d  a 
short- term goal,  t h e  ulti-
mate q u e s t  - a swimma-
ble, f ishable r iver  by t h e  
year  2000 - remains  elu-  
sive. 

However ,  i n  p a r t  be-
cause  of p ressure  from a 
frustrated public, several  
events  in t h e  pas t  y e a r  
will bring tha t  day  closer, 
say spokesmen for envi-
ronmental  agcncics  a n d  
GE,whosc P ~ t t s f t e l d  p lan t  
on  E a s t  S t r e e t  I S  t h e  
p r ime  source  of t h e  40,000 Joel Librizzi 

pounds Of PCBs tha t  have J o h n  N a l e p a  s t u d i e s  H o u s -
accumulated in t h e  s e d i - a t o n i c  p o l l u t i o n  a t  t h e  B e r k -  
ment  a t  t h e  bottom of t h e  shire  ~ t h ~ ~ 
river: 

F- T h e  statc  1)epartmcnt of Environmental  Protection and 
the  federal  Environmental  Protection Agency have signed a 
memorandum of unders tand ing  that  will end  years  of wran-  
gling ovcr  jurisdiction a n d  proccdurc.  

rc DEP, GE and  the EPA have also set t led the i r  differences 
over  a permi t  issued by EPA set t ing forth a schedule  for t h e  

cleanup.  T h e  revised permi t  will b e  issued f o r  publ ic  scrut iny 
a n d  comment  a t  t h e  e n d  of t h e  month.  
k And to fu r ther  s p e e d  t h e  regulatory process  a n d  provide 

more  consistent monitoring, D E P  a n d  EPA have establ ished 
special  units to dea l  solely with GE's Pittsfield facility and  t h e  
river. 

"We should have a final p e r m i t  - effect ive a n d  enforceable 
- by t h e  middle of November," sa id  Bryan Olson, newly 
appoin ted  by EPA to work exclusively on t h e  r iver  c leanup.  

Of t h e  jurisdictional squabbling t h a t  h a s  gone  on in t h e  past,  
Olson acknowledged, "We w e r e  s tepp ing  on  [DEP's] feet. . . . 
One of us  would approve  o n e  thing a n d  t h e  o t h e r  would 
d i s a p p r o v e .  . . and  G E  was  caught  in tha t  whole web." 

N e w  era started 
H e  a n d  his  counte rpar t  a t  DEP,  J. Lyn Cutler ,  a g r e e  that  a 

new e r a  of cooperat ion h a s  begun.  "We have  n o n e  of tha t  
history," said Olson. "It's a fresh beginning." 

Despi te  a hir ing freeze, Cutlcr  was  appoin ted  sect ion chief  
by D E P  to work with two o thers  exclusively on the  G E  site.  

"Twenty-fivc percen t  of all  m a n  hours  s p e n t  in  th i s  office 
w e r e  s p e n t  on  G E  projects  a n d  to have several  diffcrcnt  
peoplc working on  it was not  effective," Cut le r  said.  

Complaining about  what  was viewed a s  boondoggling by the  
agencies  a n d  GE,  several  g roups  of  res iden ts  began agitating 
last year  for action u n d e r  t h e  umbrel la  g r o u p  called t h e  
Housatonic River  Initiative. T h e i r  cry became "a swimmable,  
fishable r iver  by t h e  y e a r  2000." 

With Rep.  Chris topher  J. Hodgkins, D-Lee, throwing in his  
weight, a n u m b e r  of publ ic  meet ings w e r e  held to u p d a t e  t h e  ~ ~ ~ ~ .
public a n d  answer  quest ions.  

Prais ing t h e  citizens who got involved, Cut le r  said,  "They 
have been  t h e  dr iving force. If i t  weren ' t  fo r  them,  my position 
would not  have b e e n  created."  

"Thcre  is still a lot of work to b e  done,"  Cut le r  sa id ,  "but t h e  
project  is picking u p  momentum. T h e  goal of t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  

PCBs ,  con t inued  o n  B4 

3 @ t A f ' ~ f j \ w - b$J-





-- 

E,, luamjiadxa aql lyulaJ, 
x1lemleu 

apr&ap !I!,* xaql 1eyl os alqe~s 
ssal pue alxol ssa[ maw %!lap 
-ua~.sg~dan aleupoppap I!!M 
leqi yawlpas ay; 01 leskrnaqa e 
3u!ppe Kq,.ssaao~d pnleu aq1 dn 
paads ol., qaas luaul~adxa aqL 
p!es aqs ..'ssa3oJd mols e s.i! )nq 

'apeSap s82d ~eq mouy aM,, 
'DO02 

JUIUS p!ec wapa.lj yl'bn ol;l 
pa~o~~uorn 23 puc ulep pou2yeam 

'p!es allapau 
'alq!pa palelsap Bu!aq sayel p3J 
-my om) u! qslad pue qsy uns 
ql!m paddo~p anaq qsy u! sa3d 
JO slanal aqL 'uo!l~a]o.~d Iwluaw 
-uo.qnu3 jo luamlledaa s.alels 
leql JO anapau sal~cq3 p!es 
.:~uawano~dm! lueag!u%!s,, uaas 
seu ~an1.1 aul '~nsllaauuo~ul 

2uq(nsuos jo Jaqmnu e sdo~dma 
os[e Luedmos iq&:~~alqo~d 83d 
aw 01 paw!pap.uawjo OF woqE 
'OEI sXoldwa ho!s!~!p 1eqL 

'saq~[!q pue sme.18 
-o~d ]~uamuo~!~ua JO ~a2euew 
s.33's.la!ll!asolbafl 'd p~eUO8 
p!ss 'uoqe!pauraJ JOJ uelJ e au! 
-dolanap pue 2wle$!lsanu! $cab 
01 u! uo!lpu OE$ Jane wads 
&sea., sey 33 'uogae an!?s3JJos 
ayq 01 s.raplo lelapaj aapun 

'uognllod 3q 01 pa)nq!lluoa 
oqe seq $3 OIPUBI am plos dale1 
VWM '~3 m vqsyraa ~OOBI 
a]sl aq; u! LvCuadord aq) JO vd 
uo aiam 1eq1 syuel aye 
-10s wo~j ual ahp!saa 1x1 1eo3 

vap!saJ IIO~~~II,~,'"~IEN uqor 
.,'9u!i~1m1os 

UJwl II~Sam 'sl!ej i! J! "aha.. 
p!ss aqs .,'a.lnlvial!l poo3 jo dpoq 

s dnZrripltnq ale pue laqio qsea 
~ouyov;3n!uu!%q [IF ale aM,, 

.It 1" ll~d 

.,?A,, am" 7,..T,,, .C ':,,nr.,~,." .A. Y,,,,,. -7.7 .r .ry 



, 
't In Brief 

Cleaidjng it fishable, swimmable Housatonic in the next the a 
few years. 

The problem of getting polychlorinated bi- 
phenyls BCBs) out of the Housatonic River and 
its flood plain has been vexing enough without 
the added complication of regulatory agencies 
getting in each other's way. That has ended now, 
however, with the memorandum of understand- 
ing between the two agencies, the state De-
partment of Environmental Protection and the 
federal Environmental Protection Agency. To- 
gether the two have worked out a revised 
schedule for cleanup with GE that should be 
available for public scrutiny by the end of the 
month. However, given.al1 the doubts about how 
one can - to paraphrase that Vietnam-era line 
about destroying a village to save it - cleanse 
the river without ruining it, it is probably unfair 
to expect that schedule to be a simple recipe for 



PCB cleanup 
tYvxing well, 
GE says 

PITTSFIELD - F o r  !vital may have 
been the  first t ime.  3 G E  officral said 
yesterday t h e  compan?  IS  seeing n pin-
prick of l i ~ h taC t h e  end of' the  PCB 
tunnet.  

Jeti'rey G Ruebesam. r h e  tonipany's 
manager  of p lan t  compliance 2nd plnnt 
remeri~; t r ion,  told a g roup  atrendin$ a n  
open house on PCB c leanup  ).esterday 
t h x  because the marerials had been  
banned from t h e  t ~ ~ a n u f a c t u r i n g  process  
d u r r ~ i g  thc  1970s. " there a r c  only so 
many PCBs o u t  t h c r c  that  a r c  Ick" 

In  addi t ion.  Steve Moore. GE envi-
ronmental  spokesman,  said that  t h e  op- 
erat ion of t h e  PCB i ~ ~ c i r ~ e r - a r i o r ~plarit OIT 
East S t r r c r ~  alorig the b311lis uf :he 
H o u s ~ ( o n t c  h a s  eased  s o n ~ e w h a r  a s  t h e  
supply of PCBs h a s  dls lnisheci .  

I n t o  the 21st century 
Nerther  ofircral could p r e d ~ c t  w t h  a n y  

c ' c r t ~ ~ n t ywhen  the  c lzanup  would end  
and SoLh sckno~vledged  could go on 
inlo the ?lsr cenrur?, 

But progress IS being made. they s31d. 
In c l e a n ~ n g  u p  rhe GE si te  

PCBs. or polych!orin3led biphenyls 
were mixed with or1 ior  rhe rnanuiacr~lrc  
of t ra t~s formers .  a key h~rstnt?ss for GE 
through the  mid-1980s. PCBs, however. 
were banned  when  (hey were identified 
a s  n suspected c l u s e  of cancer  In t h e  
ear ly 1970s. a l ink never  tinnly e s h b -
lished. 

f iowrver ,  before the c0rr:pany s topped 
using the  cornpourid. r h o u s i d s  of gal- 
lons of PCB-laced oil had sa tura ted  
floor; o i  buildings o r  leaked from stor-  
age  tanks ~ r , t o  the  ground. Vuch  oL' it 

leached rt into the  Housaconic 
Rise r  through ground rvater a n d  
through a n  underground  plume 
between Eas t  S t r e e t  and  the  
river 

GE began c i e m i n g  u p  the s i t e  
through ~ n c i n e r a t i o n  d u n n g  rhe 
early 1970s. and  in 1978 the oper-
ation ie1I u n d e r  new regulartons 
rfeveioped by t h e  feder;tl Envl-
ronrnenfal Protection .+Qency for 
PCB incineration. T h e  EP.4 has 
o\.erseen the operat ion s ince.  

On 'I'uesday the  EPA plans 3 

henring a t  the Berksh i re  W l e -
nrteun: lo  o b h i n  public comment  
on the  approval process  ior a 
ih \ rd  test burn ,  t h e  perjodic  p ro  
c e d u r e  t h e  agency follows for In 
suring ,711 r e g u l a t ~ o n s  art. rrrc.1 
Thr= hearing w ~ l i  be  a t  7 p m 

Yesle1d3y 3 oljert house was to 
es l l l a i r~  ~ t ~ e  pr-uct.Ls Ixfurv t t ~ c  
Tuesdity hearlng and  Lo pr-ovitlc: 
the opportunity lor  quest ions ~ r t d  
ansn'ers. About 30 arrended.  rrtor,t 
of then1 from the  neighhorhoocts 
bordering G E  and  t h e  Housacorlrc 
R ~ v e r  

Trenches, pumps  
R u e b e s s m  expla ined  that the 

company had d u g  a t rench  along- 
s ~ d e  the  river bank  a n d  filled 11 
with clay to prevent  seepage.  It  
h a s  a lso built  two w a t e r  p u m p s  to 
r e m o w  t h e  oil in  the under -

ground p lume,  conslructcd tl:c 
thermal  o r r d i z c r  to incinerate  Lhc 
I'Cl3s. and  b u ~ i r  two wate r  t r e 9 ~ -  
m e n t  plants  Lo s e p a r a t e  t h e  FCqs 
frorrr q ~ ewater .  O r ~ e  treatrlre::t 
piair1 is for  storrrt rurluff. the  
second  is  t o  clean the oil plume. 

T h e  oxidizer. Ruebesam said.  
burns most efficiently when t h e  
opera t ion  is contrnuous.  .4ccord- 
ingly, G E  a c c e p t s  PCBs fror?. 
o rher  stces so t h x .  t h e  h u m  is 
ft~cllftd hy ahout X pperceni GF. 
materials  a n d  50 percent  fro-? 
elsewhere.  

T h e  oil-ladetl PCBs a r e  broke? 
ult irrto very fitre cll.optt?~c spl ayed 
into tfrr b u r r ~ t r ~ gzorlr. r1ruc.11 l ik~ .  
h e a c ~ n golJ is sprayed  inrig .I fu: 
nace. The rrlateriai is rnrnbcrstr:i 
nt 2.150 !he':d e g r e e s  f a h r ~ ~ h e r t .  
: t i lertwrned to rake carp of nriy 
r e s l i l ~ t e  Last  year .  t~r u t c ~  
680.0W gallons w a r e  bur ncd. 

T?trs rtwr lting g a s  IS t . c~ l i . t l  arlo 
"scrubbed" before  it emerqc:; 
frorn the stack 3s \r:iit.r c:ipor 
T h e  stack rs tnorr~toretl  conctnu 
ouslg s o  rhat t h c  h u m  ~ t l l; h ~ t  
down if  t h e  emtss lons  fall belo\. 
a c c e p b b l e  puri ty  le~els 

Every opera t ion  is rnor~ctored 
by t h e  EP.X he sa id .  a n d  [ h e  
oxidizer  has e x c e e d e d  $tandrtrds 

. W e r  t h e  briefing, Sloore and 
Ruebesam escor ted  the g r o u p  on 
a t o u r  of the c l e a n u p  facilities. 

http:t.c~li.tl
http:r1ruc.11
http:pr-uct.Ls
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Action on. PCBs in river 3 years 08 

By D.R. Uahlman 

Berkshire Eagle Staff 

LEE - Although it will probably bc at 
least three years before any firm dcci- 
sions a r e  made about how best to re-
move polychlorinated biphenyls from thc 
Housatonic River, people living In towns 
along the river slioiild start considering 
the issue now, representatives of two 
regulatory agencies saici yesterday. 

The occasion was a forum at the Sen- 
ior Center attended by residents and 
elected officials from thc seven Ucrk-
shire County com~nunit ies through which 
the river runs. 

They came to hear from representa- 
ves of the  federal Environmental Pro- 

cection Agency and the state Department 
of Environmental Protection about the 
status of efforts to assess the extent of 
PCB contamination in the  river and the 
measures that could be taken to allevi- 
a te  or  eliminate it. 

"Miracles do happen," said Douglas 
Luckerman, a 1awye1. with thc EPA, ivho 
had earl ier  observed that his agolcy and 
the DEP have been working closely to- 
gether to settle on a remediation plan 
for the river. 

Thc othcr kcy player in that process is 
General Electric Co. 'rile company uscd 

'We could  decide what 
technologies a?-e best, 
but zf they're no t  locally 
cmeptuble,  it's not  
y~ i n yto  work. ' 

- DEP enyinee?-

PCBs in t t i : i r ~ ~ ~ f i ~ ~ t t i r i ~ ~ gits tr;insf'~rtn,c~. c-onccrning G I 3  conclusions covers 20operations until 1'377, stid I'C'U-Iadcli oil 
from the p!ant scepcd into  the river. G E  
was  not represented at  ~ 'cs tcrday 's  
meeting. 

Although he  agreed with James M. 
Boyle, a Pittsfield c ~ t y  councilor, that the 
pace ' of officially mandated and GE-
funded cleanup efforts on the river has 
been f rus t ra t~ngly  slow, Luckerman 
urged Boyle and others not to let "cynl-
clsm" affect tl?. ir support of the work 
now belng done. 

In cssence, said Luckerman, h e  and 
h ~ sthree colleagues on yesterday's panel 
;rrc willing to run on Lhcil. records ol' 
accon~pli.sI~n~cnt r h c  thrccctvc'r past 
yc:~rs 

In  that time, h e  said, 'the remediation 
process has progressed to the point 
where the downstream migration of 
contaminants is being stopped, a com-
prehensive assessment ,of all sites is 
under way, and a ' s t u d y  that evaluates 
alternative technologies and techniques 
for cleaning the sites has been done. 

The latter study was funded by GE, 
though, and the Housatonic Rlver Ini- 
tlatlve, which sponsored yesterday's 
session, has numeroys objections to it. , 

Laurie Martinelli, who works part time 
for lhc citizens' gfoup, said its commcnts 

pages. t .., , 
By the end of the meeting, represen- 

tatlves of Dalton, Pittsfield, Lenox, Lee, 
Stockbridgc, Great Barrington and Shef- 
field had agreed to meet again in the 
near future to plan thei$ towns' roles in  
the rrver cleanup process. 

"Fairly soon, we're,going to start talk- 
Ing turkey," said Alan Weinberg, a n  en- 
glneer in DEP's Springfield office. ". . . ' 
.As regulators, we could declde what 
technologtes a re  best to use, but i f  
they're not locally acceptable, it's just 
not going to work " 

Weinberg and Luckerman were joined 
on the pnuvl by Lyn Cutlcr of DEP and 
Uryan Olson of EI'A i 



Y & Tom 
oencies aren't going to stop
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PI=.- 3iELD -- The '2-yea-oid PCB-dezzoymg 
t h c r m i  ~xaizt.r  set u p  on GE'F Last Street property 
ulU ; ? ~ ~ - . - ~ n t l y  s'dtc and feder2 en- be approved I ) ?  
virnr~:~.:::a! offiaals, but a lav.yer h.ii,?d by &r city 
to re\leil, the matter said last night mat he L. con-
cern& z'mut some changes in the operatior,. 

Speak-.:ngto about 65 j-esidents of the Wewood 
area & other concerned indit-iduals at a f w x n  at 
the I x ~ a - A m e r i c a n  Club on Newell S t r e .  last 
night. .Xul M. Weinberg, reglonal chief for ix state 
Depar ten t  of Environmental Protection. &a his 
agenq 52s already approved GE's proposal. l.mt he 
noted 2;: :he EPA has the find say 

'More protection'  

. . 'To= OEvier, a lawyer with the Enviroxmental 
Protecaon Agency, said his agency " p r o p o s ~  to is- 
sue L'EI rwpproval." 

Ask& xhy. Olivier said: " I t  provides more ro tec -  
tion. X-,e:eis no point in deia>ifig. It re* 'sight to 
be ir.?&cY.'' 

However, he sajcl. ~f at srJrnr time 111 t h e  f ~ i ~ u r i .in-
formation developed that & a g e d  the condjl~ons of 
the permit. ncu' dcmands co:i;id be madr if thcy mvr: 
legal requirements and are backed up with oj>.)r.ovt-d 
data. 

Weinberg a<.,~ d ,saying ..-hat "it w11br" I x t t e r  tha: 
it was before" and that "it met our standards." 

The oxidzer tvas set u p  in 1972 to burn 011 lader. 
with polychlorinated biphenyis that had accumulatrd 
in the earth near the Ho~satonic  River. The faclli:y 
incinerates the qil: after it 1s separated from under- 

Friday, November 18, 1994Is 
PCB burner 
rtvjexzig 5 e  permjt and intends to do what it CEI to 
proiect Lie residents and the environment withixi:he 
linxts cf :he law. 

The renewed permit wiU allow GElo  birrn oil-fadex 
.sattar i-. tiddition to rtraight oi l  a depamxe from 
past przciee and a n w  process, Bernstein said. ;'I'm . 
not too happy about that." 

The c!a,g& would allow GE to skip the separation 
step. Keriberg acknowledged. The company has 
pump?: W-T so much oil from under the ground that 
the raw. of oil to w a t ~ r  has probably dropped and 

ground sater.  which is aLco treated and then d ~ -  separa:ing the two is becoming more time-
posed of in the river. ErnissSons from the oxidizer are 
monitored. but residents I.zt.e continued to question 
the safety of the ope ratio^^. wi;ich also burns PCB-
laden oil from other sites. 

The permit does not explre but comes up for 
reapproval every five years, a process that is appar- 
ently reaching its conclusion while the residents zrr 
still trying to understand h ~ xit works. 

Last night. Jeffrey B e r n s ~ i nof the environmer.t;il 
law firm of Beinstein, C o s b e r  & fimmell, who \\-as 
hired by the City of PittsYkld. said the city is also 

consun- i i .  he agreed. There were no represents-
ti1.e~f~o3:GE present at the forum, which ar-
ranged 'pthe Housatonic River Initiative, a coalition 
of en\->or-mentalists, sports enthusiasts and river 
users. 

Residents repeated objections to GE's being al-
lowed tc king in oil from aromd the c o w  to 
treat, sa>i?g the operation has become a business. 

But they were told that nothing in the ~ r m i t  pre-
vents ~ilc?.i step. In fact, said Kim Tisa,a scientist 

PCBs, continued on B6 
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Thermal 

oxidizer 


burning 

B PCBS, from Bl  
with the ICI'A, tncirtcwtior~IS  sttii 
the only ap1)rovc.d wity to dtrstrc~y 
PCBs, a eonipounti that was irsc~l 
in the manufacture of Iransforn~ 
ers before it was dcterrnined to bc! 
hazardous by tlw W A  ; I I ~b:inrlt.tl 
in 1979. 

Toxicologist 
By that time, oil ladrn with ttw 

compound that had spilled at the 
. 	 plant over the years had sunk into 

the ground and polluted the river. 
GE has been working with thc 
DEP and the EPA on cleaning uj j  

both the land and the river, i l l -

though the: Ilroc.c*ss tti1s I,c,er1 < T l l  

icixcd Tor b c ~ t l ~ ;  so slow 
An assessrncrtt by a !+:PA tux]-

cologist, M a y  Beth Srnuts, whit 
was charged with determining the* 
risk to residents posed by the i l l -

cinerator, was criticized by many 
including Laurie Martinelli, 11ir.t-J 
by the HHI to help deal with the 
,PCB issue. 

In response to repeated clues-
%ions from the audience, Smuts 

? said she could use only data from 
that site and could not factor in 
'any risks posed by other chemi- 
cals that might be in the air from 
'other sources. 

She said t l~crc  wils I I V  I X J I I I ~  111  

'waiting for the results fro111 ;IT ,  

impending state Depw-tment of 
Public Health study of the area 
because the conditions of the 
permit could be changed then if l t  

was warranted. 
' "I've been as protective as INS-
sible," she said defensively "1'n.l 
in this business to protect your 
health." 

Unassuaged, residents 
s 

contin-
ued to express frustration with the 
permit process, as well as with the 
environmental mess along the 
river in g e r t ~ a l  and GI:: I J I  partlc. 
ular. 

Advice f r o m  lawyer 
In an effort to calm' the group, 

Bernstein advised that residents 
would continue 10 be frustrated if 
t lwy tiid 11ol try t o  ~iittlcrttlnrrtl tlw 
oor~s~i~i~trrtstj1' t lw Inw untl thrw I.ry 
to cl~urige Lllcrri. 

"You hirvc to ch~ulgc yomc of 
the standards," he said. Legal 
battle:; illat arc tttrowri oil1 of 
cuirrt don't i~rtytl;in[:,ucc'vrr~~)list~ 

he warncbtt 


In resporlse to a question, OLi-
vier said that if the thermal oxi- 
dizer was not allowed to continue 
to operate, the PCB-laden oil 
would have to be shipped else-
where and burned in an incinera-
tor "someplace else." ' For Del Virgiiio, the real ques- 
ttor~ WG w l w ~ \  it: (;I$ "Kc'i i ig to 
dwrt ( 1 1 1  1111s r l t i i t l ~ ~I'~lllyr pltrt'r:'" 

l.'or.irrc.i Muyvr itcrrto I k l  Gitl l~,  
who Ilits operated (I bar un Ncwcll 
Street l'ctr years, agreed. 

Thc ground around G E  was so 
soaktd with oil that t k r r  was 
once a lire i r l  Ihc. gi'ouilil ~lsvlf, 
shootirlg llamcs inlo Ihe air 150 
feet high, he recalled. 

"They left us with a massive 
environmental mess and they 
should clean it up," Del Gallo said. 

But judging by reactions last 
night, the residents would rather 
the cleanup be tione without a 
Uivrrnal oxidlzcr in their tmck 
ywxl 

http:b:inrlt.tl
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GE broadens PCB river warning;
-.. -
-. 

General Electric Co. has broadened 
the scope of its warning not to eat 
fish, frogs and turtles caught in 

the Housatonic River. In addition to 
signs, first posted on the river in 1982, 
GE has provided city and town clerks and 
other fishing license outlets in Berkshire 
County with warning slips to issue to all 
license buyers. 

They read: "Housatonic River Warning, 
Housatonic River Fish Contaminated 
with PCBs. Do not eat fish, frogs or tur- 
tles caught in the Housatonic River. 
Please release unharmed any fish caught 
in the Housatonic River. 

"For more information contact: Massa- 
chusetts Department of Environmental 
Prcttection (413) 784-1 100, U S .  Environ-
mental Protection Agency (617) 565-3420, 
Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health (617) 727-7170." 

Steve Moore of GE environmtntal 
community relations said that "plastic, 
more durable signs" have replaced the 

Regarding the present signs, Martinel 
said, "we don't think they will last long.' 

Our  Berkshires 

original paper signs and have been 
posted from Pittsfield south to the Con- 
necticut line at bridges, parking spots 
and other access points on the river. 

Laurie Martinelli, staff representative 
of the Housatonic River Initiative, said 
that last fall the EPA and the state DEP 
requested General Electric to "do re-
posting of the river." 

Martinelli said HRI disagreed with the 
content of the signs because "they didn't 
say PCBs were harmful." Also, she added, 
"we felt the posting iws grassly inade- 
quate, and we gave them a list of un-
posted places." 



i t s  er 


By Gae Elfenbein 
Berkshire Eagle Stag 

P I T T S F m  - AS of NOV. 30, 
Newell Street residents will no 
longer have to wonder about what 
is in the cloud of s t e m  that drifts 
over them from GE's thermal ox- 
idizer because the company plans 
to shut down the facility. 

GE spokesman Stephen Moore 
said the incinerator, built in 1972 
to destroy PCBs in waste oil from 
GE's power transformer opera-
tions, is no longer a money-
making proposition for GE. The 
company not only burned I--
contaminated oil from its o=-
plant but incinerated it for other 
companies seeking an approved 
disposal site. 

"It's a business decision," said 
Moore. "It's something we had 
beer. considering one way Gr an-
other for more '&an year. Ii's a 
mcney loser." 

Jeffrey M Bernstein, an envi-
ronmental lawyer hired by the 
city, said he was suspicious of 
GE's decision. 

'Doesn't completely square' 
"That surprises me," he said 

yesterday. "There's something 
more there thanmeets the eye. .." 

On one hand, Bermkin said,"I 
believe GE is extremely motivated 
by the bottom line so it's credible, 
but it doesn't completely square 
with what I know about this facil- 
ity" as a money-maker. 

Mayor Edward M. Re~lly said he 
hear& on Friday that G Z  had de- 
clded to shut down the thermal 
oxidizer for economic reasons. 

"I think there has been a lot of 
concern among people in the 

1 neighborhood about the health
I perspectives," Reilly said. "I know 

there will be an impact on some 
jobs. But considering the level of 
concern that has been expressed, 
I'm not sure this isn't for the 
best." 

Moore said when the plant is 
shut down, six people will lose 
their jobs but because of a com-
plex bumping system, they may 
not be the ones now working at 
the plant 

Neighbors and other activists 
were critical of the oxidizer at a 
hearing held by the federal Envi- 

ronmental Protection Agency in 
December prior to reauthorizing 
the facility. The federal govern-
ment lists PCBs a S  a probable 
carcinogen and the neighbors 
were worried about the impact of 
burning PCBs on their he& 

The. vapors coming from the 
stack are constantly tested and 
found to exceed federal standards. 

The oxidizer, located between 
East Street and the Housatonic 
River, consists of two small build- 
ings m u  a higil-tech furnace. It 

GE, continued on A4 



was erected with little to-do before 
the EPA placed PCBs on its list of 
hazardous materials and before 
the state required public hearings 
for such facilities to operate. 
Since then, the oxidizer has 

treated more than 450,000 gallons 
of PCBcontarninated oil, turning 
the hazardous compound into wa-
ter, carbon dioxide and table salt. 

Much of the oil has come from a 
plume in the ground that formed 
over the years from spills at the 
plant While not mixed with oil 
intentionally, PCBs that were also 
spilled were attracted to the oil in 
the ground. 

Oilcontaniinated ground water 
is still being pumped from the 
ground but the ratio of oil to water 
has grown so small that GE asked 
EPA to allow the incinerator to 
also bum water. 

Last month, an EPA spokesman 
said the agency was on the verge 
of issuing a new permit for the 
plant that would have allowed that 
change but as of yesterday, it had 
not The Eagle was unable to 
reach that person yesterday. 

Moore said yesterday he did not 
know why the permit has not yet 
been issued but that the permit 
was not a factor in the decision to 
shut down the operation. 

Even if the fmlity had been 
approved to also bul l  contami-
nated water, Moore sGd, "it still 
would have been a loser. That 
would not have made it go from 
red to black." 

High heat 
PCBs were used to insulate 

transformers used in public build- 
ings because of their fire-resistant 
qualities. Destroying the PCBs 
requires extremely high heat so 
the incinerator must operate at a 
constant 2,150 degrees. 

Using the facility to destroy less 
hazardous wastes that could be 
destroyed with less heat has been 
compared to using a bulldozer to 
dig up a dandelion. 

Although GE has been treating 

conlaminated oil from around the 
country, Moore said that source 
was bej$nn.ing to dry up. Mons-
anto Chemical Co. was the only 
maker of PCBs and the company 
stopped producing than  in 1977. 

"One of the problems is there's 
only a limited amount of PCB 
material out there," Moore said. 
"Once it's gone, it's gone. It's a 
market that is definitely fdte." 

However, .the company is trying 
to sell the plant and has two in-
terested parties, said Moore. -4 
buyer would have to dismantle the 
plant and move it to another loca- 
tion: 

In the meantime, GE will con-
tinue to accept oi: from other ar-
eas until Sept. 1. For the remain- 
der of the time, it wiU continue to 
treat oil pumped from the ground 
and separated from the ground 
water. 

A f k r  Nov. 30, when the plant 
will be shut down, GE will ship its 
contaminated oil to an approved 
disposal site. 

Bernstein said his f m  will still 
represent the city as GE works 
with the EPA and the state De-
partment of Fhvironrnental Pro-
tection to gain approval for a plan 
to Clean up pollution from the 
contaminated plant site and the 
Housa+tonic River. 

"There may be some issues 
about closure" of the oxihzer, said 
Bernstein. 



GE is ordered to clean up 
contaminated stretch o f  river 

PIlTSFIELD W') - Calling 
it an "imminent hazard to hu-
man health," state environmental 
officials have ordered General 
Electric to immediately clean up 
a highly contaminated stretch of 
the Housatonic River. 

The pocket of sediment near 
one of GE's o!d transformer 

.piants contained 15,000 par'& per 
2 million of PCBs perhaps from an 

I oId_spill, iJ&ynn Cutler, section 
-&chief f ~ rthe state Departmeat of 

d environmental - Protection told 
?TheBerkshire Eagle-
t-In..1981,> GE entered into a 
kconsent agreement with state 
and federal environmental agen- 
des to help clean up a 55-mile 
stretch- of the river from the 
company's former transformer 
plant in Pittsfield to the Connect- 
icut border. 

However, this week's order 
marked the first time that state 
officials have directed the com-
pany to actually dig out some of 
contaminated river bottom. 

Cutler could not be readled 
Friday, but other DEP offcials 
said f i e  degartrnent h a  been 
using safety guidelines estab-
fished by the federal government 
for toysoil in its wses.;ment of 
PCBs in the rivet szdirnents. 

Those guidelines recpire soils 
to be cleaned when they contain 
levels of one to two p& per 
million of PCBs and describe 
levels above 10 parts per millior. 
as hazardous to human hrdih. 

CE had used poiychlorinated 
biphenyls or PCBs in the manu- 
facture of electrical transformers 
from the 1930s until the 1970s. 
The chemicals have been shown 
to cause cancer in animals, and 
are suspected of causing rancer 
in humans. 

Much of the company's clean 
up work over the past 15 yeafa 
has involved finding and-blocking 
leaks of PCBs into the river. For 
years new pools of PCB-laden oil 
kepl being discovered in old 
river beds and the groundwater. 
underneath the industrial city 
and in various other sites. 

The highest concentrations of 
PCBs previously found in the 
river were 905 parts per rrjllion. 

'We thought 905 ppm was one. . 
bad cese," Cutler told the Eagle. 
"This just surprised everyone." 

Stephen Moore, a spokesman 
for General Electric, said Friday 
that the cmpany  discovered the 
pocket of costamination earlier 
this month a s  part of its ongoing 
checks. 

He said officials suspect a 
small area is involved, but it 

could take weeks tc, determine 
the extent of the contamination 
along the bank and river bottom. 

It was found near a spot 
where the concentrated chemi-
cals were brought into the plant 
for mixing and where there had 
been a spili in the late 1960s, 
Mnori. ~ 2 % .  

"It seems high, but it isa: 
surprising given that the &ilrt: 
that spilled may have contain'ed 
500,006 parts -per  million :'of 
PCBs," he sa id  



'i a 
-

, Portrait in persistence ..- shortF ~ - : ~ ~ ~  Won't close 
' 

Long after Lo's rampage, reform tak 07314 3 ~ I Y 4 5  y be in Pittsfield's future / B1 Potala da'cides to stick~ 9 1 1 0  - ' y p
l; & L , L  5 : ' 7-

: PCB river hoe spot sets parts-per-million record 

0 . 
 By Theo Stein

. *  Berksh~lob g l e  SlnlT 

PIT'I'SFIELD - New samples 
- taken from the  Housatonic 
: River bottom near GE's Build- 
: ing 68 contain the highest, levels 

of PCBs yet found in the river. - - State and federal environ-
:&ental officials say the high ,,
- .readings near the old trans-
. former oil mixing buildmg off 

: East Street have solidified their . resolve to require that GE re-
. - move the contaminated mate-

rial. 

A sample taken by GE 20 feet 
out in the river at a depth of 31,'~ 
feet confained 54,000 p;?rts per 
million. The highest thst had 
been discovered in the Flous-
atonic previously was 15,030 
ppm. 

And a sample extracted 6 feet 
down i n '  the riverbank regls-
tered 102,000 parts per million 
of PCBs -. a 10 percent con-
centratior, of the suspect chem- 
ical. That compares to a previ- 
ous knovm high of 76,000 parts 
per million in the riverbank in 

the same area. 
The EPA threshold for an 

iinmediate health hazard in an 
area not used for residential or 
recreational purposes is 50 ppni, 

But officials point out both of 
these samples were taken at 
least 3 feet underground and 
therefore don't represent a 
health threat to a passer-by. 

One fear, however, is that 
scouriag action by seasonal 
floods will stir up the bottom 
sediments arid flush new con-
tamination downstream and out 

onto the flood plain. The site's 
location near the headwatezs of 
the river compounds this con-
cern. A researcher with the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administraticn characterized 
tjle probability of downstream 
migration as "great." 

GE has suggested thal it 
might propose capping the hot 
spot instead of digging out the 
contaminated material. 

But the new readings have 
reinforced the determination of 
environmental officials that the 

contamination llnco~ered by the 
sampling to date will have to be 
excavated. 

"We know we'll have to re-
move all that," s d d  Bryan 01- 
son, project manager for the 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  ' 

Agency's office of site remedia- 
tion and restoration. 

At the same time, the GE 
testing indicates that the PCBs 
are running deeper than they'  
suspected in the soil under the 
river and in  the liverbank. 

PCBs, continued on A5 
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Officials indicated that they 
; may not r,qr;ire removal below 

a certain depth because of the 
d, compiications of airacting it 
17 and the fact that the deeper it is 
.+ the less chance anyone will 

come in contact with it. 
:+ Olson added that GE has been 
:, ordered to install a deep well to 
b: develop more data on what's 

happening nzderground, w r k  
. that wili begin today. 
-. Stephen C. Moore, a spokes-
: man for GE environmental af- 

fairs, declined to discuss the 
, ongoing sampling process in  
- detail, but he cautioned against 
-	 taking the samples out of con- 
-	 text. 

"I think we would prefer to 
wait until we characterize the 
whole site," he said. 'There are 
going to be various levels [of 
contamination] throughout the 
site. R h e  latest findings] may 
seem more significant than they . . 'y are." 

.e new sample readings in- 
dicate to officials that there was 
a lot of highly concentrated 
material released at that site, 

. 	 according to J. Lynn Cutler, a 
section chief for the Depae-
ment of Environmental Protec- 
tions's Bureau of Waste Site 
Cleaxp.  

Cut'm said pure PCBs would 
have been in a gelatinous foim 
unless they were heated. "So 
you might grt clumps of this gel 
in the soil, which may account 
for why we're finding erratic 
levels." 

While the company acknowl- 
edges that the building was a 
PCB mixing station, it has at-
tributed the high PCB levels to 
a single 1,000-gallon spill of 
pure PCBs in 1968 after a stor- 
age tank ruptured. 

A suspicion 
But environmental officials 

suspect that there was more 
than one significant release at 
the site. Cutler and Olson even 
prefer the word "release" to 
"spill" in their letters to GE. 

.% the agencies are request. 
i. 3ditional information on a 
st .iof "drainage pits" near 
Building 68 identified on haz-
ardous waste maps of the site. 

"We knew this building had 
been used to mix PCBs before," 
Olson said. "That's why we had 

them do sampling to begin with. 
I, at least, wasn't aware of the 
tank rupture. I'm not sure that's 
the only contributor. Other 
people have had zuspicicns 
about this being a possible re-
lease area." 

T h e  p r e s e n c e  of chlor-
obenzenes in one sample tends 
to support their suspicion, Cut- 
ler said. Chlorobe~enes were 
an ingredient mbed with PCBs 
to make GE's proprietary trans- 
former oil blend, which went 117 
the t;ade n m x  Pyranol. 

She said the  amount of 
chlorobenzenes found was too 
small to pose a major health 
concern, but added that the 
discovery has prompted the 
agencies to require GE to add 
certain tests to its sampling re- 
gime. 

The depth to which the con- 
tamination has migrated is a 
potentially more - intractable 
problem, both Olson and Cutler 
said. 

"I think the fact that it's 
deeper is really the issue, not 
those levels," Olson said. 
"We've already found levels of 
76,OCO ppm in the riverhank, 
36,000 ppm in the riverbank, 
and 15,000 ppm in the liver, so 
we h'ew there was the chance 
we could find something that 
high. 

"You can only dig so deep" 
whrn removing coniainin~teci 
sediments from the river, Olson 
added. 

Runs deep 
'We have to look at the levels 

and determine what would be a 
risk and what wouldn't be a 
risk," he said. "The deeper it is, 
the less of an exposure threat it 
fz. You can only dip; so deep be- 
fore you get into complications 
with ground water tables and 
the river itself." 

Cutier and Olson explained 
any PCBs that have migrated 

below the water table am likely 
to be extremely concentrated 
and in a "non-aqueons phase" 
or not dissolved in water, mak- 
ing them mcch r;me dfficul: ;o 
remove. 

Olson said nezrby riverbank 
deposits showed PCBs a t  con-
centration; of more than 1,000 
ppm at a depth of 12 feet. "So I 
suspect it's down there pretty 
deep." 

Ancther issue is whether the 
depmit is s 4 ~ k kor c o n ~ r ~ ~ ~ n g  
to migate, Olson said. "If it 
could move to where people 
could get exposed, we'd want 
[GE] to do something about it." 

Cutler said that even though 
the vertical extent of the con-
tamination is still uncertain, the 
horizontal extent still seems 
sorllewhat limited. Samples 
taken immediately upstream 
and several dozen yards down- 
stream show more modest lev- 
els of PCBs. 

One-week extension 

"We do knolv there was not 
any significant contamination 
found by the Newel1 Street 
footbridge, and just upstream 
there's definitely a defined ex-
tent," she said. 'We don't know 
how far across the river it has 
gone. GE started investigating 
immediately next to tbe river-
a n k .  How thcy'le uoing semi-
cirdes iownstream, upstream 
and across the river." 

Eiecause of the additional 
tests, the two agencies have 
granted GE a one-week extep- 
sion to submit the findings of 
its soil surveys. Some of the re- 
sults are being filed as they are 
obtained from the lab, Cutler 
said. "They've been filling in 
the blanks on the map," she 
said. 

Cutler noted that the corn-
pany has asked for a further 
extension through the end of 

the month for the submission of' 
its Immediate R e w n s e  Action 
Plan. She added that the agen- 
cies may grant this request, but 
-dl require GE to submlt a 
conceptual plan by next week. 

Range of measures 
She said the plan, s i n e  it is 

not based on definitive infor-
mation, will allow the company 
to Suggest a range of corrective 
rr-easures. . . 

"At. ieast it uill tell the agen- 
eies whether we're in the same 
ballpark as far as their approach 
to remediation," she said. 

PCBs, or polychlorinated bi-
phenyls, were first produced in  
the early 1930s for a wide vari- 
ety of uses that ranged from 
being an extender in insecti-
'cides to k i n g  an insulator in 
transformer fluid. : 

GE's transformer manufacture 
and rehabilitation plant made i 
extensive use of the chemical 
before it was phased out in the 
late 1970s. An estimated 39,000 
pounds of the chemical has ad- 
hered to sediment in the river. 

The chemical is a suspected 
cancer-causing agent in humans 
and has been proven to cause 
skin arid liver problems. PCBs 
have also been shown to disrupt 
the reproductive cycle of birds 
that consume* contaminated 
pcep. 

Olson noted (hat this is not 
the first major remediation 
project at the 200-acre GE fac-
tory. 

The company has been draw- : 
ing off a subsurface plume of; 
the chemical that has beer: mi-. 
grating downhill from the mainj 
plant north of East Street to-: 
ward the river. 

"GE has taken out something 
like 1 million gallons of oil frcm 
that plume over the last 15 
years," Olson said. "That's a 
pretty major remediation in  it- 
self"-. 



( Boar 
balks at 
GE plan 
for soil 

PITTSFIELD - The city's 
Conservation Cornmisscn has 
balked at a state agency's re-
quest that it sign off O I I  plans 
ad~anced by General Electric 
Co. for the removal of PCB 
from a 490-foot sectiorr of 
Housatonic River bank in the  
Dawes Avenue-Deming Street 
ared 

The request for "emergency 
certification" of the project 
came in a letter to the mmms-
sion from the state Department 
of Ervironrnental Pro:ection 
late last week, said Terry L 
Plantier, t h e  commissien's 
agent. 

At issue is t he  final ph;i;e of 
GE's work to remove ply-
cNorinated biphenyls from the  
riverbank behind several resi-
dential properties on Jkming 
Street. Xost of Ihe work. whkh 
cor~sisted of excav2ti11g and 
rerpoving about 2,000 cubic 
yarcis of contaminated sod from 
three Deming Street proprties, 
has already been done. 

jbiros,,. .?., 

Irnrnlr~cdf i w k d  , 

I t  was accompli~fiod as an 
"immediate response action" 
ancr the stat(. determined hs t  
year that the levels of PCBs in 
the soil constituted an imnli-
ncnt hazard to human hcdlh. 

PCB lcvcls of up to 360 parts 
per million were measured ill 
topsoil in sc~ t iuns  of :he river-
bank. Samples from greater 
depths (up to 2 feet) in other 
spots rcvcalca PCB conlamina. 
tion ievc!s 8s high a?2,410 p l l s  
per million, according to the 
DEP's le!ter. 

State regulations say that an 
imminent hazard to public 
health exists when concentra-
tions of tctal PCBs exceed 10 
parts per million at  the ground 
surface or within a depth of 6 
inches be:ov/ the surface. 

For scvxal months, the Con-
servation Commission and en-
gineers retajried by GE h2ve 
been discussjcg the compar.y's 
proposals for restoratiorr of the 
riverbank following the excam-
tion of PCBcontaminatrd soil. 
GE's latest proposal, which the 
commission tabled at  a metetine 
cn  Aug. 22, calls for reconstruc- 
tion of the bank using a combi- 
nation of natural vegetation and 
rwk-filled wit-?bask&% LAW 
as "gabions." 

The commission delayed 2-

IPCBs ,,,I,,, 

company vtficials to return with 
I I ~ O I Y  Irl~orinuliort about whal 
cl'l'ccls l l~cir  plun would have or) 
f'actors includ~ng the "iiydrau-
lics" of-the river. 

Rcprescntrrlivcs of tho  envi-
~orir~~crllul thegroups otlen!lcd 
Aug. 22 rneeling and urged a 
delay, arguing that GE's pro-
posal appears to call for taking 
steps thslt are mor? permanent 
than temporary. They said 
that's a drawback because fed- 
eral and state agencies have not 
yet settled on a "cleanup stan- 
dard" (an acceptable level of 
PCB contsmination), and the 
reconstruction of the bank us-
ing anything other than natural 
materias could entomb PCBs in 
concentrations higher than the 
standard. 

Noting tkat GE's latest plan 
involves the use of fewer gab- 
ions thar, earlier versions and 
that the preservation of nlature 
trees is proposed, Mary Holland, 
the DEP'z regional director, told 
the commission that the project 
"reasonab!~ balances the inter- 
ests and concerns of the com-
mission, the requirements for 
abating imminent hazbds,  the 

Interests of tho public, and'the 
Interests of ,affected residential 
property owngs." 

he &mrnission, in a letter 
signed by Plantier, disngreee, 1 

"The commission does not 
believe this project constitutes a 
bona fide emergency," she  
wrote, "[It] believes that if the 
requested tldditfonal informa+, 
tlon is submitted, and is ade- 
quate tc allow the commission 
to approve the proposed work.. 
. the work could be accom-
plished this construction sea-
son. In the unlikely event that t 

the work is not finished this 

construction season, or is not 

started, tht? bank could be tem- 

porarily protected from spring 

flows using sheeting ,or other 

protective peasures." 


I 

In  addition, Plantier's letter 
said, the conimission worries 
t h a t  " a r m o r i n g "  PCB-
contaminated soil behind gab- \ 
ions "would set a precedent for 
this project and for other bank 
stabilization projects as well. . . , 
The commission questions the 
value of a temporary remedia- 
tion, which, if not approved as a 
permanent solution, will require 
additional disturbance of the 
resource areas of the Hous-
atonic River." 
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' 'Planto cover PCBs< .  

:.:fallsshort/ofdemands 
By Theo Stein 
Berkshire Eagle Stad 

PI'ITSFIELD - GE has proposed armoring a 
PCB hot spot in the Housatonic River and an ad- 
jacent riverbank behind its Building 68 as a 
"temporary'' remedy until a final, permanent 
cleanup agreement with environmental agencies 
can be reached. 

But a Department of Environmental Protection 
official who received the proposal Mcnday said 
the plan falls short of the agencies' goals both in 
concept and coverage area. 

The ongoing debate over how to deal with this 
small stretch of the [river underlies a deeper ar- 1 	 gument over cleaning up the Housatonic in gen- 
eral, and by implication, the Hudson River as 
we& GE's bill for the overall work could be im- 
mense. Gov. William Weld has called for declaring 
the Housatonic from GE to Great Barrington a 
federal Superfund cleanup site. 

has proposed annoring 20,000 
r bottom along 510 feet of the 
5 linear feet of riverbank. 

ally a fiber h t f i c  into 

;$a-Qesgroseilliers said the GE plan would "fully 
'- ?baw_Ithe health hazard and render unnc-cessary . ..- . 
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deeper underground soil tests 
that the agencies have re-
quested. 

Eut DEP Section Chief J.Lyn 
Cutler said, "At first glance, the 
plan does not appear to meet" , 
'the criteria set forth by the 
agencies earlier. 

She said these are not neces- 
sarily the boundaries that the 
agencies would agree to in de- 
fining the area, either. 

The state DEP and the federal 
Environmental Protect ion 
Agency ordered GE to develop 
the proposal, called an Imme-
diate Response Action Plan, in 
the wake of soil studies this 
summer that revealed the 
heaviest PCB contamination in 
the Housatonic watershed yet. 

High PCB tounts 
$he EPA and DEP deter-

mined that the PCB contarnina-
tion, up to 54,000 parts per mil- 
lion in underlying river sedi-
ments and 102,000 ppm in bur- 
ied riverbank soils, posed an 
imminent hazard to human and 
ecological health. 

The company attributes the 
high PCB levels in the area to a 
single spill of a 1,000-gallon 
tank of the PCB compound Ar-
ochlor 1260 in 1968. 

In their Aug. 20 letter to GE, 
Cutler and her EPA counterpart, 
Brvan Olso~i, wrote that armor- 
in; the riverbank might be an 
acceptable temporary solution, 
but that "b'ased on a review of 
available information, t he  
agencies believe that removal 
[of the river sediments] is the 
only remedial action which can 
abate the imminent hazard." 

Cutter and OLson said removal 
would prevent the sediment 
from being uncovered, eliminate 
the chance that humans or or- 
ganisms would be exposed to 
any future release and maintain 
the existing flood storage ca- t 
pacity. 

They added that removing the 
sediment now would "work to-
ward the completion of the ac- 

i ne  GTr%$%nse, written by 
Desgroseilliers, stated that the 
agencies' desire for removal of 
contaminated soils and sedi-
ments W ~ S"unwarranted" and 
"premature." 

He said that water testing has 
shown that the contaminated 
sediment in the river bottom is 
now stable because PCBs aren't 
showing up in the -~a t e r  there. 
The proposed, armoring plan 
would be able to withstand the 
ravaging currents of a 100-year 
flood, he said. 

"We are proposing a proven 
technology to hddress the con- 
cerns identified by your agen- 
cies," he wrote. 

Desgroseilliers also disputed 
several assumptions on which 
the agencies base their de-
mands. The assumption that a 
human tres2asser age 9 to 18 
would walk or play in the 
Building 68 area two times per 
week for seven months per year 
for nine years is "grossly over- 
stated" given the limited access 
to the site, he said. 

GE spokesman Stephen C. 
Moore noted thst the riverbank 
in question is steep, fenced and 
posted with warning signs, 
making it an unlikely play-
ground for area youths. 

Desgroseilliers asserted that 
the agencies have overstated 
the environmental risk because, 
while individual birds or fish 
might come in contact with 
PCBs, the area's small size, the 
shall~w, sandy nature of the 
river and its proximity to an 
industrial site mske it "an un-
desirable ecological habitat." 

He wrote that "Given these 
factors, there is no sound basis 
for concluding that the PCBs in 
this area would cause ... im-
pacts in the population, sub-
population, ccmmunity or eco-
system ievel. ..'' which is the 
threshold for an imminent eco-
logic risk determinstion. 

Desgroseilliers said the com-
pmy recognized the proposed 
solution was te~nporary. '"We 
:vould expect to have additional 
discussions with your agencies 
concerning the dnal remedia-
tions for this ares," he wrote. 
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Firm yields 

to pressure 


By Thec Stein 
Benahlie Z7lieSYU 

PITPSFIELD --- Bowing to 
federa: pressure. GE has agreed 
to remove 3,000 lons of PCB- 
contaminated river sediments 
and riverbank soil from a 
stretch of the Hoiisatonic River 
r.ear- Building 68. 

Environmental ofl3cials and 
river advoeales hailed yester-
day's announcement as a "de-
fining moment" in the decades- 
lwg battie with the company 
over the chemicds 

"It's the best holiday present 
the Berkshires hrve received in 
s long time," said Tim Gray, 
executive director of the Hous- 
a t o m  River Iniwdtive. 

GE agreed to the removd 
pian on Dec. 9. :he EPA an-
nounced yesterck~y, but only af- 
ter -he Environnental Protec-
ti3n Agency rhrectened to use 
its Superfind zutnority to do 
k e  work itself anti then sue GE 
:or the cleanull st. Such a 
move wodld have ixpsed GE to 
ki?le damages a d e r  federal 
laws. 

The strongest to4 '  
"It was a a:uation that cned 

out for the strongesi tools we 
hwe, and rhis is the strongest 
tool we have f o ~  this situation:' 
said, John DeViJkz, the EPA's 
regiocal adrn~n~strator. "Our 
goal here is to get the site 
desned up as qu;My as possi-
b!e." 

The EPA estimates the cost of 
remova! at betwwn $2 million 
and $5 million. T t ~ e  work must 
be carnSpleWd by October 1697. 
Tbe'hot spot is located south of 
gas1 Strfet behuecn m a n  and 
Xewell sweets. 

This is beUeved to be the 5rst 
?me the company has agreed to 
remove contaminawd river sed- 
iments anywhere in  the nation. 

"At Long last we're seeing real 
prcgress in the rleanup of the 
Housatonic River." said Leo 
R e r e  Roy, an undersecretary at 
:he state Exemt~ve Office of 
Envimnmental A,*iairs. "This is 
huge." 

I! .was also the iirst time that 
Superfund laws have been 
brought to bear .'gainst Pitts-
6 4 6 s  former corporate jewel. 

DeVilivs said the agencies 
will continue to work together 
to "keep the .pressure on" the 
company for fur ther  river 
o k a u p  phjjeds. He said the 
coordination between the state 
Department of F,nvironmental 
Protection a i d  tho EPA was the 
key to their success. 

"There is no daylight between 
thc Moss. DEP awi the EPA in 
th!s case." echoed Soy. 

That pressure !ndudes Gov. 
'Xilliam F, Weld 3 formal re-
quest to the EPA in September 

GI?,v:,tltleued on M 
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IScope of Work 
)Removal of 550-loot-long swath of river sediments to a dehh of "sampling 

refusal," or bedrock, 
1 Removai ol a 170-foot wedge of riverbank adjacent to the Bulldiq 58 

sitefrom an existing chain-11nk fence down lo the wale? table dnd out io t'le 
, river's adna 

1Remgvil of fenclng, utility lines and structiires, poss-bly including 
, Buiiding 68 itself. 

, )A minimum of 3,000 lons of material *ill be removed, pore f additionai 
vntaminal~on is found. An estimated 20,000 oounds of PCBs are con. 

: tafned within. 
~Eackflliingof Ille riverbank and riverbed lo restore habitat. 
B Implementation of approp:iete nealth and safely precaulions dwing !he 

wok. The downstream migration 01 dlsturhed sedlmenls is a patiiular 
' nnncRm-- -- . 

IUf.9 le j.s;05a of rC6-conrnr:na1eo so! r, hpprodor h a t ,  k c  qy. 
Incncral!on 11 c.mcbrlrat 3ns are 109 ntgh lor tanc -3. 

b Kom n.st oe rmpe'e  oy Or!uusr 1987 

"We felt that thw d ~ dnot 
constitute an in~minent hazard GE from 
and we still belleve that," w d  
company spokesman Steve

to have the Housatonic bsted a? Moore. "!n negotiations, we dc- 
, a national priority Superfund tided the best thing to do was to 

site. go ahead." 
Yesterday's announcement is 

seen as advancing that larger The agencies felt othemse,  
nver cieanup because of the especially smce the deposit sits 
supporting documentation now at the head of the watershed, 

..4ompleted by EPA officials. where a flood or other catastro- 
: Sampling along the river be- phe c o ~ l d  spread pollution over 
;. gan 15 years ago, but it wasn't property in the flood p l a h  


until this past summer that the 
 A big chunk
hot spot was discovered. 

: .  Concentrations as high as "We have a pretty gcad sense 
: 54,000 parts per million have that by getting the hot S-mt, 

since been discovered in riva we're getting one of the biggest 
sediments there. Surveys of chunks in the whole wstem." 
bank soils have returnd read- Roy said. 

ings as high as 102 000 parts per 
 DEP researchers estimate that 

' million in that location, The over 20,000 pounds of the 
chemical, or more than 10 tons,, previous high reading from the 
is contained in the contami-river was 1,000 pacts per mil-


lion. By EPA definiti~n, m y .  
 nated degosits. 
thing aver 50 ppm represents an For decades, CF,used PCBs as 

: imminent health huzard. a stabilizer in transformer oii, 
Twice GE rcjected officiai which company workers nuxed 

calls for rcmoval, mdntainine in Building 68 ofrEast Street. 
that "arrnoring" the pollution, GE has attributed the massive 
or anchormg it under concrete deposit to a single le68 sceident 

or rock 60 it could not migrate 
 In which u 1,000-@on tank of 
further downstream, would be pure PCBs ruptured, spilling

the heated chemical into thesufficient. 
river and onto the bank. where 
it cooled and congealed in 
h e a v  concentrations. 

But environmentrt officiax 
have found records of "dxnage 
pits" on hazardous was+.e maps 
and suspect this was a possible 
designated releasa site. The 
company has disputed this, ar- 
guing that PCBs were tm valu- 
able to simply pour into the 
river. 

GE-sponso-ed research indi-
cates that the cancer risk to 
humans from PCBs in the en-
iironment is less than the XPA 
had assumed. Exposure also 
causes sldn and liver pmblems 
in W p l e  as well as serious re- 
productive damage to animds 
like 5sh and birds. 

The work order requires GE to 
remove a 550-fout deposit of 
nver sediments to a depth of 
"sampling refusal," or bedrock, 
a 170-foot wedge of riverbank 
adjacent to the Buildmg 68 site 
from an existing chain-link 
fence down to the water table 
and out to the river's edge, a3 
well Li Cencing, utility Unes and 
structures, possibly including 
Buiiding 68 itself. 

Heaq dig gin^ 
P. minaurn  of 3,000 tans of 

matwal d l  be excavated using 

Bu: the EPA resewes the 
nght to  require that even more 
be removed I€ ,wardous levels 

i of PCBs are found nearby, ac-
I m d n g  Lo Bryan Olson, tbe 

EPA admlmstrator overseeing 

lceep deposlg m*%e a ! i o d  
/renova1 isn't feaside, he sad  
"Yw run into red safety issues 
when you s k r  excavating b e  
low :he water table." he noted 
"Water s&s intiltrating the 
zrea so nst ,  you gel a situation 
where tke soil becomes like 
qu:cksand. Ir. *at case, we'd be 
wxrierl ss much about safetv as 
getting bluff od:." 

The bank and r?verbed wiU 
then 'x backEiUed to restore 
habirh! for wildlife. 

Offkiah &re a h  concerned 
abovt the downsbeam migra-
tion oo' dsturbed sediments. 
Levels of PCBs $7.trout caught 
ir. the Hmsatonjc in the Con- 
n&cut 1 m . s  of Cornwall wd 
Siaron showed a sharp spike ir 
1992 after w x k  cn  Risine Pond 
Dam in Great ~arringtonstirred 
up sz5ments t r i p ~ d  in the 
impouaCrnenr. 

"Our contacts i t  the Connect- 
icut DEi) have indicated that 
they're %$!ling to accept short- 
tern nsks ~f it means the r; 
moval of a constant threat, 
said J. L p  Cutler. section chief 
1: the :dassachcsetts DEP's 
Bureau oC Waste Cleanup in 
SpingBeld. 

GE .hi: be required to dispose 
of KB.contarr.inated soil and 
sediment In I n  approved land- 
5U faciktg. hlaterial recently 
taken from the farmer Smame 
E:eche plmt in N ~ r l h  ~ d c m s  
was t ~ c k e dio a landfill in 
Model CI:.v, N.Y. Material r e  
moved horn a CE remediation 
prqec! rrp Demkg Street was 
sent by rail to U i d l  

O j U c r  coted t:ul if concen-

t ral lo~s arc too high for land- 

iiumg, some material may have 

to be inc~ner2tea. 


Ths work will srart this 
j?ri?g.In the meantime, Olson said 

that officids will continue to 
look for new t.0: spots like the 
one h n d  last spring. They'il 
a50-~ be w ~ r ~ e  corn.-.~ with the ~ 

pany ;I? the coxtkuing efforl to 
dear. up cor.tainioated residen- 
t.al prcperties in tb.e flood plain. 



pollutedarea.along Housatdnic, , .. . '. (... --.-

.- transfo&ers. I t  relesed the ~hemf-! spokesman for tl?i'Housatonic Vd-
ASSO(:!ATED ~ K E G S  c+l in thpt spot 28 yoars go,'lxfor-e Joy Ayociation.*:"i stllink there's a 

: PITTSFIELD - Und$r Rov2&: it W U ~Mddy viewed as a possible g ~ a td@ m o y b  &.done:" ' . 
' went o,dcr, &nerd Electric Co: cau'se ~ f . m l l ~ 1 ' .  WoA '  is ehqxx&d :ts bkgirl as 
agreed to .Now p o l *  of contntninati6n have elid by O h -the f i t  plqior &aim$ soon 'as.~e&&r~'i%d 
work in  its long legal battle with reg- beenAiscovwed ovor the yem.  'Ike ber. ~unGqsaidk:kotdd mi3tF2mil, 

1 ulntoni over a river whore it rcle~sed ,~ t r&h  to be cleaned up npw wns lion to $5 r,nillion::~@rd:iraid only
: chetnicalfi for yem, officlalfi said ..found imt sumtner. , ' iuhuldcdet mbre &$xi'$1 d-that it- .  . . 
l yesterday. 'We m plespod that GE; irs filial- lion. ' ' 


1 George ~ i s l o c ~ , ' ~ i . ~ s i d e n t  .ly'ac$~?ptlng ,,.., CE .hBxl I t r o ~ ~ e d + q $ n gcon-
of the ' itii corporate respormi-
;Berkhiie N n t d  Re.2ourcrs Gun-.  bility to remove tkh historic con- tainhated 803 80 the poUutkth could 

c3, haiied the announcement as :'a tpmination f$n! not spread. But g ~ v e ~ p m e n t  the Hoclaa&nio Riv- regula-, 
defining inohtent for t h ~cJeanup of . aer a d  thereby eliminate .a. serious neededton! said stronger a c t f o n , ~ ~ t :  
the Housdmic ,River." * p$.dic liealth and env1ron;nental .becaqse the s i ? ~i6 a: i3m$g$$, 

. Bowever, (ittestions linger over;, .fJwea$"+~ John P. ~ e V i k m ; , r e -  +ilealth%nd knJiroh$?$h@thr&.t"' 
p m s ~ c bfor clew~iyg up other &n- gional administrator fur tile kJS En- ' V G  I& that*thisdid xiol,~d8li-
tamiu~atedpark of the river; ~ M c h  vhnrtlenta! Prot&on &my. tute &>nunhent h@rd, 9 3ye still 
runs 160 miles from this  state's hked ff this work might eventu- belir?&$h&" M b r 4  add'ypterday. 
I3erkt;llire MountRfn~; through Cot11 aUy pnount to a complete cleru~up "In ne&otiations; W; decided thc!h;kst- nccticut into L o g  Island Sound. for GE, wnlpany spokes ma^ Skve thing @.do wm to go,d~ead."a 

In a 1981 logd agreement,. the Moore gl\id, "I think that% otie of '"J'hejrtve resistsd this for qufk 
company vorvcd *tocl(ii~na 5G-mile those t h i n p  that needs to be cl~zi-  some &me, and thoy are low doing 
stretch of river ktwc&i' ik now-uu- fied." I Lob .I?,the $g;ht thing," 6 ~ i d  Roy, the 
csut rn~nufaottuingcoinlflox and the a ~ , p o k w o m a n,~tRte'~u n d e ~ p m t a r y  of environ-~ohinnaH u ~ k r ,  ' 

Cxtnnerticut hordw. . . for the  E!tvlronrnentel Protection 1nent.d kf fah .  


Under date  ctnd fodeml idem,  Agoncy, said Uie agreed work "will The-,fedem! gq\tenimont k elm-
GE ngroed b e  9 tb .retnoxre about clam up the highesl coneenh-ation . sideririg adding the site tq the Su-
3,wtonsof pdluted gall @ow R KC)- ahd tho highest contamination." But perfurid clmuf-1 Such n desigrlna-
foot ~t.cUonof rivcr bottom and hank EPA officlak iinslst it b j u ~ ta f b t  tion codd let the govemnmt.do ad-
beside R p l ~ n twhero the rompany ~ t e p .  - ditional cleanup with federal ttioney 
once urced pdychlor.innkd blphenylp, '‘Thh'is ... R \wy important be- and try to recover the c o ~ t  ~ n dtriple 
or Pch,h'manufarture ~!ecLrirkl gix~ning," Rdded Ton1 Stokes,  a damaga from GI3 in court. ' 

mailto:knJiroh$?$h@thr&.t


me GE & aneludes~ b o ~ t5 
MUIM) kt O r  h.!.mnpp on 254 
acres ur the nmhemml 

: Urn or the dv sat, or cd(s. .A," 
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Priority List. 
After a site is nominaw, 

there is a public comment pe-
riod. A final decision as to 
whether it actually becomes a 
Superfund listed site may m e  
up to a-year. 

Stance remains firm 
"We continue to believe that 

naming the site as a Superfund 
site is not in the best interest of 
negotiations, or ultimately in 
finding an acceptable resolu-
tion," Jane Magee, GE's man-
ager-of Pittsfield Environmental 
hograms, said Thursday. "But 
we do distinguish .between 
nomination and . final listing, 
And we are committed to try
and find a solution." 

Environmental officidls wel-
~omed  GE's stance, but stead- 
fastly refused to tip their hand 
about whether they will .move 
forward on their plan. to nomi-
nate. the tieavily pollut& .GE 
w n ~ u s ,  the river . from . Pitts-
field to Great Barringtow arid a 
growing number of off-site dis-
posal areas to the Superfund 
list. 

However, during a meeting at 
The Eagle last week, the re-
gion's top regulators @d they 
were also looking past .the liug. 



.nomination deadline toward 
a hoped-for negotiated settle-
ment with the companybover 
t h e  f u l l  r a n g f  . of ,PC& 
contamination issues . 

"For better orye*, .we've 
wrapped ourselves m u l i d  this 
axle where h g .  15,is the focal 
~o in t . "  said David Struhs. 
commissioner of the state D& 
partment gf Environmental 
Protection, who urged a change 
of focus. 

"A proposed listing buys time 
and makes clear what the ulti-
mate outcome is if there is no 
negotiated agreement," he said. 

John DeViars, the head of 
the Environmental Protection 
Agency's Region 1, said regula- 
tors are now looking at  Feb. 1 as 
a "working date" for a seipe-
ment. 

DeVillars said. the agencies 

have three main objectives: an 

acceptable environmental res-

toration, "fair and generous" 

payments for natural resource 

damages, and a fast-tracked 


econo&c redevelopment str& 

e a .  


Superfund law might be morc 

effective than the existing pro- 

gram, the Resource Conserva 

tion and Recovery Act, in ob  

taining those objectives, he said 


But a negotiated settlemenlt 

might be faster still, especially 

since CE has vowed to fight the 

final listing in court. 


Environmentalists have com-

'plained that the negotiations 

have been shrouded in secrecy i 

and that GE is being let off the 
hook for pollution it admits it I 
caused. 

Regulators dispute this. 
"This is not a back-room deal I 

the government agencies are 
trying to cut with GE,'* Stryhs /
said. "But to get a fresh start, 
i t3  important to be able to talk (
privately." 

Any final solution will be 
open to full public scrutiny and 
comment, he said. I 

Others, like the City Council 
members who met with DeVi1- I 

lars, Struhs and their staffs on 
Tuesday, say Superfund would 
place an unnecessary stigma on 
the community, driving away 
potential investors. They urged 
.that the EPA hold off on nomi- 
nation as a demonstration of 
good faith. 

It's not the case I 
DeVillars said the idea that 

Superfund will bring nothing : 
but delay and stigma is simply 1 
incorrect. 

In New England last year. 
dozens of months were shaved 

eff r edw+opm~t  schedules at 
even Superfund sites, he said, 

siving tens of thousands of dol- 
lars in cleanupcosts, ' 

"Superfund -can be used, to 

advance economic redevelop 

ment goals, not retard them," 

Deillars said. 


Regulators say that' if neg-
otiatiosn fail, Supeffund, tech- 
nically known as the Compre- 
hensive EnvironmenM Re-
sponse and Compensation Lia- 
bilities Act, may be a betfer tool 
to drive the extensive and 
complicated cleanup here than 1 
is the current program, RCRk 1 

"This is .a huge site," DeVii- -' 

lars said. "If these negotiations 
don't work, it's only through -Superfund that we can order 
the company to undertake j-
cleanup of residential proper- i 
ties, Allendale School and the i 
river," he said. "Only under 
Superfund canwe move forward 
and send them the bill." 

Under RCRA, the company ' 
conducts investigations and 
suggests cleanup strategies, 
subject to the review of the EPA 
and the state Department of 
Environmental .Protection. GE 
can also sue to block disputed 
cleanup orders. 

Under Superfund, CE has 
fewer options to challenge reg- 
ulator decisions. And it might 
also be forced to pay compen- , 
sation for natural resource ' 

damages. 

Why Superfund? 
GE says it will fight Super- 

fund because it has done every- 
thing asked of it and has never 
missed a deadline under RCRA. 
The company has spent more 
than $100" million since the 
1960s to locate and contain the 
spread of' the highly stable . 
chemical, which was used as an 
insulating agent in a small.frac- 
tion of the transformers built in 
Pittsfield from thk 1930s to mid- , 

1970s. 
PCBs, or polychlorinated bi- 

phenyls, are suspected' to cause 
cancer in hum- as well as a 
wide range off environmental 
problems: 

Magee said that while the 
company feels nomination to 
the National Priority List adds 
nothing "£ruitful" to the onge  
ing negotiations, such a move 
would not be a deal-breaker. 

Late last month, Attorney 
General Scott Harshbarger 
urged Deillars to list tbe site 
in order to "turn up  the heat" 
on GE. A Harshbarger aide 
noted that in general,-deadlines 
often encourage the kind:of fo- 
cus that aids in complicated 
negotiations. 

The taiks are due to the 
ceaseless efforts of state- Rep. 
Peter' J. Larkin, D-Pittsfield, 
who pushed the brownfiields is- 
sue to the forefront of the Leg- 
i s l a t u r e ' s  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
agenda. 

"It's a golden opporiunity for 
Pittsfield to expedite a cleanup 

'using GE's money," he said 
Larkin said he's concerned 


about the seeming deterrnina- 

tion on the part of the regula- 

tors to invoke Superfund, even 
ias he sees potential benefits to , 

the program if negotiations fail. 
"All we ask for is open nego- 1 

tiations directed toward eco-
nomic renewal as well as natu-
ral resource reclamation," he 
said. 

He asked that regulators set 

an "aggressive" negotiating 

schedule, conceeding that the 

specter of Superfund might in 

the end prove useful. 


"In my mind, deadlines drive 

decisions," he said. "I'm not 

naive to this. But let's get i t  

done. k t ' s  Eet on with it. We 

need it t o d a y  


But DeVillars and Struhs 
counseled patience and cau- i 
tioned against raising public 1 

expectations'too high. 
"Keep in mind these things / 

don't get solved overnight," i 
DeVillars said. fThis is pretty i 
dramatic action here. We have 
very ambitious goals." 

Struhs concurred. "There is in 
the end a chance this won't 
work." he said. "Ambitious is a 
hopeful word, but it puts this 
process in context: it won't be 
easy. It might hurt the process 
if we were to raise expectations 
too early on. Our success de-
pends on a deliberate. incre-
mental approach " 

I 
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-.-. .. .. . .. . . 
Residents came out yesterday with protest signs a s  GE began its cleanup plan on Longfellow Avenue in the Lakrrrood sertin:i n! 
Pittsfield. In the foreground are Kimberly Wells and her  mother, Brenda. 

But some residents refuse to budge, 
pending more PCB details from GE 

By Then Stein time: GE taking responsibility for for a wick cleanuo 
LrMh-1s S-7 their actions," said Hickey, whose Uniortunatelv. r.cmecwxrs- ~ the~~ 

?ITTSF:ELI) - It was supposed Ward 3 includes the Lakewood may now Bnd thenselves wal:l;lg 

to be a home run for GE and end. neighborhood. longer :han they'd like, k:alje CE 
mnrner.tal regulators: an ambitious Hickey himself was forced to re- is set to begin tesbng a n w  t,;rch 
cleanap plan that would see more locate his iamily as a result of PCB of 35 homes, scme cl wh.ch tne 
t h a n  9 , 0 0 0  tons of PCB- contammation !n the late 1970s. company is fa~rigccnfiler.: are so-
contaminated soil removed Erom 18 ":just thaught they'd fight it and called "core" sltes that :ect!vec li.1 
Lakewcod prooerties this fall. fight it and fight it and run it directly from the no~.wkcnc:'cd 

through the legal system and never transformer plsntBut yesterciy, pickets greeted the 
iake any action, he added. "They With the exieptlm of 15 Lane.kic:ioff of work at 15 LongfeUow 

Ave, where GE con:ractors pre- set 3 precedent today that they can fellow Aue , all o i  the hr??r 
pared t3 remove 1,875 b n s  of con- r.ever, cver walk away from schedo!ed ior 3 c .eanu~t i l r  lsll 
taminated soil. So far, however, GF; has only re- were ne~ehbcrsof cc rc  s.ks ail3 

ceived permission to do four lots, had lcss f i l l  cor.ti.ri.1na~e2;in: thnGE aL30 lntends to dig up 450 
tons from 20 Edison Ave., which is as residents' deeply held suspicions chern~cal that the 5nr;.r3nn?cnt;l 

about the company's motives - Protect!on Age-cy ca!:s a prctab!c-adjacent to the Longfellow lot. And 
the c o m p n j  is scrambling to line coupled with their desire for more carcinogen 

information about the cleanup GE has submitted g:acs !a rc-up contractors to remediate two 
lots near a highly contarnmated 47- plans - have them opting to wait move about 9,500 tons of scil I r m  
49 Longview Terrace pper ty .  until spring. the 17 abutters, but ir.:enSs to 4% 

This has frustrated both state about 20,000 tans f:om the l i ve  
Hickey likes results "core" sites.and company oiflcials who have 

For C i t y  Councilor Thomas spent long hours devis~ngand re- Regulators say rh3t tec-.r!cal 
Hickey, that is a major victory. Bnine remediation ~ l a n son the considerations b e i c ~  e%ai. the 

"Today I' saw something I a~sui%~tionthat afiected home- J. Lyn Cutler more contammated proplr: es .AT 1 
thought I'd never see In my life- owners would jump at the chance DEP sectton chief LAKEWOOD,cmthnued on 44 
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technical issues and compli-
cated proposdls. . Lakewood from A1 

"A lot of people are just not 
get the first look next spring. 

Several of the properties 
scheduled for cleanup this fall 
have average PCB concentra-
tions that barely meet the 
state's conservative 2 parts per 
million threshold that forces a 
GE cleanup. 

"A large number of these 
properties don't exceed the 
standard," said J. Lyn Cutler, a 
section chief for the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protec- 
tion's Bureau of Solid Waste. 

In essence, GE has volun-
teered to clean up properties 
they might not have had to un- 
der state and federal regulation. 

There was, however, no ques- 
tion about 15 Longfellow Ave., 
which GE purchased idler test- 
ing revealed the extent of con- 
tamination. Company docu-
ments show that the former 
owner, Oliver Barzottini, a GE 
night foreman whom friends 
called "Bubbles," agreed to ac- 
cept "clean" fill from Power 
Transformer in May 1948, ac- 
cording to a contract drawn up 
by GE lawyers. 

"Naturally, he didn't know it 
was contaminated," said

%i Thelma Barzottini, who married 
one of Barzottini's nephews. "I 
think this is such a shame." 

Protest in action 
Yesterday, a worker cut the 

limbs off a 40-yearsld sugar 
maple in the front yard as 
neighbors and protesters hold- 
ing anti-GE placards mustered 
across the street. 

GE has no plans to demolish 
the structure, but hasn't de-
cided whether to place it back 
on the market once the property 
is cleaned up. 

All four properties immedi-
ately abutting the Barzottini lot 
were scheduled for remediation; 
none of the abutting neighbors 
have agreed to let GE move 
ahead. 

GE has said that the company 
was willing to remediate the lots 
this fall, but residents chose to 
file a class-action lawsuit 
against GE instead. 

But three of those neighbors 
said it's a lack of information on 

their own properties that's made 
them hesitate. 

Charles Cianfarini, Thomas 
Barnaby and Rena Rose said 
that GE submitted cleanup 
plans to them, and then came 
back to do more testing. They 
said they want to know the re- 
sults of those tests before they 
sign off on any cleanup. 

"We don't think we have 
enough information to make an 
informed decision," said Barn-
aby, of 270 Newel1 St. He said 
he is concerned about his lot 
becoming recontaminated if the 
nearby Housatonic River floods. 

Residents have questions 
Rose said GE's plans called 

for the removal of the top foot 
of soil on her property at 25 
Longfellow Ave. But then the 
company came back and took 
soil borings, she said. "If they 
only have to go to one foot, then 
why'd they come back and take 
brings?" she asked. "I'd like to 
know what they've found." 

Cianfarini, of 10 Edison Ave., 
said he's also waiting for test 
results. -

"Without that information, 
without the test results, we 
don't feel comfortable going 
forward," he said. "If we had a 
complete remediation plan -
and as long as we didn't lose 
any. of our rights to sue - we 
wouldn't have any problem." 

The three neighbors are all 
part of a class-action lawsuit 
fited against the company in 
US. District Court by Amherst 
attorney Cristobal Bonifaz on 
Monday. Bonfaz wants a judge 
in Springfield to sign off on the 
Pittsfield cleanups so he can be 
sure the rest of the lawsuit can 
go fonvard. 

GE has called Bonifaz's con- 
cerns "baseless" and has ex-
plicitly stated that the residents 
who agree to a cleanup would 
lose none of their rights to sue. 

Tim Gray of the Housatonic 
River Irutiative organized the 
protest. He said homeowners -
some of whom learned about 
their problem only three 
months ago - have been over- 
whelmed by a whirlwind of 

certain about what's going on," 
he said. 

A frustrated Cutler allowed 
that there may not have been 
sufficii?nt communicat ion 
among all parties. She urged 
residents who have specific 
concerns to call the Springfield 
DEP office or schedule an ap-
pointment during the DEPs lo- 
cal office hours on Thursdays. 

She also said that GE and 
regulators have resolved a brief 
impasse over the testing of 35 
more residential properties that 
they believe received GE mate-
rial. 

GE spokesman David Wars-
haw said yesterday that the 
company submitted sampling 
plans on four of the properties 
on that list, including Paul 
Wright's 577 Elm St. home, 
where GE staffers identified 
debris from transformer opera- 
tions in the soil of his back yard 
nine weeks ago. 

Warshaw added that GE is 
moving quickly to complete de- 
tailed interviews with the own- 
ers of another 16 high-priority 
sites where there is evidence of 
company-generated fill. And, he 
said, the company and the 
agency are working to further 
characterize the remaining sites 
on the list. 

"Our interest is in moving 
this program along as expedi-
tiously as possible," Warshaw 
said. 

And for that, the company 
won plaudits from state Rep. 
Peter Larkin, D-Pittsfield, who 
said the project - and the in- 
tensity with which GE and reg- 
ulators have attacked it - is 
proof that the two sides can 
work quickly and cooperatively 
to protect public health and 
safety. 

State Sen. Andrea Nuciforo 
Jr., D-Pittsfield, was more re-
strained. "It is, at most, a mixed 
blessing " he said. "I'm just 
happy &at they are beginning 
the cleanup. I'm glad they're 
starting here, but there's much 
more to be done. I'm also 
frankly happy there's a loyal 
opposition." 
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FEB 1 1998 
EPA weighs 
Superfund 
decision 

By Theo Stein 
Berkshire Ehgk SlalI 

PITTSFIELD - It's decision time for 
John DeVillars, the Environmental 
Protection Agency's New England re-
gional directof. -

Six months ago, DeVillars set a 
Feb. 1 deadline for GE and officials 
from 10 state and federal agencies in- 
cluding the EPA to come to an 
agreement o n x o b a l  cleanup solu- 
tion for the widespread hazardous 
waste contamination on the company's 
mothballed 250-acre transformer plant, 
surrounding businesses, and in the 
Housatonic River and Silver Lake. 

On Aug. 4 ,  DeVillars nominated the 
Pittsfield site for inclusion on the 
Superfund National Priorities List, but 
pledged to pull back the nomination if 
GE agreed to a fuller, faster cleanup 
than would be available under Super- 
fund. 

Without such an  agreement, Devil- 
lars said he  would move for a final 
Superfund designation, a development 
GE has vowed to fight in court. 

At the time, DeVillars held out the 
possibility of an  extension past the 
Feb. 1 line in the sand if the two sides 
were engaged in "substantial and 
meaningful" negotiations and if a set- 
tlement were imminent. 

Indeed, the formal comment period 
for the Superfund nomination doesn't 
end until March 1. 

On Aug. 4 ,  DeVillars suggested he 
would be flexible. 

"Just because we don't have a 
signed, binding consent agreement 
doesn't mean we're going to say, 
'Sorry, you lose: Here comes Super-
fund,' " he s a ~ d .  "But i f  that deadline 
rolls around and they're not moving 
heaven and earth to get to i t ,  then we 
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Superfund
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will say, 'Sorry, you had your 
last chance.' " 

Whether DeVillars' test has 
been met is known only to EPA 
staff, and they're bound by a 
confidentiality agreement not to 
talk about it. 

The EPA's Matt Hoagland, 
who heads up the RCRA Cor- 
rective Action Section, said 
DeVilIars should make his de- 
cision tomorrow or possibly 
Tuesday. 

While he was barred from 
discussing details, he did say 
that the two sides were talking 
about "real stuff'  and that the 
looming deadline had served to 
focus the parties' attention on 
the issues. 

"We've gone beyond hashing 
out principles," he said. "We've 
had some pretty indepth dis-
cusdons." 
GE; spokesman David Wars-

haw declined to comment at d. 
Despite the  confidentiality 

ag reement ,  several rumors 
about what GE has or hasn't of- 
fered in the way of economic 
r e d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  r i v e r  
cleanup have circulated around 
town recently. But none of the 
parties involved in the talks 
would confirm them. 

The plant, the river and the 
river's former oxbows, now 
filled with various kinds of con- 
taminants, are already regulated 
under the Resource Conserva-
tjon and Recovery Act, the 
Superfund program's weaker, 
sibling cleanup law. 

But there are an expanding 
number of other sites, such as 
Allendale School, that can't be 

regulated under RCRA, and the 
EPA has said that that is one 
reason to shift the site from 
RCRA to Superfund. In the last 
year, more than 50 private 
homes have tested positive for 
the long-lived chemical the EPA 
calls a "probable" cancer-
causing agent. At least 25 busi- 
nesses have enough PCBs in 
the soil to warrant a cleanup. 

Supporters of Superfund say 
that although GE agreed to var- 
ious consent orders to clean up 
the pollution starting in  1981, 
little actual cleanup has taken 
place. GE argues it has done 
everything it has been required 
to do and spent more than $110 
million on the site on a number 
of projects, including a pump-
and-treat system that has re-
duced what was a subterranean 
22-acre lake of contaminated oil 
to less than 9 acres today. 

This Year, the company corn- 
Plied with an order to remove a 
highly contaminated hot 
from the river off Building 68% 
digging more than 9,000 tons of 
mud and soil. In 1996. the 
company performed another 
removal project on the river's 
banks near Deming Street. 

Last year GE also submitted 
plans to clean u p  22 residences 
with PCBs in  their soil. A dis-
pute with a lawyer representing 
some of the homeowners re-
sulted in only two properties 
being remediated. More clean-
ups are planned this year. 

But several plumes of Con-
taminants still lurk  under-
ground, and the  company's 
most vociferous enemies say 

that regulators would find bur- 
ied drum fields and a host of 
other extremely serious prob-
lems if they looked in the right 
spots.

And the river still holds its 
heavy burden of polluted sedi- 
ments. How the pollution is af-
fecting wildlife will be studied 
this year. GE wants to leave the 
sediments in place and let na-
ture take its course. 

But by some estimates, it may 
take 1,000 years for the river to 
clean itself up. 

The chief complaint about 
Superfund as voiced by local 
leaders is that it would slow the 
cleanup and further tarnish 
Pittsfield's already soiled repu- 
tation. They min t  to a eovern-
ment accounting report that 
puts the average length of a 
remediation project under the 
program at almost a decade. 

~~t the EPA has said that tite 
lengthy investigations done 
under R C ~ stand for the 
Superfund process. And the 
site, one of the largest hazard- 
ous waste sites in the nation, is 
already on the map. 

superfund alsosupporters 
want regulators to be able to
spend government money on 
cleanups if GE balks. The EPA 

then sue GE for tfiple the 
cost. 

critics have said 
that doubt GEwill agree to 
=fihing because the 

for the the 
River, a problem that is 

a" of magnitude larger 
than Pittsfield's. 

DeVillars has banked heavily 
on the mediation process. It 
now remains for :im to decide 
whether it has paid t,-f. 



PITISFIELD - 'A  k n t  re-
port by a G e n e d  Electric con- 
tractor shows that a layer of 
heavy free oil under a NevLell 
Street y k i n g  lot not migrat- 
ing northward across the Hous- 
atonic River, as some environ- 
mentalists have feared. 

The report, authored by the 
environmental engineering fim 
of Blasland, Bouck & Lee, doc-
umene  -the discovery of a new 
zone of dense oil that has sunk 
below the water table near 
Building 68, the site of a mdor 
cleanup project late last year. 

A one-foot thick layer of oil 
was recovered from one of six 
wells sunk along the northern 
bank of the river and the chem- 
ical analysis of the oil showed 
624,000 parts per million of 
PCBs and 190,000 ppm of 
chlorobenzenes, another chem-
ical associr?ted with PCBs. 

GE spokesman David War-
shaw said chlorobenzenes were 
used to dilute PCBs as they 
were mixed into various fcrmu- 
las for different transformers. 

Building 68 was one location 
where this mixing occurred. The 
well where the oil was recovered 
is the fifth of six wells extend- 
ing in a line several hundred 
feet west of the building. 

Not a connection 

But Warshaw said testing had 
not yet linked the discovefy of 
what the company believes is a 
"narrow, thin band of oil" to the 
operations at Building 68. 

"We are not speculating at 
this point on the source of the 
PCBs in this well," he said. 
"That's why we're doing the 
investigation." 

The Environmental Protection 
Agency's site manager, Dean 
Tagliaferro, said that he was 
waiting for additional test re-
sults before attempting to de-
scribe the size of the oil plume. 

"It's tough to extrapolate from 
one hit," he said, adding, 
"There's no known source we 
can think of." 

At a Feb. 4 public meeting 
hosted by the EPA and the De 
partment of Environmental 
Protection, members of the 
Housatonic River Initiative 
questioned whether the two ar-
eas of oil had an underground 
link. 

But Warshaw and Tagliaferro 
said chemical fingerprinting 
had established that the oil in 

ent from the oil found across 
the river beneath the Newell 
Street ~ a r k i n e  lot. 
- For *exam;le, t h e  Newel1 
Street plume contains up to 
388,000 ppm of one type of PCB 
mixture known as Aroclor 1254 
and none of another mixture 
known as Aroclor 1260. It  also 
contains solvents like toluene 
and trichloroethene. 

Oil recovered 

The oil recovered from the 
well near Building 68 had no 
Aroclor 1254, but 10,700 pprn 
Aroclor 1242 and 613,000 ppm 
Aroclor 1260. The sample also 
contained chlorobenzenes but 
no toluene or trichloroethene. 

The report also showed that 
the oil on the Building 68 side 
of the river was found at an el-
evation 15 feet higher than the 
oil on the Newell Street side 
and that there was no easy 
pathway from one deposit to the 
other. 

But Bryan Olson, the EPA's 
section chief for Pittsfield pro- 
grams, said the new discovery 
at Building 68 was still a cause 
for concern. 

"Any time we find free prod- 
uct, we know it could be a po- 
tential . source t~ groundwater," 
he said. "That's why we want to 
investigate its extent and see 
what could be done to remove 
it." 

In December, GE proposed to 
install three or four wells to de- 
fine the oil zone. Tagliaferro 
said yesterday the agency hopes 
to approve the plan this week. 

While its size has not yet been 
conclusively determined, the 

mm&r thah other podkets of 
free oil nearby. 

One 'plume was formed bv 
PCBcontaminaW mineral of1 
that.leaked from storage tanks 
near 'the Bugding 12 complex 
north of the  railrqad tracks. 

By the mid-1980s, the subsur- 
face plume had created a 19-
acre lake of light oil riding on 
top of the groundwater, with the 
area of thickest oil covering 11 
acres. 

Since then the plume has 
been reduced to a total area of 
about 11 acres, with the thickest 
.part no more than one acre in 
extent, Warshaw said. 

Last year, six recovery sys-
tems treated 58 million gallons 
of groundwater and removed 
50,000 gallons of oil from the 
area, which is south of East 
Street and west of Neweli 
Street. 

Seventh system 

A seventh pump-and-treat 
system is due to come on line 
this year, Warshaw said. 

Recovery systems drew off 50 
gallons from another, smaller 
plume located along East Street 
east of Newel1 Street. That 
plume is now less than one-
tenth of an acre in size, Wars- 
haw said. 

A one-acre plume of oil under 
a parking lot on Lyman Street 
recently yielded 1,000 gallons of 
oil . 

Since the 1970s, more than 
750,000 gallons of oil have been 
drawn from two plumes in the 
East Street area, trucked to 
Texas and burned. 



GE Plant, River Face Superfund Status 

E P A  to Seek Designation 

For Pollution of Site 
As Talks Break Down 

By WiLLr~hf M. CA~LEY 
Staff Reporter of THEWALL STREEXJOURNAL 

After a breakdown in negotiations with 
Genefai Electric Co., the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency said it would 
seek Superfund status for the pollution of 
GE's sprawling plant in Pittsfield. Mass., 

i and the adjacent Housatonic River. 
GE Chairman John F. Welch, who 

personally intervened in the negotiations, 
has  bitterly fought Superfund status, 
which would make the company liable for 
potentially huge natural-resource dam- 
ages. GE even suggested it might pull the 
headquarters of GE Plastics and its 700 
workers out of Pittsfield if the plant is 
declared a Superfund site. 

Some environmental regulators believe 
GE is fighting so hard in Pittsfield because 
it might set a precedent for the Hudson 
River in New York, where GE also is 
battling regulators over the company's 
pollution. 

GE used PCBs to make electric trans- 
formers a t  its Pittsfield plant when use of 
the chemicals was legal. GE's PCBs pol- 
luted both the plant and the Housatonic 
River, which runs south through Connecti- 
cut to Long Island Sound. In the 1940s and 
1950s. GE also donated landfill soaked with 
PCB liquids for residential lots, which 
caused a n  uproar in Pittsfield when discov- 
ered last year. The battle over the residen- 

GE SAYS IT ALREADY has taken 
numerous steps to contain PCBs, 
including building a system to pump 
out PCB oil when concentrations were 
discovered underground seeping 
toward the Housatonic River. 

John F. Welch 

tial lots, which GE ultimately agreed to 
remedy, was chronicled in a page one story 
in The Wall Street Journal last year. 

PCBs, or polychlorinated biphenyls, 
have been declared probable cancer-caus 
ing agents by the government. GE has 
argued that the risk of PCBs has been 
greatly exaggerated. 
Enforcement Orders 

In addition to seeking Superfund status. 
the EPA said it would issue enforcement 
orders against GE under other federal 
laws. The orders would force the company 
to immediately clean up two miles of the 
Housatonic downstream, the most heavily 
polluted stretch of the river. Thc EPA also 
proposed continued negotiations over GE's 
plant site, the issue on which negotiators 
came closest to reaching agreement, pend- 
ing Superfund listing. John DeVillars, 
EPA's administrator for New England, 
said in a statement that these and other 
moves would require GE to spend "several 
hundred million dollars" in Pittsfield and 
the surrounding area. 

GE already has taken numerous steps 

to contain PCBs, including building a n  
elaborate system to pump out PCB oil when 
concentrations were discovered under-
ground seeping toward the Housatonic 
River. GE, under Massachusetts state or- 
der, also rebuilt a dam downstream to 
contain PCBs already in the river. These 
and other steps, the company said, have 
cost more than $120 million. 

In New York Stock Exchange composite 
trading, GE fell 56.25 cents to $86.8125. 

Last summer, EPA regulators, frus-
trated after years of legal wrangling with 
GE and piecemeal cleanups that resulted, 
called for negotiations on a comprehensive 
remedy. At the time, Mr. DeVillars said 
that "if people dither and dally," he would 
invoke Superfund status for the plant and 
river. GE's vice president for environmen- 
tal programs, Stephen Ramsey, said the 
time for regulators to sue for natural-re- 
source damage awards had expired, and 
regulators were seeking only to get by 
negotiations what they couldn't obtain by a 
lawsuit. 

As the negotiations in I3oston wore on, 
Mr. Welch began to intervene. Pittsfield's 
newly elected mayor, Gerald Doyle, said in 
an interview that he met with Mr. Welch a t  
GE's Fairfield, Conn., corporate headquar- 
ters. 

Mr. Welch "didn't threaten to move" 
GE Plastics out of Pittsfield. Mr. Doyle 
said, "but he did say Superfund status. 
would make it very hard for GE to attract 
workers" needed by the company for GE 
Plastics. In March, Mr. Doyle and several 
Pittsfield business leaders announced 
their opposition to Superfund. 

Mr. Welch also traveled to Boston, 
where he met privately with EPA adminis- 
trator Mr. DeVillars. According to one 
person familiar with the meeting. Mr. 
Welch reiterated his view that PCBs 
weren't dangerous and hinted that i f  Su-
perfund were invoked. GE might have lo 
move out of Pittsfield. 



GE Plant, River Face 
Superfund Ranking 
As Talks Break Down 

Continued From Page A2 
GE resisted. 

EPA regulators also sought $50 million 
from GE to establish parks along the 
Housatonic River and other measures to 
compensate for the pollution, a figure EPA 
later cut to $35 million and finally to $25 
million. But GE, according to the person 
familiar.with negotiations, offered "0nly.a 
few million." 

A GE spokesman declined to comment 
on some of the specifics of the negotiations, 
due to a confidentiality agreement. How- 
ever, he did say that the company's offer 
went "far beyond" what EPA could de- 
mand under the law. The spokesman 
said EPA's demand for two miles of 
dredging would be "unprecedented, eco-
logically devastating and would violate 
EPA's own policies and regulations." He 
added that EPA, in its announcement, 
was "misrepresenting the facts" when it 
says PCBs cause cancer, and the agency 
"is trying to frighten Pittsfield residents 
into supporting Superfund." 

Whether GE pulls its plastics operation 
and 700 jobs out of fit:sfield is  uncertain. 
Last week, in a memo to employees, GE 
Plastics chief Gary Rogers stated: "The 
question on everyone's mind is if the area 
is declared a Superfund site, will GE 
Plastics remain located in Pittsfield. No 
decision on that issrre has been made, but 
we continue to be apprehensive about the 
effect that Pittsfield being named a Super- 
fund site" will have on recruiting em-
ployees. 

GE, meanwhile, is vowing to go to court 
to stop the EPA's Superfund actions and 
other moves. The GE spokesman said that 
yesterday's announcement by the EPA 
"sets the stage for years of litigation." 
EPA official Bryan OIsen said that under 
Superfund, the agency could move fast by 
spending its own money on remedies and 
then seek triple the cost from GE. 
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1 ?'he case jor a cleanup 
EPA bringing 
action plan 

- k'
PITTSFIELD - The Envlron ental 

Protection Agency, having decided it will 
clean up the General Electric site and the 
Housatonic River itself if the company 
won't, is taking its case to the people. 

A public meeting has been scheduled 
for tonight at 7 in the Pittsfield High 
School auditorium at which EPA will 
explain its plans for a S  u p e 
cleanup and answer questions. Yesterday, 
EPA took its case to the street's of 
Lakewood, distributing leaflets explain-
ing the agency's position and plans in a 
door-todoor tour of the neighborhood. 
By the end of yesterday, agency staffers 
had knocked on more than 1,000 doors. 

The agency also will mail 27,000 
leaflets explaining its position to every 

'The process is now a 

fully public process, as 

i t  should be,' said state 

Sen. Andrea Nuciforo. 


- . .--.-. 
resideneein Pittsfield. I t  -is'&o h o l G  

extended office hours at its City' Hz 

office until *day, from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. 

'Rie phone number there is 499-9325. 


On Monday, EPA announced plans to 
dredge the first two miles of the 
Housatonic River of PCBcontarnin?ted 
sediments, and to give GE two more 
weeks to come up with a cleanup and 
redevelopment proposal for the former 
250-am transformer campus. 

At the same time, EPA is pursuing the 
nomination of the river, the GE trans-
former plant and scattered sites in 
Pittsfield to the Superfund Nation# 
Priority List. The company has pledged 
to fight a Superfund designation and 
cleanup orders in court. (See related 
story, Page Bt .) 

The public meeting, EPA spokes-
+oman Alice Kaufman said, will give cit- 
izens an opportunity to hear more about 
EPA's plans for the river and the site, and 
ask questions about the situation. EPA 
officials including Region 1 administra-
tor John I!DeVillars wifl be present. . 

'We are hoping to hear from a larger 
citizen audience and give people the 
chance to ask us questions in an informal 
session," Kaufman said. "We're not going 
to be there to bash GE. We're going to 
look at how to move ahead." 

'We want to make sure people get a 
chance to ask questions, respond to our 
proposal and tell us what they think," she 
added. "We need to hear from them." 

'The process is now a fully public 
process, as it should be," said state Sen. 
Andrea E Nuciforo Jr. "The contidentiali- 

fT.F.ANTTP continued on Ah 
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Johanna Hunter  of the  Environmental Protection Agency greets a resident of 
Ontario Street in Pittsfield while handing out leaflets yesterday. 

Residents support cleanup, 

say  GE should pay upfront 


By Greg Sukiennik Berkshire Crossing shopping center parking 
Brr*rhur Eyb S M  lot yesterday afternoon revealed that general 

sentiment, although wide differences over P I ~ S F I E L D- id^^^ questioned what could and should be done =main- yesterday support a cleanup of the General 
But everyone questioned supwrtedsite and the ~  ~ oElectric bsfomer ~ ~ ~ t ~ i ~ of the PCBs that GE used in the

River. But they would prefer that GE pi& up manufacture of transformers until the 1970s. the p ~ ~ sinstead of the government step- The chemical is listed by the federal govern- ping in and payingthe tab federal tax 
ment as a probable cause of cancer, and is dollars. 

An unscientific poll conducted in t he  @POLL, continued on 



ly requirement made it very diffi- 
cult for other legislators to be 
involved In a meaningful way. 
The rules have changed now." 

Monday. DeVillars said a citi- 
zens advisory board will be 
formed, to be governed by a 15-
member board of directors. 
Membership will be weighted 
toward Pittsfield but will include 
Southern Berkshire and Connec- 
ticut representation as well. The 
board is intended to be as inclu- 
sive as possible, with envlron-
mental activists, business lead-
ers, elected officials and $her 
concerned citizens on board: 

The EPA started using a citizen 
advisory board as part of its 
Superfund cleanup of the Massa- 
chusetts Military Reservation on 
Cape Cod. The aim, Kaufman 
said, is to involve citizens in the 
decision-making process and 
keep the community informed of 
plans and developments. 

Kaufman said the committee 

could, depending on participa-

tion, include the formation of 

subcommittees to work on specif- 

ic issues, such a s  the river and 

redevelopment of the trans-

former site. 


"It's something that's still 
evolving," Kaufman said yester- 
day. "We want to see what role the 
community wants to play. We 
don't want to come to town with a 
plan, lay it on the table and say 
'This is it.' We know it takes 
strong citizen input to do this." 

The . s ta te  Department of 
Environmental Protection yester- 
day spoke out in favor of making 
the cleanup process as public as 
possible. 

"To the degree that a public 
process Like the one used at  .Poll from% 

suspected of causing other health 
problems. 

Participants were asked for 
their reaction to the news that 
the  Environmental Protection 
Agency plans to impose an 
emergency removal order for 
the  first two miles of the Hous- 
atonic River beyond the GE 
plant, and pursue a Superfund 
designation for the  river and the 
plant. 

"I think [GE] should do it. .I 
think they need to clean up t h e ~ r  
mess," said one middle-aged 
woman. 

"Yes, definitely," added a teen- 
.age boy, "because it shouldn't be 

polluted, and for health reasons. 
[GE] caused it, so they ought to 
clean it up." 

One middle-age man admitted 
he didn't know enough about the 
situation to make an informed 
statement about it. "I don't know 
if it's as bad as they say it is," he 
said. 

"I'd like the environment 
cleaned up," said another man 
"But GE should not be forced - I 
think GE should do it on t h e i ~  
own " 

"I don't want Berkshtre Count? 
2 3 ' z .  

[Mass. Military Reservation] can 
be replicated in Western Mass., 
there i s  grounds for the sense 
that the public can be included 
in a meaningful, way," said 
spokesman John Rodman. "In 
terms of engaging the public, 
frankly this makes the com-
monwealth feel a whole lot bet- 
ter about the process." 

Rudman also said that the state 
1s pleased that the EPA's current 
cleanup proposal is being taken 
to the public. 

"The one thing that has given 
us discomfort throughout is the 
confidentiality agreement," Rod- 
man said, referring to the secrecy 
that surrounded the  seven 
months of negbtiations toward a 
settlement that could have fore- 
stalled a Superfund designation. 
"It was necessary in one sense 
because the negotiations involv- 
ed enforcement-sensitive infor- 
mation. [EPA's current plan] has a 
strong commitment to a full-
boned public participation pro-
cess. From the standpoint of the 
Cellucci administration, the par- 
ticipation of the public is very 
important." 
Symposium at library 

Meanwhile, the  Housatonic 
River Initiative, an activist group 
that has pushed hgrd for a 
cleanup of the river, 'has orga- 
nized an educational symposium 
for Saturday, April 18, at noon at  
the Berkshire Athenaeum. The 
symposium, entitled "Our Stolen 
Fbture: How Safe is Safe?" will 
feature talks from PCB re-
searchers and experts in the field 
of risk assessment and communi- 
ty involvement. 

Eagle reporter The0 Stem con-
tributed to thts story. 

added, alluding to the fear many 
have about a Superfund label. 
Some say the ~upt?rfund stigma 
would hurt the community, while 
others say it is the pollution, not 
the name, which hurts the city 
most. 

One city couple, Francis and 
Diane Manns, talked about the 
pressure which the hinted-at pull- 
out of GE Plastics has exerted on 
how residents feel about Super- 
fund. GE executives have ques- 
tioned the viability of the city as 
Plastics headquarters if a 
Superfund designation comes to 
pass. They also talked about how 
other large employers - notably 
General Dynamics Defense 
Systems and K-B Toy Stores Inc. 
-have made similar statements. 

"I think that stinks," Diane 
Manns said. "But what are our 
options?" 

"There's no good way out of it," 
Francis Manns added. 

"I don't want GE to leave, but I 
think they're going to go, any- 
way," Diane Manns added. "Jack 
Welch has a lot of pull." 

One woman said she under 
stood GE's position with regard to 
limiting liability costs, here and 
on the Hudson River. as well as 
the city's position. "It's a shame 
they couldn't come to a better 

..,.,.. .,...t '' i,'>\.,,, 



b l  p1a11LU I U ~ Wcleanup 
seeted with stro~xg support 

By Theo Stein 
Berkrtum h i e  Sbll 

PITTSFIELD - More than 200 residents turned out t. 
Pittsfield High School last night to hear how the Envi 
ronmental Protection Agency's regional administrator wa: 
turning up the heat on GE. 

'The past seven months of intensive effort were just thc 
warmup for what we're going to do  here," said EPA re 
-gionaldirector John DeVillars. He was keated to *ou. 
applause that was repeated several times during the meek 
ing, especially after several speakers thanked him fo. 
pushing the issue so hard. 

The collapse of the talks last week prompted DeVillars tc 
unveil a four-point action plan that includes emergeno 
cleanup orders, the formation of a citizens advisory panel 
a final offer to settle with GE on the cleanup of its Mor 
ningside plant and a continuation of the Superfund listink 
process. 

'Pockets plenty deep enough' 
Even though GE has declared the issue "moot," DeVillars 

and city leaders intend to ask the  company to revisit their 
proposal for a brownfields redevelopmen: of its mothballed 
transformer manufacturing plant. 

'They shouldn't hold the economic future of this com- 
munity hostage while we resolve our differences on the 
river," DeVillars said. 

"GE's pockets are plenty deep enough to get this site 
cleaned and back into reuse," he  added later. 

DeVillars answered several questions that centered on 
the massive emergency dredging order his staff will issue 
by May 15. 

New PCB sampling of the Housatonic River conducted 
by the EPA has shown two things: high levels of PCB con-
tamination in residential back yards and the continuing 
transport of contaminated sediments by the river's actions. 

Some soil samples taken from back yards showed con- 
%centrationsof PCBs in the thousands of parts per million. 
i The state safety standard for surface soils within 500 

EPA, continued on 

Lawsuits beginflying 
By Theo Stein 
Berkshm Ezglr S(.K 

Pl'ITSFIELD - In lawsuits filed Tuesday in Boston, G E  
has accused the federal Environmental Protection Agency 
and the state Department of Environmental Protection of 
withholding documents related to the investigation and 
cleanup of GE's PCB wastes in Berkshire County. 

The suits were filed under the Freedom of Information 
Act against the EPA in U.S. District Court Boston and 
against the DEP in Suffolk Superior Court just one day 
after GE promised to wage legal war against the EPA and 
regional administrator John DeVillars for his decision to  hn ~h:kllars, regional administrator of the Environmental ~rotedtion ~ ~ e k c y ,  
move the Superfund listing process fonvard. Us residents at a meeting at Pittsfieid High School last night, We believe we have GE attorneys are seeking paperwork that they claimstrong legal case, and a very strong public health and scientific case! 

LAWSUITS, continued on '9 
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EPA froms 

t of a dwelling is 2 ppm. 
4 e  EPA says that because of 
s e  levels, kids playing along 

river from Elm Street to 
wes Avenue face a risk of 
munological disease and be-
vioral disorders that is 500 
nes greater than what the 
'A considers safe. 
rhe agency is planning a 
ree-year project that would 
gin with source control work 
the GE plant this November, 

Llowed by two years of dredg- 
g and flood-plain soil removal 
arting in the spring of 1999. 
GE has rejected the EPA's 
ralth risk assessment and has 
,dicated it may refuse to com- 
y with the emergency dredg- 
~g order. 

"If GE says they won't comply 
4th the order, which I think 
rould be an extremely h e -
ponsible action, we're prepared 
o mo~ve forward with dollars 
rom the Superfund," said 
1eVil.lars. "We believe we have 
I strol1g legal case, and a very 
:trong public health and scien- 
ific (:ase. We hope they do 
what's right for the city." 

The EPA is planning to spend 
$5 million of its own money this 
year to develop engineering 
plans for the project. If GE re- 
fuses to do the work, DeViUars 
said he will get the estimated 
$40 million to complete the job. 

Economic activity 

"There's going to be a lot of 
economic activity," he added. 
"We want to fill as many of 
those jobs as possible with res-
idents of Berkshire County." 

Despite the talks' failure, 
DeVillars said talks weren't a 
total loss. Regulators narrowed 
the gap with GE on certain is- 
sues, particularly the cleanup of 
the plant itself. And regulators 
developed a much deeper un-
derstanding of Pittsfield and the 
difficult situation it's in. 

Tlie collapse of the talks also 
means that the public is now 

Councilor at large James M. Boyle asks a question during last night's meeting at ~ i t t s -  
field High School on the Environmental Protection Agency's PCB cleanup plan. 

invited into what was a confi-
dential process. DeVillars said 
the EPA wit1 be forming a 15-
member citizen advisory panel 
to inform and guide the EPA's 
decision making. 

He applauded Mayor Gerald 
S. Doyle Jr. and City Council 
Pres~dent Thomas E. Hickey Jr. 
for their aggressive negotiating 
tactics and for standing with the 
governmental team despite be- 
ing presented with a nearly sat- 
isfactory deal from GE. 

Proud of Doyle, Hickey 

Lakewood property owner 
Charles Cianfarini stood up to 
voice a sentiment that many 
critics of Doyle and Hickey now 
feel. 

"I said some harsh things 
about Mayor Doyle and Tom 
Hickey," Cianfarini said. "I'm 
proud they stood with the EPA" 

Several people, including two 
real estate agents and Ward 6 
Councjlor James Massery rose 
to express their continuing 
concern that  a Superfund 
stigma will crush the city's 
economy. 

Carol Rose added that she 
feared GE will delay the process 
for decades during which the 
stigma will linger. 

The responses showed that 
Pittsfield is still riven by hard 
feelings. 

"I would ask all the busi-
nessmen and Realtors who are 
so womed about the economy 
how they would feel if they 
lived in a contaminated neigh- 
borhood and soil of their yard 
had PCBs," said Nan Razzano of 
Ventura Avenue. "Would their 
bottom Line be different if it 
were their children playing in 
contaminated soil?" 

---7 'It's the beginning' 

"The real estate people should 
start being positive," responded 
Lakewood resident and business 
owner Vincent Curro. "Stop ad- 
vertising it as a stigma. You're 
mining the town." 

"It's not the end of the world, 
it's the beginning," he added. 
"My grandchildren don't live 
here any longer because of the 
contamination. I put 37 years of 
my ljfe into a building that's 
now worthless. You want to hide 
it and pretend it doesn't exist 
like we have for the last 20\ years? 1,tt's get together and 

a s t  1 ,  . . . .' 

Barbara Cianfarini, citing a 
state law that prevents land-
lords from retaliating against 
tenants who turn them in for 
code violations, asked if there 
was a similar law that would 
prevent GE, which she accused 
of breaktng the law, from pull- 
ing its Plastics headquarters out 
of the region. 

DeVillars said there is no such 
law on the books, and stressed 
that EPA wants to look ahead to 
a cleanup, not behind to past 
disposal practices that were ie- 
gal when they took place. 

"It doesn't seem to me they 

should be penalized or deni-

grated for past practices," 

DeVillars said. "The issue is 

what we do about it now." 


But following up that com-
ment, Skip Barnes of Pittsfield 
said GE did know about the 
dangers of PCBs in the 1970s. 

"They were very relaxed in 
their disposal practices. I know. 
because I'm one of the truckers 
who cracked the valve and put 
PCBs down storm drains," said 
Barnes, who later clarified that 
he was a fork lift operator, not a 
truck driver. "Believe me, a lot 
of people are scared to death of 
Jack Welch and GE. But I'm 
not." 

Barnes said when he was 
working at GE. it was common- 
place to dispose of 20 or more 
55-gallon drums of PCB-txnted 
Pyranol a week. 

Eagle reponer Greg Suk~ennlk  
prnvlded marenal for thzs re-
poi? 



demonstrates that the EPA is  
trying to designate the  GE 
plant, the  Housatonic River and 
off-site PCB landfill areas a s  a 
Superfund site solely to press 
tens of millions of dollars in 
claims for natural  resource 
damages. 

An EPA attorney said GE had 
no basis for the  complaint. 

"GE has identified documents 
they believe we should have 
and a re  undeterred by the  fact 
they don't exist," said Douglas 
Luckerman, a n  EPA regional 
counsel. 

"The complaint is just  a 
smokescreen to try to direct at- 
tention from GE's responsibility 
to clean up the contamination of 
the river and t h e  rest of Pitts- 
field." 

Company lawyers accused the  
agencies of "unlawful attempts 
to deprive GE and the  public of 
their  rights" to  understand 
whether there is  a basis to sup- 
port a Superfund designation 
for t h e  company's  250-acre 
transformer plant, the  Hous-
atonic River and  off-site PCB 
landfill areas. 

They asked federal ~ u d g e  
William G. Young to either force 
the EPA to turn over its paper- 
work or extend the  May 1 
S u p e r f u n d  comm'ent period 
deadline until t h e  EPA does. 

Young ordered the EPA to 
produce a list of documents by 
April 21 and then appear at a 
hearing the  next day. 

Statute of limitations 
GE claims the EPA is h ~ d i n g  

d o c u m e n t s  t h a t  s h o w  t h e  
agency is moving the Pittsfield 
cleanup from t h e  Resource 
Conservation and  Recovery Act 
cleanup permtt to the more ag-
gressive Superfund because the 
statute of limitations has run 
out on natural resource dam-
ages under RCRA. 

At the  settlement talks that 
recently ended in failure, t h e  
EPA and  allied government 
agencies were reportedly ready 
to settle the natural resource 
damages claim for $25 million. 

GE has successfully used the  
statute of limitations defense to 
defeat other lawsuits filed by 
Pittsfielders aggrieved by the  
effects of the  company's PCB 
contamination. 

The EPA says the more pow- 
erful Super fund  program is  
needed to ensure that Connect- 
icut and South County towns 
are compensated for the  long- 
term damage to  the 'river by 
GE's wastes, and  to cover the 
expanding number of sites that 
received PCB-tainted soil during 
a 30-year giveaway program 
Superfund will also help speed 

. .. 

' I t 's  certainly 

ironic that they 

would be making 

these claims.' 


a cleanup that  has lagged under 
RCRA. 

T h e  lawsuits come after more 
than a year of disclosures that 
C E  failed to turn over company 
documents detailing t h e  :fill 
program. G E  claims it never 
knew t h e  documents existed 
and has fully complied with $1 
federal and state reporting re-
quirements. 

Thousands of pages 
Currently, regulators are dig-

gmg through tens of thousands 
of pages of documents G E  r'e- 
cently released in response to 
formal information requests  
filed last September Not all af 
t h e  documents a re  htstorlc f n  
fact, EPA and DEP regulatofs 
satd GE sent  them boxes of 
t h e ~ r  own documents that the 
company had on file after com- 
pany lawyers were ~ X P ~ ~ S S ~ Y  

told not to  d o  so  
On t h e  other hand, GE attor- 

neys have refused to supply 
documents that  mtght answer 
the  most potenttally damaging 
questtons relating to the corn 
pany's use of PCBs and fuller's 
earth, and the  people tn\,olved 
w t h  handling and transporting 
the  fill matenal  

GE attorneys have s a d  the 
requests were "unduly broad ' 
and "burdensome ' 

Desptte t h e  fact that the 
agencles have extended the  re- 
sponse deadline three trrnes 
they st111 haven't rece~ved what 
they constder a good f a t h  re-
sponse from G E  

'Privileged' documents 
"It's certainly ironic that they 

would be  making these claims." 
said James Milkey, a n  assistant 
attorney general in charge of 
t h e  Environmental Protection 
Division. 

For example, in its lawsuits 
GE asked that  the  agencles b e  
compelled to produce an In-
dexed list of so-called "privi-
leged" documents, which regu-
lators  say  a r e  enforcement-
sensitive or otherwise not sub-
ject to public information laws. 

.But  company lawyers have for 
months ignored regulators' re-
quests for the  same kind of list 
detailing documents G E  c l a m s  
are privileged 
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GE is volunteering to remoirt? 
PCF3-laden sediments in- a half-
mile stretch of the  Housatonic 
River, in the wake of a meeting 
~uesday  i n  Washington, D.C., 
wtween John DeVillars, re-
gional administrator of the  En- 
vironmental Protection Agency, 
and Stephen D. Ramsey, GE's 
:op environmental official. 

In a letter to DeVilars yes- 
erday, Ramsey said GE was 
villing to remove the first two 
'eet of sediments in  the nver- 
led from the GE plant down- 
%ream to the Lyman Street 

tnd the trustees, which include 
:onnecticut, the federal De-
)artment of the Interior and 
hu th  County communities, had 
isked for $25 million in pay-
nents and projects. 
The riverbed just below the 

;E footbridge has PCB concen- 
rations as high as 1.290 parts 
Er million, Ramsey said. Bank 
oils along that stretch average 
nore than 300 ppm, he said. 

Last year, GE removed about 
0,000 tons of highly contami- 
iated river sediments and bank 
oils next to the old PCB mixing 
,tation at  Building 68, just up- 
itream from the footbridge. The 
lot spot, with PCB concentra- 
ions exceeding 100,000 ppms, 
vas the result of a 1968 tank 
mplosion and other releases. 
2E reported that it had cleaned 
he spill up. 

But the magnitude of the 
xoblem was not discovered un- 
11 1996, when the state De-
)artment of Environmental 
+otection acted on a retired GE 
agineer's tip and required the 
ompany to test the area. 
GE's proposed half-mile re-

noval would start at the Newell 
Xreet bridge, upstream of 
3uilding 68, and advances the 
:leanup less than 2,000 feet 
iownstream from the completed 
xoject. 

ssue of access 
The GE proposal was also 

)referable, Ramsey s a d ,  be-
,ause GE had access to most of 
hat half-mtle stretch of rlver 

bridge. That was the offer on 
the table when secret talks to 
avoid a Superfund designation 
collapsed on April 2. 

Ramsey said this should sat- 
isfy the EPA's desire to address 
the highest levels of contami- 
nation in the two miles the EPA 
has targeted for dredging. 

At the urging of Mayor Gerald 
S. Doyle, DeVillars met with 
Ramsey in Washington to dis- 
cuss prospeds for further nego- 
tiations on the company's PCB 
problems in Plttsfield. 

However, Mindy Lubber, the 
EPA's deputy regional adminis- 
trator, said yesterday the dis-
cussion was brief and failed to 
close the wide gulf between the 

The EPA's two-mile plan, he 
warned, would be disruptive, 
requiring the removal of trees 
in people's back yards and the 
construction of work roads on 
both sides of the river. 

In addition, DeVillars' push 
for an  expedited removd project 
flies in the face of agency pol-
icy, Ramsey wrote. Since Devil- 
lars announced the project, 
Ramsey has charged that the 
EPA is twisting sampling data 
to create the perception of a '  
health threat in order to force 
GE into spending $50 million on 
a dredging and removal projecl 
that might take years to achieve 
under the current permit or 
even Superfund. Ramsey has 
also said the EPA is required to 
consider all other options, in-
cluding no action, and has failed 
to do so. He has said GE will 
refuse to do the work and force 
EPA to pay for it with govern- 
ment money. 

DeVillars had gone to Wash- 
ington Tuesday to participate in 
a high-level EPA meeting on 
developing a consistent strategy 
to cleanups that involve large 
volumes of contaminated sedi-
ments. The EPA said it was an 
interyal meeting and declined 
to comment further. 

But the Washington publica- 
tion The Su~er fund  Rewrter 
said that ~ e ~ i l l a r s '  as-~ ~ r i l - 6  
sertion that elements of the 
emergency Housatonic dredging 
project would set a precedent 
for the Hudson River angered 
EPA Region 2 administrator 
Jeanne Foy who this spring 
announced another delay i n  a 
study of Hudson River- sccir-
ments. The dtxision to di.l;~yilic 

two sides on the issue of river 
dredging and compensation for 
natural resource damages. The 
company made no firm propos- 
als, she said. Therefore, 'no 
formal talks have been sched- 
uled. 

Resource damages 
Ramsey reportedly offered to 

increase the company's pay-
ments for long-term damage to 
the environment to between $15 
million and $20 million. But he  
asked for DeVillars' commit-
ment to pull back from his plan 
to order the emergency removal 
of PCBs along a two-mile 
stretch of the Housatonic River. 

study until 2001 infuriated en-
vironmentalists, who accused 
the EPA of being "AWOL on the 
Hudson." 

Doyle works phone 

Meanwhile, in Pittsfield, Doyle 
spent most of the afternoon 
yesterday on the phone, talking 
strategy with representatives 
from the EPA, the governor's 
administration and local elected 
officials. The mayor said he also 
spoke with EPA administrator 
Carol Browner about his con-
cerns for the city's future. He 
declined tc! comment on the 
o u t c o m e  of t h e  Ramsey-
DeVillars discussion. 

GE spokesman Bruce Bunch 
declined to comment on the re- 
po*. 

When th secret talks col-
lapsed, GE't last offer. was in 
the vicinity of $12 million in 
investments and projects. But 
the company reportedly calcu-
lated that number based on 
several million dollars of work 
that the natural resource trus-
tees said fell outside the scope 
of qualified projects. 

Last month, Ramsey told The 
Eagle the EPA had promised 
GE it would get credit for the 
cleanup, capping and restora-
tion ofi Silver Lake. The EPA 

PCBs, continued on A5 

"I'm still working as hard as 1 
can to continue to reach some 
kind of agreement that's in the 
best interests of the city of 
Pittsfield and the rest of the 
community," the mayor said. 
"Again, that includes public 
health, economic development 
and natural resources. 

Doyle characterized the coli-
ference call as an attempt to 
"see what the real issues are" 
No strategy decisions were 
made, said the mayor. 

"What we're after is a unified 
front, whether that's a seltle-
ment or Superfund," he said. 
"My inclination is a settlemeni 
and closure." 





:.eanup -1 am wr,xng to iniorm 
'nilor what we s tmd to iose l f  
x e  cd not acrueae 2 settle-
ment." he s a o  

June 19. 1998: EPA head 
Carol Browner nr.!es GZ's Jack 
Welch io defend :he scientific 
assessment d PCBs as a health 
threat. 

Jub 20, 1998: PCB talks re-
sume.DeVikars sets an Aug 14 
d e a d h e .  

AUK. 14. 1498: .All sides agree 
:a postpoce the -5nal" day of 
.Aks to let Doyle attend thc 
funcral of his fathe: 

Aug. 20, 1998: D?ViUnrs an-
nounces a f lvedav suspension 

.n the  WKS,A "suosianlial dl-

vrde" 5::- seoarates - 7 s  : - - t ~  
on kev lisues ne savs 

Aug. 26.  1998: Gei'lllzr ;.r::j 
an ~nae:ix!r exlenslor. ;: :.:\ 

ieaders ssqgest a deal .- :..Ve: 
than ever 

Sept. 1.3. 1998: EPA scrr:::  a 
settlement oiier that 2::?zols 
to close rne remarung ;+ In 
the two s ~ d e s ,  but eusexall? 
e x h a u s t s  t h e  governr.??.t s 
nexiblLiy un  maor  issues The 
o f k r  irseil 1s not enougr out 
c e r h n  new elements. 11-c EP.1 
cosr-shnnng vnth GF, or. h 1 i. 

rrule dledglog program. eroi\,e 
into thcli  find form It1 :i:e next 
10 days. 

Sept. 1s. 19921: Eu~och~:mad-
line passes Wlthoul r.:' a n -

nouncement. 0:1t acency and 
city ieaaers ieel an  agreement c -

Sept. 24. 1998: Nego:~ato:s 
reach handshake dea! on set-
tlement at 9.30 a rn They notuv 
DeV~uars, who is in 6ttsfielb 
for t n e  a n n o u n c e m e n t .  0:i 
phone 

Sept. 25. 1998: C ~ t y  celebrates 
the settiemem Leaders thank 
Sen. Edward M Kennedy for h!s 
invaluable behind-the-scenes 
work 

October 7 .  1498: GE starts 
sohrce control w o r k  o n  the 
Housaronic R~ver,  t h e  "first 
fruits" of the PCB settlment. 



J o h n  DeViEars 

EPA chief's 
finest hour 

:'..Ire2 E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
?Xect!On Acency reglonai 
i3mln:s:rator John i!De-
'Wars SFGh at the press 
csnierence detalhng rhe 
reaevelopmect of General 
ZIectriLs moihballed Pitis- 
field plent, he  joked :hat he  
felt unmmmtaole  behmd 
a c w u m  w n  GE's loao on 
I:: he mor.ent epitomired 
the cooclusion of success- 
f111nego'latlons w b ~ c h  his 
a g e x y  had aggresslveiy 
p u w ~ e d .  

Nrth the au'horlty of en. 
viror;mentd !aw behind 
b m .  DeVlllars staked the 
clcacup o! the largest cqnt- 
armaated indastnal site m 
N e r  Englsnd on a lugh. 
nsr; gambb: threaten the 
mmpany w t h  a Superfund 
d e s i g n a t i o n ,  t h e n  offer  
tinem a m y  wit through 
negorisaons It vorked. 

'When t a k s  teelered on 
the brink of failure. when 
GE liveatened t o  hold 
Rthfield's f t ture  hostage 
and wage a lesal scorched. 
earth carnpagr., DeKlkrs  
kept extending the negoua- 
Uen deadhnes until mo-
mentum, inertia and pres- 
sure from;he pubitc and 
from WasmnSon moved 
the parties :n;o bargamng 
pw:hnns from which a set- 
tlementwas ach~evable. 

In toe end. DeL?lixs haa 
an agreement tha: cleaned 
the rndustrial site to appm-
prlate standerds; a two-
mde dredging of rhe Hou- 
satonic Rlver that CE had 
declared it would never do; 
a plan to remove PCBs 
from the nver downstream: 
natural resou:ce damages 
fo? SOuth County cornmu. 
nrtes; and an econornw re. 
l e v e l o p m e n t  p l a n  f o r  
Pr:tsfreld 

It was a se?ilement ha!, 
kg and Large, satisfied con. 
st.tuencies - busmess 
leaders, esr~ronrnenta l i s~s .  
GE iuerarcby and the pub-
IIC - :hat for decades had 
been unable to find com-
mon ground. 

S t e p h e n  Rarnsry 

GE's tough 
negotiator 

Stewhen C Ramsev 

ronmentai affairs, llkcs lo 
say of himself that he's just 
a boy from Oklahoma 
Those who endured long, 
gruehng haurs at the  nepo- 
uatinp table w ~ t h  him 
would not be fooled by : h ~ s  
affable modesty They 
know that In asslgntng 
Ramsev a s  the comoanv's 

knew what he  was d o ~ n g .  
Ramsey, after all. knows 

tne Superfund program 
:nside and out. He should 
He helped write it. F'rom 
19% to 1985. Ramser was 
chtef of the Department of 
Justice's envlronrnental 
enforcement sectlon and 
helped f a s h ~ o n  t h e  Cum. 
prehensive Enwonmenta l  
Response. Compensation 
and Liability Act k n o m  as 
S u p e r f w d  

From 1985 t o  1990, 
Ramsey was a partner In 
the prominent law firm 
Sidley & .4ustin. In 1990, 
he moved to his current 
positmn, where he is re-
sponstb:e tor. GE's occupa- 
tional safety and enwron-
menta! programs world-
wide. 

I n  tine settlement negotl- 
a l m s ,  Ramsey's vnly tac- 
tics included. a t  one Dolnt. 
s ~ b m e - g m g  tne E?.x; sizIf 
wtr .  literaliv tons of docu-
mentatlon. Perhaps Ram. 
sey's most daunting strate- 
gy was h.is theatened chal- 
lenge t o  the science under- 
l y n g  the EPA's assumption 
that PCBs constitute a 
probabie caranogen. Both 
sides agreed to address this 
~ s s u eanother tlme. anothcr 
place. 

The Oklahoman con-
cedes, ho:vev?r. :hat this 
negotiating process may 
ease future d l s p u t o ~  be- 
!ween corpci-a11ons and 
rnwronmen!dl regulators. 
',We should go to Washing- 
ton to explaln how it 
should be done." he s a ~ d .  

Gerald S. Doyle Jr. 

The mayor 
takes chkge 

.iY-.-.e.: Gerald S Doyle 31 
si: .;:riguratcd as PILLS. 
ie.; i :jlh mayor Jan. 5. 
drcg .?g  to make the revl- 
.aina;:on of P~ttsfieid the 
la!.rr-rr; of his admintstra- 
.ion zany wondered how 
113 :xs~derable poiitical 
ik...i mutd be apphed to 
ihe rqoriations between 
the Z?.% and General 
E1ec:r.c over cleanmg up 
PC3 xntamlnatlon. EP.4 
adm~r.:strator John De-
Vrllarr had imposed a Feb. 
I deaome 

3:v:e was never one to 
warn ;:am the stdehnes. 
Fac:r: cornpetlng pres-
sures ::om environmental 
act:nr:; and homeowners 
who x l e d  for a total 
cleacus 31 their contaml- 
natec :-cs~dentlal proper. 
ties mi from business 
leaders who warned a 
Superfund designatron 
could injore the city's econ- 
omy. Doyle chose the  
actrust course. He 
demanded a place for local 
leaders at the negot1atmg 
table - and he got it. 

Takina lus cue from for- 
mer speaker of the House. 
Thomas P "Tip" O'Neill Jr.. 
Doyle adopted the strategy 
thal all neeotiatlons are 
lqcal. He r e n h d e d  the rep- 
resentanves of both sides 
that the fate of a real mm- 
munit?. w t h  real public 
health issues, w t h  real eco- 
nomic needs, was a t  stake. 
He organized a team of 
legal experts, eni~sted the 
support of his state legisla- 
tive deiegatlon, sought and 
received assistance from 
Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, 
innted public counsel and 
par:ic:oatlon. horn both 
b,-.:?is leaders and the 
e::.-.rr:-entai cummun:ty 
1 . 5 :ecogntzed that a 

n f . :  btcd a g r e e m e n t  
u-c;,: ;esult ~n a aurcker 
c i r i r r~;  01 cotilaminatron. 
th::: -ernoving a p u b l ~ c  
he..:: ::reat, bl;t also pro- 
v i e  .-:$ city with the 
rb:.:::e :> take charge of its 
iu;..:+ 

Thomas E. Hick?? Jr. 

An expert 
on GE site 

PCBSqu~tr:b? acciae+.: ~e 
had t o  sell his L a w o r d -
home ir. :he earit- 1980s 
when PCB-contarr.:rated 
oil seeped into hlr wse-
ment. 

A f o r m e r  1 o n p : i m e  
General Electr:~ e r n p i o w  
now working fct Ge~eaerai 
Dynamtcs, the current suc- 
cessor to GE Aerospace.: 
Hickey was inurn-trly 
famibx uith the GE site. 
knowiedge :hat proved : 
invaluable durrng the taih 
to which he and Xayor -
Gerald S. Doyle J r  were: 
admtted  in the spnng a s ,  
Clty representatives. Ir.- -
deed, Hickey was so 14- -
formed about the history, . 
capabilities and conhtmn 
of the GE iacihtles mat GE 
chairman John F ,'Jack": 
Welch 31. was s a d  to have :. 
expressed surpnse. aami-; 
ration -and resaect. -

Like poyle. Hickey was :: 
under pressure from those - : 
unsure about a settlement, : 
including worried home-
owners In hts OUT) ward. .. 
But tke counc;i president I 
held fast t o  hts pnt :on  of-
favorrng a nego:~ated sel- I 
Uement, and in a demon-: 
stratlon of his own conti.. 
dence, he a h w e d  at one 
Council meeting a 2 112-
hour publ~c  commenr pen- 1 
od SO that everyone con. -
cerned vnth the Issue could : 
speak then minds. 

While Doyle was a city .. 
employee and was expect- 
ed to spend days at a tIrne, 
if necessary. :ravel~ng to 
and from Bos:on where the 
talks were being held. k c -  
key held a job tr. :re pr!. 
vate sector R??ne:!zinp: 
Row ~mporr::: :ri P C ~  
taika were ro tne >ornmsnl- 
ty, however. h c ~ c yr supe. 
nors at General D~.am!cr 
gave h m  patd Ieare t3 pur. 
sue  the negot5::cr.s -
anothcr of th@ beimd-the. 
9ce~.es  :~ntrlbu11 )IS Lnat 
maae ~ 5 eselenanl3csuo.e 



EPA studies will decide destiny of Housatonic 

Monday, April 12,1999 

By Theo Stein 

Berkshire Eagle Staff 

PITTSFIELD -- W l e  much of the public's focus on the PCB issue for the last six 
months has been on three long-awaited Pittsfield-area projects, a large group of biologists 
and technicians are already conducting studies that will lay the groundwork for what's 
likely to be the most contentious and nationally significant fight of all. 

The cleanup of the Housatonic River was the signal issue around which private advocacy 
groups and public officials first rallied. And of all the elements of the PCB settlement 
announced last fall, the debate over the Housatonic's future may turn out to be the most 
important part of the long fight to clean up General Electric's chemical legacy. 

That's because the Environmental Protection Agency's cleanup decision hinges on a suite 
of sophisticated and potentially groundbreaking studies, which agency staff described for 
the Citizen Coordinating Council at its monthly meeting last Wednesday. 

Under the agreement hammered out last year, GE, the EPA, the city, and a dozen state 
and federal partners agreed on the details for a massive cleanup in the Pittsfield area, 
which is slated to beign this summer. The agreement delayed a decision on the 
Housatonic below Pittsfield but set out a streamlined process for arriving at a cleanup 
plan that gave the EPA more authority that it had previously. EPA regional administrator 
John DeVillars said the agency hopes to announce its decision in the year 2002. But GE 
retains the right to appeal, first to the agency's Environmental Appeals Board, and then to 
a federal Appeals Court if it chooses. 

Observers fully expect GE to take the fight to court if the EPA returns anything other 
than a "no action" decision. And given what regulators already know about PCB 
concentrations in the river, and its fish in particular, it's highly likely the EPA will order 
some kind of cleanup. With that in mind, the agency has built a team of pre-eminent 
national experts and committed itself to careful and thorough study. 

Even though polychlorinated biphenyls were banned more than two decades ago, the 
scientific literature on exactly how they affect wildlife is still relatively thin. There are 
many studies that describe PCB concentrations in fish and animals across the globe, but 
relatively few have been able to isolate the effects of PCB exposure on wildlife 
reproduction and survivability. 

Most of the studies that have looked at these effects were conducted in areas with 
multiple chemical contaminants, like the Great Lakes region, where heavy metals and 
pesticides are also common. Here, the Housatonic's misfortune is science's gain: PCB 
levels in the river mud and flood plains are among the highest of any American river. 
And there are relatively few other chemicals present to confuse matters. 



"We're lucky here," said Susan Svirsky, the EPA's team leader for the lower Housatonic 
studies. "We're not trylng to discern between and among the effects of different 
contaminants. Arid much of what we're doing is groundbreaking stuff. The magnitude of 
the studies, the power of our statistics -- it will be quite a piece of literature. It will be 
pretty important." 

Not that the EPA's task will be easy. By itself, the hydrodynamic computer model that the 
EPA and GE agreed to use to predict how various cleanup scenarios will either speed up 
or delay the river's eventual return to health involves enough variables and advanced 
mathematics to make a rocket scientist's brain spin on its axis. That's to say nothing of the 
human health risk studies or the research on plants, insects, fish, birds, reptiles, 
amphibians and mammals that will eventually be plugged into the model. 

Under the agreement, the EPA, the state Department of Environmental Protection and 
their contractors, like the U.S. Geological Survey, the Anny Corps of Engineers, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, will do the ecological, human health, and hydrodynamic 
studies. GE will compile all the data into a facility investigation report and a corrective 
measures study. During that process, the EPA will submit drafts of major documents to 
the citizens' council for review. 

At the conclusion of that process, the EPA will propose a modification of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act pennit that currently governs the GE site. Although GE 
has the right to appeal the decision, it agreed under the terms of the settlement to perform 
the work once its appeals are exhausted. 

The study area, which runs from Fred Garner Park south to the Connecticut border, has 
been broken up into five "reaches." The first is the meandering run from the park to the 
start of Woods Pond in Lenox. The second is Woods Pond, a 60-acre impoundment 
choked with PCB-laden sediments. The third reach is the wild, cold water stretch 
between Woods Pond and Rising Pond in Great Barrington. The fourth is the 45-acre 
Rising Pond, also a man-made pond full of sediment, but whose PCB concentrations are 
not well understood. The fifth reach runs through agricultural land and ends at the 
Connecticut border. 

The two ponds are a particular concern to Connecticut officials. Most of the PCBs 
released from GE's plant are upstream of the two impoundments. Any dam breach could 
sent a plume of contaminants south into the Nutmeg State, where the river is cleaner than 
in Massachusetts. 

Along the roughly 30-mile stretch from Pittsfield to Rising Pond, the EPA intends to take 
more than 8,000 soil and sediment samples and analyze water taken from 17locations. 
They'll also analyze leopard frogs, largemouth bass, tree swallows and mice for PCBs. 

And they're ready to mobilize in the event of extended, heavy rains to examine how 
floodwaters move PCBs down the river and out onto the flood plains. 

The focus of all this study is to develop data to plug into the computer model that the 
EPA will use to pick a cleanup plan. The model will predict how PCBs will move 



through the river system over time, Svirsky said, and allow researchers to evaluate how 
doing more or less cleanup will impact people and wildlife. 

"With this, we'll be able to estimate the amount of time required before people can 
consume fish, or the number of years it will take to allow PCB body burdens in a certain 
kind of critter to diminish enough to allow reproduction," Svirsky said Wednesday night. 
Researchers currently believe that mink and otter, which prey on fish and amphibians, are 
unable to reproduce along the river because of PCB contamination. One of the EPAts 
studies is looking at this issue. 

The model will also attempt to predict how PCBs will move during major floods, which 
the Housatonic hasn't seen for more than four decades. 

Modelers will consider all alternatives, including "natural attenuation," which means 
leaving the PCBs to degrade under environmental conditions. GE scientists have often 
said natural attenuation is the safest and most effective way to handle contaminated 
sediments. 

Online readers who want to learn more about the PCB issue and last fall's settlement can 
find The Eagle's special PCB report at wvirw.newschoice.com/PCB 
~HTTP://~.newschoice.co~ebNews/index/NebeScr3i.asp>. 

HTTP://~.newschoice.co~ebNews/index/NebeScr3i.asp
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Z2 PCB cleanups being done this vear 

ByTheo Stein 
W h i t  Eagle SW 

PI'.~TSETE~$) -GE contractors 
re in the pr&ss of f ~ s h i n g  off 
he f i s t  three of 22 residential fill 
Ieanup projects scheduled for 
his year. "' 

J. Lyn Cutler, section chief for 
ne Department of Environmental 
Yokction's Bureau of Waste Site 
:leanup, said contamination on 
8 lots will t+? addressed by the 22 
rejects. 

One project, involving homes 
n Elm Street, is under way, she 
aid. The three prajects in the 
nal phase of restoration are on 
oronita Avenue, and Lyman and 
'ing streets. 
Five additional remedial action 

.ark plans have been approved 
y the DEE? GE has submitted 
rork plans for four more, which 
re under review by the DW. 
Work plans for nine others are 

n track- but not yet submitted, 
utler said. 

One of those plans lnvolves a 
eavily contaminated parcel at 
le end of Melfose Avenue next to 
oodrich Pond, which GE bought 

last month for $2,500. 
Residents are concerned that 

GE will attempt to cap the lot and 
not address the high PCB levels 
several feet underground, which 
state cleanup regulations would 
permit. GE has not indicated how 
it intends to address the cleanup 
of that'lot and several adjacent 
properties. 

Since the residential f i  prob- 
lem burst onto the city's con-
sciousness in 1997, GE, the DEP 
and the Environmental Protection 
Agency have sampled 259 par- 
cels, 158 of which had. or have 
individual samples over 2 parts 
per million, which is the threshold 
for further investigation Of those, 
65 had or have contamination lev- 
els that pose potential imminent 
hazards, typically defined as lev- 
els of 10 ppm or higher in the top 
6 inches in an unrestricted area 
within 500 feet of a residence. 

In the_1.$tttwoye3~, 6sesiden- 
ti& fillproperties have been reme- 
diated, Cutler said. most of those 

in 

The hazardous waste 

cleanup law states that the soil of 

residential properties may con-
tain no more than 2 ppm - on 
average. Members of local envi- 
ronmental advocacies and citizen 
activist groups say the state stan- 
dard doesn't go far enough. The 
averaging method, they point out, 
allows the company to leave areas 
with PCB levels higher than 2 
ppm, as long as the rest of the 
property is clean. They want the 
company to remove all soils with 2 
ppm or higher. 

Earlier this year, GE refused a 
DEP request to test all city parks 
for PCBs on the grounds that 
there was no clear or credible evi- 
dence linking the properties to 
the company. In August 1997, the 
state closed a popular West Street 
park that was a former scrap yard 
after high levels of PCBs and 
other contaminants were found 
there. 

One of the properties GE has 
refused to sample is the old King 
Street dump, despite the fact that 
GE staff on a recent site visit iden- 
tified company transformer parts. 

Since January, the DEP has 
referred some 52 new properties 
to EPA for sampling because they 
didn't meet GE's testing criteria. 
One of those is t heY~erbe rg  
Middle School. 

Late last fall an Evelyn Park 
homeowner, concerned about sto- 
ries ne'd heard about his develop- 
ment's construction, collected a 
composite! soil sample from his 
yard and had it tested at a Lee lab. 

The test showed the soil con- 
tained 18 ppm PCBs. Subsequent 
tests performed by GE revealed 
much higher contamination, up to 
96 ppm between 1 and 2 feet. 

Now GE is expanding its inves- 
tigation in that area and intends 
to sample seven adjacent proper- 
ties on Evelyn Park and Cecelia 
Terrace. 

Still, the pace of discoveries is 

slowingdown, she said. 
"Hopefully, it means we're 

definingthe extent of off-site con- 
tamination, but it still could be 
that we haven't reached out with 
the appropriate message to all 
necessary parties," she said. "I 
expect over the next few years we 
will fmd additional properties." 

And since the DEP's efforts 
have been tightly focused on resi- 
dential sites in the last two years, 
there has been little work done on 
a large pool of known or potential 
commercial PCB sites. 

Cutler acknowledged that com- 
mercial site investigations have 
taken a back seat to the residen- 
tial problem because of the 
greater exposure and potential 
risk. 

The DEP and the EPA intend to 
hold a public meeting to update 
residents on the f i i  cleanup issue 
on June 17. The meeting is sched- 
uled for 7 to 9 p.m. at the counci' 
chambers at City Hall. 



River ducks full of PCBs 

State set to issue a health advisory 

Friday August 27,1999 

By Theo Stein 

Berkshire Eagle Staff 

PCB levels in ducks collected along the Housatonic River near Woods Pond last fall by 
the Environmental Protection Agency were among the highest biologists have ever seen -
- hundreds of times higher than the federal government considers safe to eat. 

Based on the new EPA data, the state Department of Public Health is expected to issue a 
public health advisory as early as today strongly waming sportsmen about the dangers of 
eating contaminated waterfowl. The state also is offering free screenings and blood tests 
for sportsmen who fear they may have ingested PCBs with their game. 

Prominent signs warning against the consumption of fish, frogs and turtles taken from the 
river have been posted since 1982, but there has been no such advisory concerning ducks. 
Sportsmen have continued to eat the ducks they shoot each fall over the river. 

Until now. 

Hunters concerned 

Chet Farmer, 51, of Lee said he eats about 30 ducks from the Housatonic every year. 

"I've been eating ducks from the river for 25 years -- a lot of them," he said last night at a 
small presentation by EPA project manager Susan Svirsky at the Lee Sportsmen's Club 
on Fairview Street. 

"I'm very concerned. My family eats them. My kids eat them." 

Farmer said he hunts both upstream and downstream of Woods Pond, the 104-acre 
impoundment above which most of the PCBs are believed to be lodged. 

The EPA data also show that the PCBs used by GE as an insulating fluid in transformers 
from 1930 to 1977 are being transported south each winter along the Atlantic flyway, 
concentrated in the fat of migrating ducks. 

In fact, even ducks taken fiom an uncontaminated pond in Sheffield used for comparison 
had more PCBs on average than ducks studied on the contaminated Fox River near Green 
Bay, Wis., where the state has posted a consumption advisory. 

"It's extraordinary," said Thomas Keefe, the western district manager of the Division of 
Fisheries & Wildlife, which owns the 81 8-acre Housatonic Valley Wildlife Management 
Area. 



"If this is any indication of how this chemical compound has permeated that ecosystem, 
it's extraordinary. " 

The agency was particularly anxious to get the new data out to hunters, because the goose 
season opens in less than two weeks. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be notifying other waterfowl biologists up and 
down the East Coast. 

Another state with a duck advisory, New York, has warned hunters to eat no more than 
two meals of duck a month because of contamination in the Hudson River, for which GE 
also is responsible. 

Svirsky said PCB levels in Housatonic ducks were much higher than in either Hudson or 
Fox River waterfowl. 

GE spokesman Gary Sheffer, a former New York Department of Environmental 
Conservation official, said yesterday it was "too early to draw conclusions." 

"We will carefully review [the EPA data] and continue to work with [the] EPA and 
[Massachusetts], as we are working with them on other matters," Sheffer said. 

He added that a 1997 blood serum study performed by the Massachusetts Department of 
Public Health of people living near the Housatonic showed PCB levels similar to those 
found in the general public. 

The release of the duck study represents the first salvo by the EPA of what promises to be 
a long fight with GE over how much of a cleanup, if any, the company should be ordered 
to perform on the Housatonic. 

The river's mud has some of the highest PCB contamination of any American river and 
its fish show the highest PCB burdens anywhere in the country. 

The study looked at 25 mallards and wood ducks collected from river backwaters 
upstream of Woods Pond in Lenox and 20 more from the 168-acre Three Mile Pond in 
Sheffield, an uncontaminated "reference area." Mallards and wood ducks are dabbling 
ducks and a favorite target of hunters. 

All of the ducks collected from the river backwaters during the study showed elevated 
levels of PCBs in both their breast and liver tissue. PCB levels measured according to 
FDA testing practices averaged 648 parts per million in ducks collected fiom 
contaminated areas of the river. 

Housatonic duck livers averaged 262 ppm, with a high of 985 ppm. 

The FDA standard for poultry is 3 ppm, adjusted for fat content. Wisconsin is one state 
that has adopted the FDA poultry standard for waterfowl. Canada's federal Department of 
Health and Welfare has set a 0.5 pprn consumption standard. 



On a strict weight basis, duck breast tissue averaged 7.1 ppm for Housatonic ducks, with 
a high of 19.4 ppm. 

Svirsky said analysis of the duck tissue showed very low levels of pesticides and dioxins, 
but elevated levels of dibenzofurans, which are a byproduct of heating PCBs. She said the 
agency would evaluate this discovery M e r .  

The EPA also will be analyzing which forms of the PCB molecule were present in the 
ducks. Polychlorinated biphenyls are a family of 209 distinct chemicals that vary in the 
number and placement of their chlorine atoms. The trade name for the PCBs used by GE 
-- Aroclor 1260 or 1254 -- refers to the percentage of chlorine in the mixture. 

The chemical analysis was performed by the Texas A&M University lab, one of the 
nation's top research centers for organic contaminants. 

The birds in the study, most hatched last year, were collected in August and September of 
1998, dates selected to precede the start of migration. The study showed that even 
hatchlings absorb PCBs from the environment at a rapid rate. 

The Department of Public Health, which has worked closely with the EPA on the matter, 
is expected to announce new guidelines for eating ducks today. Spokeswoman Rose Ann 
Pawelec said sportsmen and anyone else who wants more information on PCBs can call 
(800) 240-4266. 

It would be the nation's third PCB-related waterfowl consumption advisory. 

The EPA also is seeking people who may still eat fish, frogs, ducks or turtles from the 
river for its overall human health risk assessment, which is part of the not-yet-signed 
cleanup consent decree that negotiators have been working on for almost two years. 

Svirsky said attempts to locate mink and otter along the main stem of the river last winter 
were essentially hitless, though researchers found both animals abundant in 
uncontaminated river tributaries. The EPA is conducting additional studies of tree 
swallows, largemouth bass, fern fiddleheads, aquatic insects and other subjects. 

The Housatonic River study did not look at mergansers, a fish-eating duck that dives after 
its prey. The EPA expects that mergansers would show even higher contamination levels 
because they eat only fish, which concentrate PCBs in their tissues by eating insects and 
smaller fish that forage in the contaminated sediments. But mergansers are generally not 
considered good eating. 

Likewise, Canada geese were not studied. Biologists believe that geese, which graze in 
uplands away from water, would accumulate PCBs at a lower rate than dabblers like 
mallards. 

Svirsky said the agency will also look at the migrating patterns of banded ducks. Keefe 
said mallards may fly only as far south as Long Island Sound, but wood ducks migrate to 
the Carolinas, Georgia and Florida. 



Mark Jester, president of the Berkshire County League of Sportsmen, said sportsmen had 
long assumed Housatonic ducks were contaminated. But he said the high levels surprised 
them. 

"I think people just didn't want to hear it," he said. "But there's no way around it now." 



Cleanup 

of river, 


can begm 

Bjr Greg Sukiennik 

Berkshire Eagle Siaff 

PI'LTSFIELD - The consent deer* 
setting forth the PCB cleanup agreement 
between General Electric Co., the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the 
city of Pittsfield and other federal and 
state agencies was signed and put before 
a federal judge in Springfield yesterday 
afternoon. 

The document, the product of two 
years of often-tense negotiations 
between the government and GE and 
years of effort on the part of lawmakers 
and river advocates, details the manner 
in which the first two miles of the 
Housatonic and the former GE trans- 
former plant will be cleaned up. 

While an EPA statement set forth the 
major details of the document yesterday, 
the decree itself will be released shortly. 
The docun-mlt, complete with appendix- 
es? stands 3 feet high. Officials plan to 
make the document as widely available 
as practical. and to hold several public 
foiums at which the decree's contents 
will be explained. 

Residents have 60.days to comment on 
the decree. After those comments and 
further EPA review, a federal judge at 
U.S. District Court in Springfield will 
decide whether to accept the decree as a 
legally binding document, reject it, or 
return it with specific suggestions. 

More studies 
W e r  cleanups of the river will be 

governed by studies, including computer 
modeling of the lower reaches of the 
Housatonic. 

The deal also clears the way for GE to 
begin its two-year, half-mile cleanup of 
the East Branch of the Housatonic 
between the Newell Street bridge and 
the Lyman Street bridge immediately. 
When that stretch of cleanup is done, 
EPA will take over, cleaning the next 
mile and a half from Lyman Street to the 
confluence of the river's East and West 

,branches at Fred Garner Rlver 

Park. 


The company said preliminary 

work on the river cleanup could 

begin as early as next week. 


County environmentalists said 
they were pleased the decree had 
been signed. and added they 
awaited the detalls eagerly. 

"We look forward to the decree 
becoming a public document," 
Tad Ames of the Berkshire 
Natural Resources Council said. 
"We hope that as we turn to the 
next phases of the river cleanup, 
the public is much more involved 
in input and negotiations than 
what went into this one." 

Tim Gray of the Housatonic 
River Initiative said his group iq 
happy that ~ t s  "10 years of hard 
work to get the cleanup on the 
map" eventually resulted in a 
plan to address the PCBs In the 
river. 

"Now, surely South County has 
a big job to do," Gray said. 'We 
must be absolutely sure that we 
don't stop in Pittsfield, and con- 
tinue to advocate for the complete 
cleanup of the Housatonic, so 
some day our kids can fish and 
swim in the river" 

Brownfields kicks in 
The decree atso clears the way 

for demolition of the tank-farm 
and power plant along Silver 
Lake Boulward, and the demoli- 
tion of several buildings, clearing 
the way for the first phase of the 
brownfields development pack- 
age. The city, through the 
Pithfield Economic Development 
Authority, plans to turn that most- 
ly vacant industrial property into 
an industrial and technology 
park, bringing new jobs to the 
area. 

"I strongly believe when that 

[demolition1 is done not it will not 
be a case of administrators or 
agencies talking about it," Mayor 
Gerald S. Doyle Jr.said. "The citi- 
zens .of Pittsfield and Berkshire 
County wiii finally be able, after 
all these years, tosee results." 

Government 'Soiirces said the 
total .:value of the cleanup is 
expected to reach $350 million, 
and depending on yet-to-be deter- 
mined cleaqup.plans for the river 
south of the 2--e.-,mark, .could. 
rise as high as $750 inillion.? :;:'. 

Those sources said the first two 
miles of cleanup will cost $125 
million; GE believes that cost is 
c l~serto $150 million. As for estl- 
mates that the lower reaches of 
the river could cost between $100 
million and $500 million to clean 
u p  GE spokesman Gary Sheffer 
said such estimates axe specula- 
tive because no cleanup plan has 
bwn proposed. 

Cleanup plans south of the first 
two miles depend on the results of 
EPA studies, and any challenges 



to those studies GE may raise in 
court. While GE can challenge 
EPXs findings, it must live with 
whatever the courts eventually 
decide. 

The decree vksreleased hours 
before a settlement between .GE 
and Attorney 'General Thomas 
Wwas announced That pact, 
"urwhich the state settled its civil 
case against GE, in which it 
alleged the company did not fol- 
low state regulations on reporting 
PCBcontaminated fill, is worth 

$1.25 million, including a $1mil-
lion environmental projects fund 
for county residents. (See related 
story.> 

Officials said the settlement 
between Reiily and GE was a s e p  
arate issue from the consent 
decree. GE, through spokesman 
Gary Sheffer, said it is the compa- 
ny's view that the settlement is 
part of the "global resolution of its 
issues in Pittsfield." 

But one source. familiar with 
the negotiations said, on condi- 
tion of anonymity, that the decree, 
which was very close to comple- 
tion weeks ago, would not have 
moved fonvard without the settle- 
ment. 

Officials including Doyle and 
EPA Region 1Administrator John 
P DeVillars, as well as GE, are 
confident that the federal court 
will approve the consent decree, 
in no small part due to support for 
the deal from the varying parties 
to the negotiations. "Our legal 
team and the rest of folks we have 
talked to feel very confident, and 
it has the full blessing of all par- 
ties involved," Doyle said. 

The parties to the talks are also 
glad that a two-year chapter has 
been all but closed, and that the 
parties can now move ahead. 

"It's entirely consistent with 
what we shook hands on a year 
ago," DeVillafs said. "It meets the 
environmental and economic 
restoration goals that we set out at 
the beginning of the process ... 
any time you can achieve an out-
come of this significance at the 
bargaining table as opposed to 
years of dueling in a courtroom, 
you should be phased and satis- 
fied." 

DeVillars did say he wished 
there were more money for natu- 
ral resource damages (NRD) 
restorative projects. 

"I would like to have seen more 

on the N& side, but this is a fair 
outcome," he said When looked 
at in its entirety, it passes every 
test of environmental or econom- 
ic responsibility that 1 or any 
other fair-minded environmental- 
ist could set." . . 

Sheffer and Stephen D. 
b m s e ~ .  vice resident of- envi---- -
ronmental affaks for GE, said the 
company is pleased with the 
results, and looking fofward to 
moving ahead. 

"GE feels this i s  an example of 
the kinds of constructive results 
you can have when everyone sits 
down in a sgirit of coowration 
and good faith," ~hef fkr  said. 
When asked if the lessons of 
Pittsfield could be applied to the 
Hudson River, which also faces 
PCB issues, he said, "There are 
significant differences [between 
the Hudson and the Housatonicl. 
but there are some best practices 
here that can be applied else- 
where." 

Ramsey called the deal a "blue- 
print for fixing the past so that 
Pittsfield and Berkshire County 
can focus on the future." 

"Like all settlements, this one 
required compromises from all 
sides. But it shows that creativity 
and constructive solutions can 
emerge when government and 
business sit down to negotiate in 
good faith," Ramsey said in a pre- 
pared statement. 

Doyle said the consent decree, 
and the work plans it sets forth, 
are a good way for the city to end 
t h ~ s  century and move into the 
next. 

"This is ah example of how this 
administration and the rest of the 
city's officials have decided for 
first t i e  in a-long time not to 
move backward, but to move for- 
ward and stress the positives and 
good things that are happening," 
Doyle said. 'We're entering the 
next millennium on a huge posi- 
tive note." 

Letters to the Editor-
. - .  .. . -.- . 

Removal is only option for PCBs 
l bthe Editorof= W-

On September 9, Gregory 
Donahue wrote a l e h r  totheedi-
tor %at spoke about the cleanup 
of the Allendale School property 
removing the PCB contamination 
that was placed ,there by C e n d  
Electric. He spoke of the hard 
work of the Allendale School 
Council in getting the cleanup 
and the fact that the contaminat- 
ed soils removed from the play- 
ground were being placed on Hill 
'78 fa GE-owned toxic dump). He 
did not sav that Hill78is lessthane 
50 feet fGm the edge of the play- 
-ground. 


* Mr. Donahue stated that placing 
the contamination on Hill 78 was 
acompromise,making it sound as 
if this was to be a temporary solu- 
tion and that Hill 78 would be 
cleaned up in a few years. 

I do not know what meetings 
Mr. Donahue has attended, but 
every meeting that I have attend- 
ed with General Electric, the 
Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection and 
the Environmental Protection 
agency has resulted in the same 
outcome. The Hill 78 and 
Building 71 landfills an? consid-
ered permanent facilities and 
while they will be monitored, 
there is no intention of removing 
the new or old contamination 
from these sites.Tht!end result is  
that these heavily contaminated 
toxic dumps will remain next to 
the school playground in a resi-
dential nkihborhood in our city. 

W e  I am immensely pleased 
that General El'ectric has finally 
and properly cleaned Allendale 
School and says that it will begin 
cleanjng the Housatonic River, I 
am disappointed that the consent 
decree that is stillbeing negotiat- 
ed has .not been completed and 
that it will inevitably conti& lan-
guage that retains these landfiis 
as permanent. 

Now there .is disturbing news 
from Denver, Colorado that a 
ladfill that was created in 1991 
by the Environmental Protection 
Agency at the Shattuck Chemical 
Company is leaking into the land 
and river near the facility 
(Berkshire Eagle, September 22). 
We must not allow the same thing 
to happen here. 

Fortunately, we still have time 
to get the consent decree changed 
to reflect a commitment from 
General Electric to remove or 
treat all the PCB contamination. 
Since General Electric has stalled 
the completion of that document 
for over six months, we must be 
united in adding this requirement 
to that document. 

So I challenge Mr. Donahue, the 
rest of the Allendale School 
Council, ,the AUendalf! teachers, 
neighborhood residents, the 
mayor and City Council and all 
other residents of Pittsfield to 
stand together and demand that 
an PCB contamination be 
removed from' the soils and 
waters of Pittsfield andBerkshire 
County. No more 'landfills, no 
more caps, no more t e m p o m  
measures. Removal is the only 
option. 

CHARLES I? CJkUWARINI 
Pittsfield, Oct. 2, 1999 



Ben Gawet I Beikshire Eagle Staff 

After a meeting at the Christian Center yesterday, Mayor Gerald S. Doyle Jr-, left, tells the news 
of the finalized consent decree to city councilors Jamie Williamson and Jim Massery. 

B River deanup: GE wili begin cleanup of the first half-mile of 
the H o u s a t o ~  River (between the Newell Street and Lyman Street 
biidgesf immediately. That cleanup, of the most heavily contaminat- 
ed portion of the rtver, is expected to take two years. 

Following the cleanup, responsibility for the next 11/2 miles 
belongs to EPA. The agency's studies of that portion of the river will 
be made public later this fall. While GE will pay most of the cost for 
the first two miles. EPA will pay a shere for the second 1112 m~les 

Source cbntrois: Already, pumping equipment has removed 
8,000 gallons of oil from underneath the Newel1 Street parking lot. 
Pollution controls will continue as long as needed, as neither EPA 
nor GE wants to perform the same cleanup twice. 

) Disposal: Sediments will be disposed of in the Hill 78 landfill+. 
off Tyler Street Extension:a fact that troubles Some residents and 
environmentalists. But EPA has assured r6sTdents that the landfill 
will stand no higher at the end of the project than it stands now. 

) GE Transformer: GE will shortly begin demdkion ?f old 
buildings on the campus, including the tank farm, the power plant 
and buildings in the 30s and 60s complexes. The plant will be trans- 
formed into a brownfields redevelopment site, where city officials 
are hoping new employers will take advantage of the plant's indus- 
trial zoning, utilit~es and rail access and br~ng new jobs here. 

b Natural Resource Damages: A panel of trustees, repre- 
senting Massachusetts, Connecticut, the US. Fisheries and Wildlife 
Service and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
will distribute $75 million of NRD funds to projects in aRected com- 



-- Lvcos Home > News > Environment > 

Too News 
Headlines 

Environment 
News Messaae 
Board 

Personal News 

Environment 
Websites 

News Web Guide 

Current Events 
C h a t .  

Science News 

E-Wire 
Instant Updates 

Environment 

News Index 


Environment 

Events Calendar 


ENS Features 

EcoTravel 

EDF Scorecard 

Shopoina Green 

SustainableBusmess 
Cartoons 

0 Environment 

GE Squeezed Into $250M PCB Cleanup 

WASHINGTON, DC, October 8, 1999 (ENS) - General Electric 
Company has agreed to  spend an estimated $250 million to clean up 
the Housatonic River, polluted by decades of hazardous chemical 
discharges from its plant in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. The 
settlement, announced Thursday, finalizes cleanup and reclamation 
plans that the company has been negotiating with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Department of Justice 
and state officials for more than a year. 

From the 1930s until 1977, General Electric (GE) manufactured 
transformers and other equipment containing polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs) in  Pittsfield. By the time the federal government 
banned PCBs in 1977, the 250 acre site and the nearby Housatonic 
were heavily contaminated with PCBs and other hazardous 
materials. 

A stretch of the Housatonic 
River (Photo by AM Dromaris. All 
photos courtesy Housatonic River 
Initiative) 

Today, PCBs are found in  the 
Houstonic River from western 
Massachusetts to its mouth in 
New York's Long Island 
Sound. 

"This consent decree means GE will clean up the Housatonic River," 
said Lois Schiffer, assistant attorney general for environment and 
natural resources, announcing the completed agreement. "Today's 
settlement is a major step by GE toward ending the legacy of 
pollution in the river." 

GE agreed t o  pay for the cleanup in September 1998, but the 
signing of a formal consent decree was delayed by complex 
negotiations between the company and federal and state officials. 
"You get the lawyers involved and time does slow down." noted GE 



spokesman Bruce Bunch. 

The Housatonic River 
watershed covers 
parts of three states 
(Map courtesy EPA) 

Under the legally binding 
consent decree, GE has 
agreed to shoulder the 
full costs for removing 
contaminated sediment 
from the half mile 
stretch of the Housatonic 
nearest the GE plant by 

May, 2001. GE will also clean up contamination at the ~ i t t s k e l d  plant 
and other sites in  Berkshire County, including's school and several 
commercial properties. 

Through a cost sharing agreement, GE will also pay much of the 
price for the EPA to clean up an additional one and a half mile 
stretch of the river. The €PA estimates that cleaning up the plant 
and these river stretches will cost the company more than $200 
million. GE estimates that cleanup costs will only be about $150 
million. 

"The consent decree agreement ... is a detailed blueprint for fixing 
the past so that Pittsfield and Berkshire County can focus on the 
future," said Stephen Ramsey, GE vice president for corporate 
environmental programs, in a statement released yesterday. "Like 
all settlements, this one required compromises from all sides. But it 
shows that creative and constructive solutions can emerge when 
government and business sit down to negotiate in good faith." 

This house in the 
Lakewood section of 
Pittsfield was condemned 
due to heavy PCB 
contamination 

GE will also carry out a 
redevelopment plan for parts 
of the Pittsfield facility, 
designed to bring new 
commercial life to  the 
surrounding town. Part of the 
site will be transferred to the Pittsfield Economic Development 
Authority, after the buildings are demolished and the underlying soil 
is cleaned. The €PA estimates the costs of this project at $50 million. 

"The investment i n  community restoration and community 

development represented by this agreement should benefit the 

citizens of Pittsfield and ~e rksh i re  County," said Ramsey. 


Later, after the EPA selects a cleanup plan for downstream portions 
o f  the river, GE will perform that cleanup as well. The cost of 
cleaning these additional river miles will be i n  addition to the hefty 



price tags attached to  restoring the areas close to the plant. 

Government sources told ENS the final cleanup costs, including 
downriver stretches, could easily reach $350 million, and may run as 
high as $750 million. 

GE has already agreed to  a natural resource package to help restore 
downstream areas damaged by pollution from the Pittsfield site. The 
company will make $15 million available to natural resource trustees 
- including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, and Connecticut and Massachusetts 
state agencies - to restore or acquire habitat and promote wildlife 
recovery. 

Residents of Lakewood and 
other .Housatonic 
communities have pushed 
for a comprehensive 
cleanup plan 

Up to $4 million in  potential 
future revenues from the 
redevelopment of the 
Pittsfield site could also be 
made available for natural 
resource projects, through a 
special agreement with the 
Pittsfield Economic 

Develapmect Authority 

"This agreement is the most significant step yet for our common 
goal of the environmental and economic restoration of Pittsfield," 

.said John DeVillars, administrator of EPA's New England office. 

Cleanup of the first half mile of the Housatonic near the plant will 

begin immediately. The rest of the cleanup will proceed on an 

expedited schedule outlined by the EPA. 


The consent decree, filed in U.S. District Court in  Springfield, 
Massachusetts, is subject to  a 60 day comment period. A U.S. Distric 
Judge must approve the settlement before it becomes final. 

@ Environment News Service (ENS) 1999.All Rights Reserved. 
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Cleanup done on first section of East Branch of Housatonic 
December 9,1999 

By Greg Sukiennik 
Berkshire Eagle Staff 

PITTSFIELD-- Three hundred feet down, half a mile to go. 

That's the state of affairs in the East Branch of the Housatonic River, where the 
first section of the so-called '"first half-mile" cleanup -- the section of the river 
between the Newell Street and Lyman Street bridges -- has been completed. 

Three weeks of work by contractor J.H. Maxymillian has decontaminated a 300- 
foot by 150-foot section of the East Branch, from which 300 cubic yards of 
material has been removed and replaced with rock, a geotextile membrane and 
clean, sandy fill. 

Pleased with process 

Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and General Electric said 
yesterday they are pleased with the way the process they agreed to for the 
cleanup has worked thus far. 

Yesterday, Maxymillian workers were already busy preparing the next section of 
the cleanup. While one worker removed the yellow plastic barrier that runs along 
the shoreline of the river, a crane lowered a bridge in place spanning the north 
bank and a platform in the middle of the river. 

Workers have effectively split the river in half with metal sheet piling, allowing 
them to drain parts of the riverbed and remove PCB-contaminated sediment. As 
was the case with the first section, workers will seal it off, drain the water, then 
remove PCB-contaminated sediment. 

While the first section, or cell, of the cleanup was a relatively low-contamination 
area, workers did find some oil as they dug through the muck, Bryan Olson of 
EPA reported. 

'We ran into a couple of areas where we found some material that looked a little 
more contaminated, including some oil," Olson explained. 'What's important is 
when we found the area with oil in it, we started digging and hit the bottom of it." 

GE and EPA agreed to the cleanup plan in August as part of the consent decree 
between GE, the city and federal and state agencies. The first half-mile of the 
East Branch, which was rerouted by the Army Corps of Engineers earlier this 
century, holds some of the highest concentrations of PCBs found in any river in 
the country. 



The company is paying for the first half-mile cleanup. When the first half-mile is 
finished in May 2001, EPA will begin the next II12 miles of cleanup, for which 
GE and EPA will share the cost. 

O 1999 by MediaNews Group, Inc. and Pittsfield Publications, Inc. 



Wednesday, August 23,2000 

PCB cleanups moving briskly at residences 
By Jack Dew 

Berkshire Eagle Staff 

PITTSFIELD -- By the end of the year, General Electric Co. will have removed PCB- 
contaminated soil from about 170 residential properties in Pittsfield and will have cleaned almost 
all of the properties thus far identified as contaminated. 

Since 1997, GE says, it has performed PCB testing on 207 residential properties in Pittsfield. Of 
those, about 180 have been identified as contaminated. Under a consent agreement between GE 
and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, the cleanup has moved briskly. 

"You will not find cleanups being done at this pace anywhere else in the commonwealth or 
anywhere else, period," said J. Lyn Cutler, a DEP section chief of special projects. "The 
cooperation between [GE] and the department has really enabled the department to ensure that 
residential properties are remediated in record time." 

The remediation process is a dramatic one. Large excavators and earth movers come in and 
scoop out contaminated soil. Trees are cut down, gardens destroyed. The removed material is 
replaced with clean fill, and landscapers plant new trees and replace hedges. 

For affected residents, the process has been difficult at times. The impact of the cleanup on their 
property oRen comes as a surprise, and the accumulated weariness at the change is oRen difficult 
to take. 

"Change is always hard," Cutler said. "And when you suddenly find that you don't have shade 
where you once had it, and your interior houseplants aren't the appropriate ones anymore because 
your tall trees are gone, well, it's the little things, it's the small impacts that sort of build up and 
irritate people. " 

PCBs, or polychlorinated biphenyls, are believed to cause cancer in humans. They were used at 
GE's Pittsfield plant until 1977, when the government prohibited their use. However, for decades 
GE employees had been carting dirt contaminated with the toxin to their homes, where they laid 
it down in their yards. 

Brattle Street, a small, dead-end lane lined with homes, is believed to have been contaminated 
during the 1950s. The DEP has said it believes a resident at the time was a GE employee and had 
access to contaminated fill, which he may have used to fill in the road. 

Samples of surface and subsurface soil taken on Brattle Street last year identified an area with 
PCBs in excess of 150 parts per million. The permitted PCB level on residential properties, by 
comparison, is 2 parts per million. 



Portions of five yards along Brattle Street have recently been dug up and replaced with clean fill. 
The scars of that activity are still visible -- broad swaths of green lawn are gone, replaced by 
hard-packed dirt covered with grass seed that has not yet produced grass. 

The soil that GE put down, however, has drawn heavy criticism from residents. It is rocky, with 
stretches that look more like a gravel driveway than topsoil, they say. While grass seed has been 
sown, none has yet sprouted, and many residents said they doubted they ever would with such 
poor soil for a host. One man who lives on the street said he would be afraid to mow his lawn, 
with SO many rocks lying on the surface. 

Gary Sheffer, a GE spokesman, said the company has listened to resident complaints in the past, 
and will listen to the people on Brattle Street. A GE representative, Sheffer said, was to visit the 
site last night. 

"No one likes to have their lawn dug up, no one likes to be inconvenienced. We have, in most 
cases, been able to resolve disputes with homeowners," Sheffer said. "We have tried to 
accommodate every reasonable request by the homeowners." 

................................................................................ 
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Thursday, October 12,2000 

PCB cleanup method to be announced soon 
By Jack Dew 

Berkshire Eagle Staff 

PITTSFIELD -- The final announcement of the method that will used to remove PCBs from a 
section of the Housatonic River is expected next week, according to the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

The EPA announced its plan in July, which was followed by several weeks of public comment. 
The comment period later was extended two weeks at the request of General Electric and closed 
Sept. 1. 

Since then, the EPA has been drafting its final proposal, which will contain the agency's response 
to public comments and will outline how it intends to remove and store contaminated sediment 
and riverbank soil from a 1.5-mile stretch of the Housatonic. The final plan had been expected in 
September, but was delayed by the extended public comment period. 

The effort will excavate contaminated bank soil and river sediment fiom the Lyman Street 
Bridge to where the east and west branches of the Housatonic meet. The EPA estimates that 
about 94,000 cubic yards of soil will be removed, 50,000 of which will be placed in a designated 
landfill in GE's former transformer manufacturing plant. 

The total cost of the 1.5-mile cleanup is estimated to be $45 million, with GE paying the bulk of 
that expense under the terms of the pending consent decree that is awaiting a decision by a 
federal judge in Springfield. 

The plan represents the second stage of a project that will remove PCB-contaminated sediment 
and bank soil from two miles of the Housatonic. GE is in the process of cleaning the first half- 
mile of that area and last week requested that its deadline be extended from May until August for 
the completion of that cleanup. 

Bryan Olson, the EPA's Pittsfield project manager, said the agency will determine soon whether 
to grant that extension. GE told the EPA its work in the river was slowed by heavy rains this 
summer and the discovery of more coal tar and PCB-contaminated oil than had been anticipated. 

"We are trying to review (GE's request) in a fair amount of detail to make sure that we 
understand what delays there were and whether or not there are ways to try to get back on 
schedule," Olson said. 

The timing of GE's cleanup is linked to the second phase of the Housatonic project; the EPA 
cannot begin its work in the lower part of the river until GE's work is complete. As it stands, the 
EPA expects the 1.5-mile cleanup to take three to five years. 



During the public comment period, the EPA's plan drew fire from all sides. Environmental 
advocates called it too lenient and feared it would leave too much contamination in the river, 
while GE said it would reduce PCB levels in the Housatonic far below what was necessary to be 
protective of human health. 

................................................................................ 
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Saturday, October 28,2000 

PCB cleanup gets green light 
By Jack Dew 

Berkshire Eagle Staff 

SPRINGFIELD -- The mammoth PCB cleanup agreement between the government and General 
Electric was approved yesterday by a federal judge, paving the way for removal of the toxin 
from Pittsfield and stretches of the Housatonic River and for an intense investigation into the 
scope and impact of the contamination on the ecosystem. 

The terms of the settlement were reached in 1998 by GE, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, the city of Pittsfield and eight additional state and federal agencies. Under the 
agreement, signed last year, GE will be required to pay the bulk of the cost of removing PCBs 
left by years of transformer manufacturing at its Pittsfield plant. 

In its filings with the court, the government estimated the cost of the cleanup at between $300 
and $700 million. GE has said it can be accomplished for about $150 million. 

Payments triggered 

U.S. District Court Judge Michael A. Ponsor approved the terms of the settlement after a hearing 
in the federal courthouse here. His approval allows the document to become binding on all 
parties and triggers a series of payments from GE to the EPA, money that will be used to fund 
more investigation of contamination in Pittsfield and a number of removal actions in the 
Housatonic and properties in the river's floodplain. 

The ruling came after four groups granted permission to argue against the settlement were heard. 
All four opposed the agreement as too flimsy a tool by which to remedy the damage done by GE. 
Each offered more focused arguments, claiming in turn that the settlement would allow for an 
improper seizure of property or would fail to protect the health of residents both in 
Massachusetts and Connecticut, where the river flow has deposited PCB contamination over the 
years. 

A group of Newel1 Street business owners had objected to the settlement on the grounds that the 
cleanup standards it will employ for their properties are insufficient. They wanted every trace of 
PCBs removed. 

"The problem with this settlement is that [the EPA has] decided what is necessary and 
appropriate. Nowhere else in the state have they decided what is necessary and appropriate," said 
Cristobal Bonifaz, the attorney hired to represent the Newel1 Street businesses objecting to the 
agreement. 

Bonifaz said it was a "sweetheart deal" for GE and said the settlement had been struck too 
quickly, before the extent of the contamination was truly understood. 



The arguments were made with a great deal at stake. Had the intervenors convinced Ponsor that 
the settlement was either not in the public interest or legally flawed, the entire document, reached 
after months of intense negotiations, would have been thrown out and the parties forced to return 
to the negotiating table or pursue their claims in court. 

Ponsor said the fate of the case, should it ever reach trial, was uncertain, made murky by a three- 
year statute of limitations that began ticking when the contamination was first discovered. 

"It's easy to be on the outside of the process and say they could just sit down again and negotiate. 
Is it really so simple?" Ponsor said. He later added, "I'm concerned a little bit that if this case 
were to go to litigation, the result would be an award far less than what is being created here." 

GE used polychlorinated biphenyls, or PCBs, until 1977 as an insulator in transformers. During 
decades of manufacture at its Pittsfield plant, the PCBs, in oil form, spilled, leaked or were 
dumped into the ground. Carried by ground water, they migrated to the Housatonic, where the 
river's current moved them downstream. Tests on fish taken from the Housatonic revealed the 
highest concentration of PCBs of any river in the country. Traces of the pollution have been 
detected as far away as Connecticut. 

The use of PCBs stopped when the government banned them in 1977. Scientists now believe 
PCBs are a probable carcinogen in humans and have gathered voluminous evidence that they 
have a devastating impact on animals. 

With the settlement now final, GE and the EPA will begin firther investigation in GE's 245-acre 
plant and will move ahead with the cleanup of two miles of the Housatonic. 

As well, GE will pay the EPA about $15 million in the next 30 days, compensation for the 
agency's past investigation into the pollution. Part of that money will be used to advance an 
intense investigation into contamination of the lower reaches of the river, where the EPA has 
been gathering data it hopes will reveal the impact of the toxin on the ecosystem there. The study 
is among the most in-depth ever conducted on a river. 

The settlement also allows the Pittsfield Economic Development Authority to begin work on 
developing portions of the GE plant for economic reuse. As part of the $45 million package, GE 
will turn over 52 acres of the site to PEDA, which will develop and market the property to 
potential tenants. 

GE's agreed-upon payment of $15 million in compensatory money for damages done to natural 
resources must also be made within the next 30 days. Those finds will be administered by a 
board of trustees. 

Ponsor, who heard arguments for more than two hours, rendered his decision on the consent 
decree from the bench. He characterized the settlement as a sound and beneficial agreement that 
will allow immediate action to ease the damage done by the toxic pollution. 



"I believe it is time to get on with it," Ponsor said. "This consent decree does guarantee a 
dawning. To some estimates, the dawn may not be as clear and blue as everyone wants it to be, 
but it is the end of a nightmare." 

O 2000 by MediaNews Group, Inc. and New England Newspapers, Inc 



PEDA at work on GE site plan 

Tuesday, October 31,2000 

By Bill Carey 
Berkshire Eagle Staff 

PmSFIELD -- Approval of the massive PCB cleanup agreement last Friday frees the 
Pittsfield Economic Development Authority to begin planning new uses for the 52-acre 
site that General Electric eventually will turn over to the authority. 

It is expected that $15.3 million GE has agreed to provide PEDA for the brownfields 
redevelopment will become available this week, upon the receipt of orders from U.S. 
District Court Judge Michael A. Ponsor. The judge approved the consent decree by 
which GE will underwrite most of the cost of removing PCBs left from years of 
manufacturing transformers at its Pittsfield plant. 

The redevelopment aspect of the cleanup will cost an estimated $45 million. Besides the 
$15.3 million PEDA will use as a "drawdown" fund to spur development once GE has 
turned over the site, the company has agreed to demolish all buildings and dispose of 
the debris at its own expense and pay the city $1 million a year over 10 years to offset 
the loss of tax revenue. 

Terms of the redevelopment are contained in a Definitive Economic Development 
Agreement concluded last year. The agreement is a separate document that was 
conditional on the consent decree being approved. 

"Now that we have the consent decree approved and executed, we're hoping to come 
out of the box quickly," said Jeff Bernstein of the Boston firm Bernstein, Cushner, 
Kimmel, legal counsel to the city and PEDA on the agreements. 

PEDA, created by state statute in January 1999, already has done a good deal of work. 
Although the consent decree was delayed when parties objecting to the agreement 
intervened, the authority is ahead of where it expected to be following the approval, 
said City Council President Thomas E. Hickey Jr., who served as PEDA's interim 
executive director. 

Hickey said the "first cut" of a redevelopment master plan was presented Oct. 10 to the 
authority's board of directors. The seven-member board will revisit the master plan at its 
next meeting Nov. 15 and will take it public in around two months. 

Public meetings will be scheduled at the Berkshire Athenaeum or at some other 
appropriate location, Hickey said. "We need to go public with [the master plan] and we 
plan to do that shortly," he said. 

The master plan is not being formulated in a vacuum, and must be coordinated with 
GE's sampling and remediation activities. 



"We have a good idea of what we want to do, but it has to coincide with the cleanup," 
Hickey said. 

Here, too, progress was made prior to the consent decree being approved. For example, 
Hickey said, the company has initiated work on the first half-mile of the Housatonic 
River, removed contamination and completed landscaping at the Allendale School and 
secured approval from the US. Environmental Protection Agency for a building 

.demolition landfill off New York Avenue. 

GE has submitted to EPA all of the demolition plans for the buildings along East Street, 
Hickey said. 

PEDA's offices in Building 43 at the company's site will be relocated to a former GE 
Credit Union computer center, probably by the end of November, he said. 

The authority also will be looking for a full-time director. Hickey initially served on loan 
to the authority from General Dynamics, where he is employed as a program engineer. 
He has worked since April on a part-time, volunteer basis. 

Under the Definitive Economic Development Agreement, GE, after the demolition, is to 
provide at least 350,000 square feet of building foundations, with utility connections, at 
eight sites. On these foundations, PEDA, aided by the quasi-public MassDevelopment 
agency, plans to attract new businesses. 

But new buildings will not be cropping up overnight. 

"People shouldn't expect there's going to be new businesses in there three months from 
now," Bernstein cautioned. "This is a multiyear process." 

Hickey said 22 companies have expressed an interest in either leasing space from PEDA 
or building at the redevelopment site -- electric bus developer EV Worldwide being one 
of them. However, some companies have lost interest because of the time delay 
involved, while others are "on hold." 

MassDevelopment, which entered into an agreement with PEDA in July, will provide both 
project management and real estate expertise. The real estate support will be directed 
out of the agency's Springfield office. 

"We have a person there who is an expert in terms of what the markets are and what 
they can bear," in addition to the environmental issues businesses face, said Chris 
Kealey, an agency spokesman. 

I f  MassDevelopmentls experience is any guide, optimism may be in order for the 
redevelopment effort. The agency also managed the redevelopment of Fort Devens, a 
4,400-acre former Army base in the communities of Ayer, Harvard and Shirley. The 
abandoned base now is home to 70 companies and some 4,000 workers, Kealey said. 



Of the Pittsfield project, he said, "We're very familiar with the site and what needs to be 
done to get it going." 



Crucial role 

secured deal 


"When we needed a lion. ne \\as it." 
declared state Rep. Peter J. Larkin alter the 
settlement was announced. Els descnpnon 
of the role played by US.Sen. Edward M. 
Kennedy in the PCB settlement - a tnbute 
included in Larkin's remarks at the Sept. 25 
celebration of the agreement - suggested 
how crucial the senator's role became m 
keeping the 
n e g o t i a t i n g  
process alive 
w h e n  b o t h  
sides seemed 
too far apart for 
reconciliation. 

That Ken-
nedy attended 
the celebration 
in P i t t s f ie ld  
confirmed his 
commitment to 
advocating a 
settlement that 
would both res- 
c u s i t a t e  t h e  
B e r k s h i r e  
economy and 
Protect public Edward M. Kennedy
health and the 
environment. Tune and time again. Ken- 
nedy used his considerable influence to 
lobby top officials from both the EPA and GE 
to re-evaluate their positions when the talks 
were imperiled. 

While maintaining due diligence to ad- 
vance the Democratic agenda in a Re-
publican-controlled Congress. Kennedy 
stayed constantly informed through the 
involvement of his aide Stephen Kerrigan. 

The senator's commitment to a negotiated 
settlement was also encouraged by an infor-
mal group of local civic and business leaders 
who on more than one occasion flew to 
Washington to meet personally with 
Kennedy and to impress upon hun that the 
future of Pittsfield and the region u-as at 
stake in these negotiations. 

There was perhaps no one in Washinpon 
better positioned to wield influence in the 
creation of a precedent-setting settlement 
than the senior senator from Massachusetts. 
Kennedy's personal lobbying of EP.4 a d m -  
istrator Carol Browner and GE chairman 
John EWelch brought the EPA and GE back 
to the bargaining table after the EPA 
declared the talks had collapsed in April. 

Kennedy brought to the talks the broader 
perspective of the public's best interest. -'It's 
too easy to play the blame game ...You can 
travel around the country and won't fmd the 
success that has been achieved here.'' he said. 

GE chairman 

OK's a deal 


For the better part of wo decades. from 
1960 until 1980. John E "Jack" Kelch lived 
and worked in Pittsfield. rapiciiy working his 
way up General Electric's corporate ladder 
in the company's Plastics Division. In 1981, 
he was named GE's chairman and CEO, the 
eighth GE chief executive in the company's 
102 year history and at 45. the youngest. As 
he had done for 
Plastics. which 
he converted 
from a troubled 
division into 
one of the most 
profitable -
while personal- 
ly earning sev- 
eral patents in 
the develop-
ment of super- 
tough materi-
als - Welch 
c o m m a n d e d  
General Elec-
tric as it be-
came one of 
t h e  na t ion ' s  
most profitable John EWelch 
and powerful 
corporations. Because of his Berkshire roots, 
many Pittsfield residents took it as a slap in 
the face when GE downsized its operations 
here, as if a favorite son were maltreating his 
family. The mothballed factory buildings, 
the impersonal chain-link fences forbidding 
trespassing on PCB-contaminated grounds 
where thousands had once worked, the pol- 
luted Housatonic River, all combined to con- 
firm this view. 

Ironically, it was certainly Welch who 
made the PCB settlement possible. Ac- 
cording to sources familiarwith talks, Welch 
himself directed his negotiators to "fix" the 
Pittsfield situation, especially when public 
outrage about residential pollution and a 
potential Superfund designation threatened 
a public relations - if not a fmancial -dis-
aster. By all accounts, Welch followed the 
negotiations closely, pennitring the compa- 
ny to yield, for instance. on policies such as 
the reuse of outmoded faciiities which it had 
previously never allowed for fear of expsure 
to future liability lawsuits. 

CEOs of Welch's stature. competence and 
accomplishments are required, first and 
foremost. to pursue a corporate agenda of 
growth and profitability. In this case, howev- 
er, Welch seems to have determined that the 
public and private interests coincided It 
may well turn out to be one of his shrewdest 
decisions. 



Larlsin's bill 
set the stage 

In 1996. Rep. Peter 3. Larkin. D-Pittsfield. 
caught the state's attention when he pro- 
posed attaching brownfields legislation to 
the state Rivers Bill. The measure was con- 
troversial, since it flew in the face of envi- 
ronmentalists' determination to punish pol- 
luters like General Electric. Larkm. however. 
foresaw that legislation enabling the 245-
ac re  f o r m e r  
t r ans fo rmer  
manufacturing 
facility to be 
redeveloped, 
even if it meant 
compromising 
on thorny is-
sues such as 
liability. could 
reinvigorate  
stagnant eco-
nomc develop- 
m e n t  i n  h i s  
hometown and 
allow Pittsfield - and the 
Berkshires -
t o  a b a n d o n  
deep - sea t ed  Peter J. Larkin 
despair  over  
the departure of GE's manufacturing opera- 
tions. which once employed 13,645in its hey- 
day 

Larkin's amendment angered environ- 
mentalists statewide, since it jeopardized 
passage of the Rivers Bill. In spite of an 
impassioned speech proclaiming that Pitts- 
field needed the jobs a brownfields reclarna- 
tion could provide, his argument didn't win 
the day on the rivers cleanup legislation. 
Instead, the Legislature adopted a measure 
creating a pilot brode1ds program for 
Pittsfield. 

Larkin was undaunted. A close aUy of 
Speaker of the House Thomas Finneran, 
Larkin made brownfields his central issue, 
and in 1997 introduced broader legislation 
that would address cleanup of the state's 
8.000 polluted former industrial sites. 

Larkin's efforts to address the issues sur- 
rounding polluted properties -who pays to 
clean them up and under what circum- 
stances are polluters or responsible parties 
no longer liable -had both supporters and 
critics. But brownfields legislation did pass 
this past year, and Larkin earned much of 
the credit for making it a legislative priority. 
His campaign bore fruit. Without legisla- 

tion in place, including the Pittsfield 
Economic Development Authority that will 
manage the redevelopment, the settlement 
might not have included reuse of the GE site. 

-,, 

Rep demanded 
river cleanup 

State Rep. Christopher J. Hodgkins. the 
Democrat from Lee. is never one to mince 
words. The eight-term representative was 
one of the first to call for a cleanup of the 
Housatonic River. For many years his 
seemed like the only voice. 

In 1992. he and George Wislocki, president 
of the Berkshire Natural Resources Council. 
founded the 
H o u s a t o n l c  
River In i t i a -  
tive, which ad- 
opted Hodg- 
k in s  p u g n a -  
cious advocacy 
of r emov ing  
PCBs from the 
H o u s a t o n i c  
and restoring 
the Berkshire's 
largest water 
c o u r s e  t o  
s o m e t h i n g  
close to its pris- 
t i n e  b e a u t y  
from Pittsfield 
south through 

* , Christopher Hodgkins
Lee ,  S t o c k -  
bridge, Great Barrington and Sheffield at 
the Connecticut state line. 

While not directlp involved in the settle- 
ment negotiations, Hodgkins played a criti- 
cal behind-the-scenes role. Deeply suspi- 
cious of any claim by GE that it had any red 
interest in a major effort to remove PCB con- 
tamination - skepticism based upon the 
painfully slow progress in Pittsfield -
Hodgkins adamantly insisted that Super- 
fund was the only remedy. He opposed any 
form of brownfields legislation that ap-
peared to "let GE off the hook," a stance that 
set him at odds -sometimes bitterly -with 
his colleague, Rep. F'eter Larkin. 

When his longtime friend, Pittsfield's 
Mayor Gerald S. Doyle Jr., seemed to be 
endorsing a settlement that compromised on 
river restoration in favor of redevelopment 
of the GE site, Hodgkins convinced the 
mayor to take a hard line with GE on the 
river cleanup. The mayor subsequently 
declared that while the city was holding out 
for site redevelopment. it would not sacrifice 
public health issues. 

As a result, the environmental community 
is for the most part happy with the settle- 
ment's river cleanup agreement. Hodgkin's 
advocacy led to a balanced agreement that 
includes the previously irreconcilable gods 
of environmental safeguards and economic 
development. 



GE submits work plan for dredging Housatonic 

Tuesday, January 26,1999 

By Theo Stein 
Berkshire Eagle Staff 

PITTSFIELD -- GE is proposing to remove more than 10,000 cubic yards of river 
sediment and bank soils during the cleanup of half a mile of the Housatonic River and its 
banks this year, according to a consultant's report. 

A work plan submitted last week on behalf of the company by Blasland, Bouck & Lee 
Inc. calls for dredging up to 3 feet of the riverbed for most of the stretch, with a 4-foot 
removal in one area. In some areas of lower PCB concentrations, the plan calls for a cap 
to be installed over existing sediments without any prior removal. 

GE's initial proposal last summer, reflecting earlier data, called for dredging only 2 feet 
of the river. 

EPA officials declined to comment on the plan until they meet with GE officials, possibly 
sometime next week. 

Part of settlement 

The draft plan was submitted as part of the overall PCB settlement worked out among 
GE, the Environmental Protection Agency, the city and several other state and federal 
stakeholders last September. 

Attorneys for all sides are working to tum the settlement agreement announced in 
September into a consent decree that will be entered in federal court. That process is 
expected to be completed later this spring. 

Under the settlement agreement, GE will do the work in the half mile of river adjacent to 
its mothballed transformer plant, one of the most highly contaminated industrial sites in 
New England. The EPA estimated the half-mile project will cost GE between $10 million 
and $15 million. 

The EPA then will clean the next mile and a half of river after first completing a 
feasibility study, using up to $33 million of GE's money and $12 million kom Superfund, 
which is itself funded by taxes on chemical companies. 

Even though the deal hasn't been finalized, GE agreed to move ahead with preliminary 
work last fall. The company began by identifjmg and plugging up potential sources of 
future PCB leaks into the river by creating a wall of sheet piling along sections of the 
riverbank and installing recovery wells over known areas of underground plumes in the 
first half mile. 



Latest data 

According to the consultant, the latest figures show that PCBs in the river mud in the half 
mile between the Newel1 Street and Lyman Street bridges average 55 parts per million. 

That figure excludes material removed during the 1997 excavation of an extremely 
contaminated hot spot off Building 68, where a PCB tank imploded in 1968. Testing 
revealed that hot spot PCB concentrations exceeded 55,000 pprn in the river mud and 
105,000 ppm in bank soils. More than 10,000 cubic yards eventually were removed. The 
excavation also led to the discovery of another underground plume of pure PCBs. 

Blasland, Bouck & Lee estimated that some 6,000 cubic yards of sediment will be 
removed during an excavation process that mirrors the hot spot project. Essentially, the 
river will be diverted by sheet piling driven down its center. One side of the river channel 
then will be walled off with more sheet piling and divided into work cells. The water in 
these cells will be pumped out and routed to a portable water treatment facility nearby 
before it is released back into the river. The sediments will be removed using a 
mechanical excavator, then stockpiled on the GE site where other contaminated soils are 
stored. 

Installation of cap 

After the desired removal depth has been reached, contractors will install a multilayer cap 
to isolate remaining PCBs so they don't contaminate fish or aquatic insects or dissolve 
into the water column. Contractors then will switch their attention to the other half of the 
channel and repeat the process. 

Once the dredging and capping work is complete, contractors will reconfigure the 
formerly channelized river bottom with low dams, emplaced boulders and other designed 
obstructions to create riffles and pools, enhancing fish habitat. 

After the project is completed, Blasland, Bouck & Lee said, PCB levels in the top foot of 
mud will be less than one part per million. 

According to the plan, a maximum 3 feet of bank soils will be excavated as the work 
proceeds down river. About 4,300 cubic yards of soil will be removed fi-om 6,000 square 
yards of riverbank, which then will be restored by planting native shrubs and trees. 

Blasland, Bouck & Lee said PCB levels in the top foot of riverbank in the first half mile 
now average 205 ppm. In the 1- to 3-foot depth, the average is 78 ppm. Under state law, 
anything over 30 pprn in a recreational area is considered an imminent health hazard. 

The project is designed to reduce the average PCB concentration to 10 pprn in the top 
foot and 15 pprn fi-om 1 to 3 feet. Any soil used to restore the banks after excavation, 
however, will be completely PCB-fi-ee. 

The high PCB levels in river sediment and bank soils along the heavily populated first 
two miles of river prompted the EPA to insist on a major removal action as part of any 



acceptable settlement package. The EPA said PCB levels in this stretch posed "an 
imminent and substantial endangerment" to human health. 

GE, which does not believe PCBs cause human disease, rejected the EPA health claims. 
The deadlock threatened to sink the negotiations, the likely result of which would have 
been a final Superfund designation and a vigorous court challenge promised by GE 
officials. 

Even in the work plan, GE continues to maintain that PCB levels in the river sediments 
and bank soils of the upper two miles pose no danger to human health or the 
environment. 

Cleanup of plant 

The settlement, which the EPA said will cost GE up to $250 million to implement, also 
calls for the cleanup and capping of the GE plant before it is turned over to the Pittsfield 
Economic Development Authority for a model brownfields redevelopment project. As 
part of the redevelopment, GE will demolish unsuitable buildings and refurbish others. 
Several interested tenants, including one major employer, have begun discussions with 
city leaders. 

The settlement defers by several years the question of how to clean the so-called lower 
reaches of the Housatonic from Pittsfield to Great Barrington. The EPA will propose a 
cleanup plan in the year 2001 or later after using a computer model to estimate PCB 
exposures following various cleanup scenarios. Under the agreement, GE also would 
have the right to challenge the EPA's decision in court. 
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Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

ATTACHMENT E.1 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT INFORMATION 
FROM EPA * 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

In 1980, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA)—otherwise known as “Superfund” —established 
a trust fund for the cleanup of hazardous waste sites in the United States. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), working together with 
the states, is responsible for administering the Superfund Program. 

EPA believes it is important for communities to be involved in decisions 
related to nearby Superfund sites. For this reason, community outreach 
activities are underway at each of the 1,200 sites on the National Priorities 
List (NPL). The NPL is EPA’s published list of the most serious 
hazardous waste sites that have been identified as potential threats to the 
environment. 

Decisions about a site cleanup usually are based on a range of technical 
information such as: 

� Studies of site conditions. 

� The kinds of wastes present at the site. 

� The kinds of technology available for performing necessary cleanup 
actions. 

Congress established the Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) Program in 
1986 to help affected communities understand and comment on site-
related information, and thus participate in cleanup decisions. 

BASIC PROVISIONS OF THE TAG PROGRAM 

� Grants of up to $50,000 are available to community groups for hiring 
technical advisors to help the community understand site-related 
technical information. Additional funding may be available for 
unusually large or complex sites. 

* Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1993. “Superfund Technical Assistance Grants (TA -08; 
PB93-963302. 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT INFORMATION FROM EPA 

� The group must contribute 20% of the total project costs to be 
supported by TAG funds. This requirement can be met with cash, 
donated supplies, and volunteered services. 

� The group must prepare a plan for using the funds. 

� There may be only one TAG award per NPL site. 

Who Is Eligible for a TAG? 

Groups eligible to receive grants under the TAG Program are those 
whose members may be affected by a release or threatened release of 
toxic wastes at any facility listed or proposed for listing on the NPL, and 
where preliminary site work has begun. In general, eligible groups are 
groups of individuals who live near the site and whose health, economic 
well-being, or enjoyment of the environment are directly threatened. A 
group applying for a TAG must be nonprofit and incorporated or 
working toward incorporation. 

Groups not eligible for TAG awards are: 

� Potentially responsible parties (people or companies potentially 
responsible for, or contributing to, the contamination problems at a 
site). 

� Academic institutions. 

� Political subdivisions. 

� Groups, such as counties or cities, established or supported by 
government. 

How to Apply for a Grant 

When applying for a TAG, a group must provide information to EPA (or 
to the state, if it is administering the TAG Program), to determine if 
specific administrative and management requirements are met. 

In general, the group must demonstrate that they are aware of the time 
commitment, resources, and dedication needed to successfully manage a 
TAG. 

If more than one group applies for the same TAG, they are encouraged to 
form a coalition to apply for the grant. This helps to ensure that the 
largest number of people from the community are represented by the 
group in the event that a TAG is awarded. 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT INFORMATION FROM EPA 

Uses of Technical Assistance Grants 

A group awarded a TAG may hire a technical advisor to:
 

� Review site-related documents.
 

� Meet with the group to explain technical information.
 

� Provide assistance in communicating concerns about the site.
 

� Interpret technical information for the community.
 

� Participate in site visits, when possible, to gain a better understanding 

of cleanup activities. 

The group may also use TAG funds to hire a person to handle the 
administrative tasks related to the grant. 

The group may not use TAG funds to develop new information (for 
example, to conduct additional sampling) or to underwrite legal actions. 

Choosing a Technical Advisor 

When choosing a technical advisor, the group will consider the kind of 
technical advice required and whether a prospective advisor has the 
variety of skills necessary to provide that advice. A technical advisor 
must have: 

� Knowledge of hazardous or toxic waste issues and experience 
working on hazardous waste or toxic waste problems. 

� Academic training in relevant scientific fields. 

� Experience in making technical presentations and working with 
community groups. 

� Good communication skills. 

The group may hire more than one technical advisor to obtain the 
combination of skills needed, or hire a firm that has experience in all of 
the required areas. 

Hiring a Technical Advisor 

After evaluating its needs and estimating the costs of the services 
required, the group seeks candidates for the technical advisor position 
and evaluates any bids that are received. 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT INFORMATION FROM EPA 

Once a group selects an advisor, it develops a contract for signature by 
both parties. The contract outlines the work and cost involved, the project 
time frame, and payment provisions. The Superfund Technical Assistance 

Grant (TAG) Handbook: Procurement—Using TAG Funds provides 
guidelines for selecting and hiring technical advisors. It may be printed 
directly from the following website: 
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/tools/tag/resource.htm. 

Managing The TAG 

Groups must routinely record expenditures of grant money. In general, 
groups must: 

� Establish an accounting system and keep appropriate records. 

� Submit reimbursement forms to EPA for the money to pay the 
technical advisor. 

� Prepare quarterly progress reports. 

The group may decide to hire a grant administrator to handle some or all 
of the administrative tasks. To ensure that TAG funds are used primarily 
for the interpretation and communication of site-related technical data, 
administrative costs may not exceed 20% of the total project costs. 

Additional Information 

The EPA Regional Office is ready to answer any questions regarding the 
application process or any aspect of the TAG Program. A copy of the 
Superfund TAG Handbook: The Application Forms with Instructions is 
available free of charge by contacting the Superfund Office within each 
state. It may be printed directly from the following website: 
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/tools/tag/resource.htm. 

Citizens who have questions about the Technical Assistance Grant 
program are encouraged to contact either the Community Involvement 
Coordinator Angela Bonarrigo, (617) 918-1034 or Mike McGagh, (617) 
918-1428, the TAG Coordinator, at the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
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COMMONVVEALTHOF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE AF'FAIRSOFFICEOF ENVIRONMENTAL 
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JANE SWIFT BOB DURAND 
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LAUREN A. LISS 
Commissioner 

October 15,2001 

Dear Applicant: 

The Department is pleased to announce its seventh funding round for the Technical Assistance 
Grant (TAG) Program. This is an exciting opportunity for community groups and municipalities 
to become more involved in response actions at waste sites that they are concerned about. 

Over the last several years the Department has awarded eighty Technical Assistance Grants for a 
variety of projects conducted by municipalities, citizen groups and environmental groups. These 
organizations have used their Technical Assistance Grants to hire experts to help them better 
understand response actions occurring at a waste site. In addition, groups have developed many 
ways to share this knowledge to increase public involvement in response actions. Technical 
Assistance Grants have funded projects to develop geographic information systems (GIs) 
databases, educational curriculum projects, and World Wide Web sites. Other Technical 
Assistance Grants have addressed site information needs by funding public forums and 
workshops, newsletters and fact sheets, and video productions. So, while the program guidelines 
provide a framework, your creative ideas for a Technical Assistance Grant project can address 
the unique needs of your group. 

You will need to gather site information from the Department's files to complete the application, 
but all other Technical Assistance Grant program information is included in this package. We 
encourage you to apply and we look forward to working with you to provide a better 
understanding of response actions at waste sites. If you have any questions, please contact Patti 
Mullan at (617) 556-1018. 

Sincerely, 

Deirdre C. Menoyo, Assistant Commissioner 

Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 


This information is available in alternate format by calling our ADA Coordinator at (617)574-6872. 

DEP on the World Wide Web: http:l/www.state.ma.usldepa Printed on Recycled Paper 

http:l/www.state.ma.usldep


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


TAG Guidance and Program Information.. .................. 2 


A. Fiscal Year 2002 Funding Round Schedule ........ 3 


B. TAG Program Fact Sheet ..................................... 4 


C. Eligibility Issues ................................................... 8 

- Eligible Sites 
- Ineligible Sites 
- Eligible Applicants 
- Ineligible Applicants 
- Multiple TAGS 

D. TAG Application Guidelines .............................. 10 


Application Package .................................................... 15 


A. Letter of Intent 

B. Application 



I. TAG Guidance and Program Information 




A. Fiscal Year 2002 (FY02) Funding Round Schedule 

A Massachusetts Environmental Monitor notice will be published on or about October 19,2001 
to announce the availability of applications for the FY02 TAG Funding Round. Applications 
will be available at the DEP regional service centers, the Boston office, and our Web site. 

To be considered in the FY02 Funding Round, a LETTER OF INTENT, as described in this 
Guidance Package, must be received at DEP (Boston) by the close of business on Monday, 
November 19,2001; and a full APPLICATION must be received at DEP (Boston) by the close 
of business on Tuesday, January 15,2002. 

DEP will review applications for completeness and eligibility during January and February 
2002. In March applications will be evaluated and in April 2002 the Preliminary Application 
Priority List will be established. 

DEP expects to announce grant recipients in a May 2002 issue of the Environmental Monitor. 
Scoping sessions for grant agreements (i.e., contracts) will also begin in May. 

How To Obtain An Application Package 

Application packages are available from the service centers in DEP's offices, and can be 
downloaded from DEP's web site at: http:llwww. state.ma.us/dep/bwsc/pipubs.htm. 

DEP Northeast Region: 	 205 Lowell Street Telephone: 978166 1-7600 
Wilmington, MA 01887 

DEP Southeast Region: 	 20 Riverside Drive Telephone: 5081946-2700 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

DEP Central Region: 	 627 Main Street Telephone: 5081792-7650 
Worcester, MA 01608 

DEP Western Region: 	 436 Dwight Street Telephone: 4 1 3/784- 1 100 
Suite 402 
Springfield,MA 01 103 

DEP Boston Office: 	 BWSC, 7th floor Telephone: 6 171556- 101 8 
One Winter Street 	 Fax: 6 171292-5530 
Boston, MA 02108 

Please submit completed applications to the Boston Office by mail or fax (must be followed-up 
with an original) 
Attn: Technical Assistance Grant Administrator 

http:llwww


B. TAG Program Fact Sheet 

Assessing and cleaning up sites where oil or hazardous materials have been released into the 
environment often requires developing complex technical and scientific information. Difficulties in 
understanding and evaluating this information can, in turn, make it difficult for citizens to 
participate in planning response actions for disposal sites. 

Public participation is an essential part of the Commonwealth's Waste Site Cleanup Program. The 
Department of Environmental Protection P E P )  has established a Technical Assistance Grant 
Program to assist citizens in understanding and using the information that becomes the basis for 
cleanup decisions, and to promote citizen involvement in planning response actions. These grants 
are authorized by Section 14(c) of Massachusetts General Law Chapter 21E (The Massachusetts 
Superfund Law). Regulations establishing how the grant program will be implemented are in the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP), Subpart N (310 CMR 40.1450). 

WHAT CAN TAGs BE USED FOR? TAGs can be used to: 
9 provide expert advice and technical assistance to citizens about assessing and cleaning up a 

particular site 
9 promote access to and use of information that has already been developed for a disposal site 
9 provide information to citizens about issues of public concern related to specific disposal 

sites 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS AVAILABLE? DEP anticipates awarding up to $100,000 in this 
funding round (subject to availability of funds). Only one grant will be provided for any specific 
disposal site in each funding round. The Department may grant additional funds for TAG 
applications that cover: 
P more than two related disposal sites or a disposal site that includes more than two properties 
9 a single disposal site that has affected more than two municipalities and/or 
9 a single disposal site that has affected more than two environmental media 

WHAT ARE THE GENERAL RULES FOR SPENDING A TAG? A TAG must be spent 
within a specific period of time, which is two years at most. TAGs reimburse Grantees for expenses 
incurred in obtaining technical assistance after the grant has been awarded. 

WHO MAY APPLY? Groups of individuals who may be affected by oil or hazardous materials 
from a disposal site(s) can apply for a Technical Assistance Grant. Types of eligible groups are: 
9 a group of individuals, such as a local environmental group or neighborhood association 
P a municipality or a municipal agency (a Town Board) 
9 a district or other political body that owns or operates a public water supply system 

Ineligible Groups are those that: 
9 unreasonably restrict the meaningful participation and involvement of individuals who may 

be affected by oil or hazardous materials from a disposal site 
P do not represent individuals who are or may be affected by the site or 



9 	are liable, potentially liable, or are performing a response action at a disposal site for which 
the grant is to be used (see section C, Eligibility Issues) 

WHAT SITES ARE ELIGIBLE? Eligible sites are those that: 
9 have been classified as Tier I and Tier I1under the MCP 
9 are on the National Priority List (NPL) or 
9 are deemed Adequately Regulated by the Department (see section C, Eligibility Issues) 

Ineligible sites are those that are listed as: 
9 	 "Locations To Be Investigated", "Unclassified Confirmed Disposal Sites", and "Non- 

Priority (Without A Waiver)", unless an U P  Evaluation Opinion classifying them as Tier I 
or Tier II is received by the Department by the Letter of Intent deadline 

9 Tier IA sites that have a Class A or B Response Action Outcome (RAO) Statement 
approved by the Department 

9 Tier IB,Tier IC and Tier II sites for which a Class A or B RAO Statement has been 
submitted to the Department, and 

9 sites for which a Waiver Completion Statement has been submitted to the Department 

WHAT ACTIVITIES ARE ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDING? Eligible activities include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 
9 interpreting technical information and analyses that have been prepared (or will be 

prepared) by the person conducting the response action at a site 
9 observing assessment, sampling or response action activities1 
9 analyzing split samples 
9 conducting surveys to gather existing health information through interviews or 

questionnaires from individuals who may be affected by the disposal site 
9 	providing legal advice, restricted to the public's involvement in response actions 
9 developing public education activities focusing on the site of concern and the affected 

community 
9 providing a reasonable share of funding for voluntary mediation concerning response 

actions for the disposal site 

Activities that are not eligible for funding are: 
9 	 developing new environmental data 
9 	 developing new medical data 
9 	 promoting organizational development or membership building, except for activities that 

are incidental to carrying out eligible activities 
9 	initiating litigation or any other adversarial legal proceeding 
9 conducting partisan political activity or any activity to further the election or defeat 

of an initiative petition or a candidate for public office 
P taking or arranging for any response actions at the disposal site. 

If grant activities require the presence of a TAG-funded consultant or representative bf the Grantee at 

the site, grantees must first obtain approval from the property owner and the party conducting cleanup actions. 

Grant activities must comply with any existing health and safety plans for the site. If environmental samples 

will be analyzed, the same analytic procedures used by the party conducting cleanup actions must be used. 




The evaluation criteria in Subpart N of the MCP give more weight to projects that will directly 
improve public participation in planning for response actions at a disposal site, educate the affected 
public about the site and its cleanup, and address public concerns about the impacts of the site on 
health, safety, public welfare, and the environment. 

WHAT IS TJ3E PROCESS FOR APPLYING FOR A GRANT? DEP wants TAGS to serve as 
many people who are or may be affected by a disposal site as possible. To encourage participation 
in developing TAG proposals, the application process has two parts: 

is a Letter of Intent (LOI) that identifies the group applying, the disposal site(s), and the 
project(s) for which the grant would be used and the types of consultants to be employed. 

Next DEP publishes a list in the Environmental Monitor of all the Letters of Intent received. This 
notice includes the names of contacts for the groups submitting applications, so that people who 
may be affected by a disposal site can obtain information about the proposed technical assistance 
project and become involved if they wish. In addition, anyone interested may submit comments 
about the Letter of Intent to DEP for consideration as the grant applications are reviewed. A 
deadline for comments to be submitted to the applicant group and to DEP is identified in the h4EPA 
Notice. 

Second is an application, which requests more detailed information about: 
P the group applying, how it represents people who are or may be affected by the disposal 

site(s) 
P the group's procedures for managing and accounting for grant expenditures 
P any new information about the disposal site(s) and its classification that has become 

available since the Letter of Intent was submitted, such as a new release discovered or a site 
has been classified according to the 1993MCP 

P a detailed description of proposed activities or projects 
P the qualifications of consultants and other experts who would be employed with grant 

funds2. 

HOW WILL DEP SELECT PROJECTS FOR FUNDING? DEP awards grants on the basis of 
a competitive process. DEP reviews each application to determine completeness and applicant 
eligibility. Applicants will be notified if their applications are incomplete and be given a specific 
time period in which additional infonnation must be submitted. Applications from eligible groups 
that are judged to be complete will then be evaluated and ranked by a DEP Bureau of Waste Site 
Cleanup review panel based on the criteria established in Subpart N of the MCP. 

Once the evaluation is complete, DEP will provide all applicants whose applications were 
evaluated with a Preliminary Application Priority Ranking List and an opportunity to review their 
evaluations. Applicants who are not selected for funding in this round will have an opportunity to 

DEP encourages the use of Minority Business Enterprises (MBE) for supplies and contracts for services. 

To assist in this regard, DEP will mail Letter of Intent applicants a list of MBE vendors who may provide the 

types of services proposed by the group in their application. 
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clarify information in their application that would affect their application rating. DEP will review 
the additional information, and may revise the Priority Ranking List as a result. Then DEP 
publishes a Final Grant Funding Priority Ranking List in the Environmental Monitor, which 
identifies projects selected for funding, and mails a copy to the contact person for each applicant 

group. 

Each successful applicant must sign a grant agreement with DEP. This agreement formally offers 
the grant to the group and establishes specific terms and conditions for conducting the project. By 
signing the grant agreement, the group agrees to conduct the project in accordance with the terms 
and conditions. At the time the grant agreement is signed, the group must exist as a legal entity (see 
section C, Eligibility Issues) with the ability to receive, disburse, and be responsible for grant funds. 

MANAGING A TAG 

Documentation and Reports: Grantees must submit invoices to DEP requesting reimbursement 
for their expenses. In addition, each grantee must also provide DEP with quarterly reports on 
activities and expenses. A final report describing funds spent, project results and services provided 
must be submitted when the grant agreement expires. The Department may withhold a portion of 
the grant funds until required reports have been received from the grantee. 

Administrative Costs: Grant funds may be used to hire a consultant(s) andlor employee(s) with 
appropriate skills to administer the grant. However, to ensure that the limited grant funds are used 
primarily for providing expert advice and technical assistance about the assessment and cleanup of 
a disposal site(s), administrative costs, such as purchase of pens and paper, telephone bills, postage 
(etc.) cannot exceed 20 percent of the award. 

Contract Duration: Grantees are asked to specify a timeframe for the activities proposed in their 
application. Grantees will be contracted for one year, with the possibility of a one-year extension if 
the project cannot be completed within the original contract. The Department requests projects to 
be budgeted for no more than a two-year period. 

Grantees are not prohibited from applying for new grant funds during a TAG project. Instead 
groups are encouraged to apply annually if the cleanup is proceeding without delay and there is 
interest in continuing their TAG project. 



Eligibility Issues 

Eligible Sites 
The Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) requires that sites needing comprehensive response 
actions must be evaluated using a quantitative ranking system and be classified as either Tier I (A, 
B, or C) or Tier II. Any site that has been classified as Tier I or Tier I1 is eligible for a TAG and 
sites that tier classify during the application period are also eligible. Disposal sites that are deemed 
adequately regulated by the Department are eligible for TAG funds. These are sites where 
response actions are being regulated by the Department under another program or by another 
governmental agency such as the Federal Superfund National Priority List (NPL) sites, Corrective 
Actions performed pursuant to HSWA, Federal RCRA authorized state sites, or Solid Waste 
Management Facilities (landfills). 

Information about the classification of individual sites is available from the Service Center in the 
appropriate DEP Regional Office. 

"Brovvnfields" sites are generally abandoned or underused industrial and/or commercial properties 
that have been contaminated with oil or hazardous materials, and where there is potential interest in 
redevelopment or reuse. "Brownfields" sites that meet other eligibility requirements are eligible for 
TAGs if the project focuses on cleanup. At a "brownfields" site, a TAG could be used to hire an 
LSP or consultant to review a risk assessment or cleanup plan associated with the MCP. But TAG 
funds could not be used to review and comment on economic redevelopment plans, or 
environmental reviews not associated with the site assessment and cleanup plans and the MCP. For 
example, review of hazardous waste management plans, Environmental Impact Reports, or 
Environmental Notification Forms are not eligible activities for a TAG unless these reports are 
directly related to the site assessment and cleanup plans. 

Ineligible Sites 
Sites that are not eligible for TAGs are sites where cleanup has been completed: Tier L4 sites for 
which a Class A or B Response Action Outcome (RAO) Statement has been approved by the 
Department; Tier IB, Tier IC and Tier II sites for which a Class A or Class B RAO Statement has 
been submitted to the Department; and sites for which a Waiver Completion Statement has been 
submitted to the Department. (However, if an applicant has an ongoing TAG project, and the site 
receives an RAO during a TAG contract period, the funds may be used to review and comment on 
the RAO submittal.) 

Eligible Applicants 
Any group of individuals, municipality or municipal agency, or district or other body politic that 
owns or operates a public water supply system may apply for a TAG. However, the applicant must 
exist as a legal entity, with legal authority to receive, disburse, and be responsible for funds at the 
time the grant is awarded. The legal entity process is coordinated by the Massachusetts Secretary of 
State's Office (6171727-2850), and requires a group to establish a Board of Directors and by-laws. 
The Toxics Action Center (6171292-4821) has developed a guide to assist groups with this process. 
Since groups must already be a legal entity to receive a grant, the TAG does not provide 



reimbursement for this process. However, TAG funds can be used for legal expenses and 
application fees if a group decides to pursue non-profit status once it has become a legal entity. 

The TAG program also requires that the group receiving a TAG must be an "affected party" 
(comprised of people who have been affected by the site), and that the Department's contract be 
written with the group that submits the application. Therefore, the group that signs the 

application is the group that receives payment. These conditions do not allow the group to have 
a "fiscal agent" receive and disburse the grant funds. 

In general, municipalities (or their boards or agencies) are eligible for TAGS, although in some 
instances they may not be eligible for TAG funding. A municipality is not eligible for a TAG for 
a site that it owns. In this case, the municipality is considered to be a responsible party or 
potentially responsible party. Also, a municipality that is conducting or funding any type of 
response actions at a site that it does not own is ineligible for a TAG for that site, since in this 
case it is acting as an "Other Person" conducting response actions [310 CMR 40.1453(4)]. For 
example, a municipality conducting preliminary assessment activities through a Brownfields 
grant or loan program, would be ineligible to apply for a TAG for that site. 

With these restrictions in mind, municipalities can: 
apply for a TAG covering one or more sites located in that community. Its application 

could explain how a board or agency will work with the community group that has 
focused on the site(s), or with groups established for each of several sites (e.g., sites that 
may affect two or more neighborhoods). In this case, the municipality would submit the 
application, and receive and manage the TAG; or 

participate in a project for which a citizens group applies for, and receives and manages 
the TAG. 

Municipalities considering applying for a TAG covering more than one site should note that the 
TAG regulations allow only one grant to be made to an entity (a municipality, citizen group or 
public water district) in a funding round. Also, note that only one grant can be made for a 
particular site in a funding round. Both a town board and a citizen group may submit 
applications, however, only the one ranked highest by DEP's evaluators' cadmay be funded. 

Groups representing people whose property has been contaminated by a release starting on 
another property (downgradient owners) are still considered eligible applicants for a TAG. For 
example if members of a group of homeowners with contaminated wells from an upgradient 
source have installed water filters in their homes, they are still eligible for TAG funding although 
they may be considered to be performing response actions (see M G h .  21E sec. 5D for further 
clarification). 

Ineligible Applicants 
Responsible Parties (RPs) are people who are liable under MGL c. 21E to the Commonwealth, or 
to any other person, for cleanup costs or natural resource damages, and damages to other parties, 
such as neighbors. Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are people potentially liable pursuant 



to MGL c. 21E. Other Persons (OPs) are people who undertake response actions that are not 
RPs or PRPs. Sometimes a municipal board (or other interested party) may do some sampling or 
undertake some response actions at a site although they are not the RP or PRP. In this case the 
board would be considered an OP, and be ineligible. 

Multiple TAGs 
Groups may receive another TAG in a subsequent funding round, to continue work started with 
an initial grant, or to conduct a new project. Groups should keep in mind that their experience 
managing the previous TAG will be considered when evaluating an application for another TAG. 
The only regulatory restriction on groups applying for multiple TAGs is that only one TAG can 
be awarded to a group per funding round. Also, any balance remaining at the end of a contract 
period will revert back to the Department if a group will be receiving a TAG in the next funding 
round. 

Also, if a site previously had a TAG project, the applicant must identify when the TAG project 

wasiwill be complete and how the current proposal differs from the previous TAG project. 


D. TAG Application Guidelines 

The TAG program uses a 2-step process, a Letter of Intent and an Application, to evaluate 
proposals for funding in each round. The Letter of Intent (LOI) is used to screen applicants for 
compliance with the eligibility requirements of the program. Aside from eligibility, the LO1 
information is not considered when evaluating the proposals for specific projects; the LO1 provides 
only a general sense of the overall project. The application is the critical piece for evaluation and is 
where the proposed project is described in detail. Site information necessary to complete the 
application should be obtained by reviewing DEP regional office files. 

These guidelines are intended to provide applicants with a better understanding of the types of 
information that reviewers will need to evaluate applications. Applications are evaluated strictly on 
the information contained in the application. The applications to be funded are those that best 
address the program goals of assisting citizens in understanding and using information that 
becomes the basis for cleanup decisions, and of promoting citizen involvement in planning 
response actions. 

The TAG application has been designed to address the evaluation criteria stated in section 
40.1457(3) of the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP): 

(a) Severity and complexity of the disposal site, relative to its impact on health, safety, public welfare and 
the environment (Maximum score -- 12 points). 

(b) 	 Relationship of proposed project to the impacts of the disposal site on health, safety, public welfare 
and the environment (Maximum score -- 6 points). 

(c) 	 Relevance of the disposal site for local economic development efforts, as determined by the disposal 
site's location in an area designated by the Massachusetts Economic Assistance Coordinating Council 
as an "Economic Target Area" pursuant to MGL c. 23A, $5 3A-3F (Maximum score -- 3 points) 



Potential of proposed project to foster increased public awareness of disposal site response actions and 
issues, and increased public participation in response actions at the disposal site (Maximum score --
12points) 

Applicant's demonstrated capacity to communicate with and involve individuals affected by the 
disposal site (Maximumscore -- 5points). 

Applicant's demonstrated capacity to implement the proposed project (Maximum score -- 5 points). 

Overall quality of applicant's proposal, including feasibility of meeting identified goals, feasibility of 
completing project within work schedule and budget, and appropriateness of proposed types of 
consultants to be employed (Maximumscore -- 18points). 

Applications are considered acceptable only if the following conditions are met: 1) applications 
must be completed using standard one-inch margins and font size 10 or larger; 2) application 
questions must be included with the responses; and 3) no application can exceed the 10-page 
maximum. Applications will be returned and not considered until these conditions are met. 

The following guidelines correspond to the format of the application, and should be consulted as 
you answer each section. For example, when completing the GENERAL INFORMATION 
section of the application, please consult the same section of these guidelines for information to 
help you best answer these questions. The evaluation criteria the section tries to address will be 
noted in parentheses under each section heading to assist with your responses. 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
(eligibility; evaluation criteria a) 

The information requested in this section is basic information that identifies the applicant group, a 

point of contact, and the site(s) for which a TAG is being requested. 


A. INFORMATION ABOUT THE APPLICANT GROW 
(eligibility; criteria d, e) 

This section provides information on the composition of your group and how your group operates. 

If your group has conducted any sampling or other cleanup actions at the site you may be 

considered a responsible party (RP), potentially responsible party (PRP) or "other person" (OP) 

conducting response actions at the site, and would be ineligible to apply for a TAG for that site. 

Please refer to Section C, Eligibility Issues, for more details. 


B. THE PROPOSED PROJECT, BUDGET AND INFORMATION ABOUT THE SITE 
(evaluation criteria b, d, e, g) 
This section requests information regarding the proposed project and how the project relates to the 
disposal site cleanup actions, as well as the detailed project budget. Responses should answer the 
question of what your group hopes to accomplish with a TAG, it's goal. This section requires an 
understanding of the differences between disposal site response actions (Immediate Response 



Action, Release Abatement Measure, Phase activities), disposal site issues (groundwater 
contamination, air emissions, loss of wetlands, health issues), and community concerns (public 
safety, or elevated incidences of disease in an area). Please identify the information sources that 
were used to provide information regarding site response actions. For example, site cleanup phase 
reports from the DEP files, conversations with the project manager or LSP. Keep in mind that 
although there may not be constant site activity the site cleanup may still be progressing in a timely 
manner. 

When developing your proposal, please focus on the outreach activities and technical and 
educational products your group feels it can realistically accomplish with the TAG. Please do not 
create a "laundry list" of possible activities. All activities and products stated in the proposal need 
to be accounted for, and your group may not receive favorable reviews if its activities seem too 
ambitious for your budget and schedule. 

Your group does not have to be designated a Public Involvement Plan (PIP) site to receive TAG 
funding, nor is TAG funding necessary to attain PIP status. A PIP designation indicates an 
involved group, however, public involvement and outreach activities should still be detailed in the 
application. 

If you are a municipal entity, please explain how the TAG project will allow for technical 
assistance and outreach activities that extend beyond what you as a boardcommission could or 
would normally provide. For example, will general information meetings be held in addition to 
regularly scheduled boardlcomrnission meetings; is cable television coverage a proven way to reach 
your community; will the technical consultant be available to the community or just the 
boardcommission? Also discuss the community interest in the site. Has the community requested 
additional information that the board/commission does not provide? Does the boardfcommission 
require additional technical expertise to better understand the site cleanup activities? Municipal 
entities should also describe their current role in the cleanup activity and how the TAG will enable 
them to enhance the communities understanding of information and the availability of this 
information. 

If any aspect of the project relies on involvement of other groups (schools, local boards, etc.), please 
explain how these groups have been made aware of the proposed project, and their commitment to 
the project. 

QUESTION SPECIFIC GUIDANCE: 
Question 4 asks the applicant to detail all costs associated with the proposed project and develop a 
budget table (see Attachment 1). This question provides an outline of the information needed to 
properly present your budget. In this section your group should provide a detailed description of 
how TAG funds will be spent to complete the proposed project. Please note that equipment 
purchases greater than $50.00 are not allowed, however, equipment leasing is acceptable. 



The following outline provides additional details to assist your group in writing comprehensive 

responses, please provide as much detail as possible when addressing these questions: 

a) identify what the technical consultantslemployees will do; list specific tasks; 

b) list the specific reports to be reviewed, number of split samples to be taken, newsletters 


or updates to be produced, workshops to be held, meetings to be attended, etc.; 
c) list the expected number of hours that the consultants anticipate spending to review reports or 

conduct described activities; 
d) list the expected hourly rate for consultants and cost for sample analyses; 
e) identify how ~nuch money is being requested. If more than $10,000 is being requested, you 

must provide a second budget identifying the additional activities and workproducts that would 
be conducted or produced; please include any adjustments to in-kind services if appropriate; 

f) identify administrative costs (include estimates for copying, postage, mileage, newsletter 
publications, equipment leasing, software, website fees, etc.); and 

g) identify in-kind contributions including any activities or services necessary to complete your 
project for which the group will not seek reimbursement under the TAG. Any other sources of 
funding should also be identified if they will be used to complete the project. This 
information is necessary to explain any shortfall in the budget that you present and the TAG 
amount being requested. 

A timeframe or schedule is also necessary to demonstrate the flow of the project. Please complete 
Attachment 2 with a list of the projected activities. 

Question 7 asks the applicant to distinguish between the site's "direct7' versus "potential" impacts to 
health, safety and welfare of individuals and the community. Direct impacts are those that are 
currently affecting individuals and the community. An example is contamination above the 
maximum contaminant levels (mcl's) on public or residential property, fugitive dust in residential 
areas, and active water supplies that are contaminated. Potential impacts are those that may affect 
community health, safety and welfare at some later point in time. An example is a plume that may 
affect a backup water supply if the well starts pumping, or a fenced site that may have trespassers, 
or water supply wells in the vicinity of a waste site that have not yet been impacted. 

Question I I focuses on the proposed project's ability to generate an increased awareness of site 
activities and an increased participation in site response actions. The following issues should be 
addressed as part of your response: 

How the proposed project (a) will encourage andlor expand participation by the public in 
reviewing and planning response actions at the disposal site(s); and (b) keep them involved 
and interested in the project. Increased participation relies on opportunities for interested 
parties to interact with your group. 

What steps the group has taken or will it take to expand the involvement of individuals 
directly affected by the site (abutters, downgradient property owners) and other members 
who live in the community; and (b) how successful these efforts have been. 



It is important for applicants to propose pro-active outreach opportunities for community 
Involvement (participation in meetings, workshops, question and answer sessions, etc.), as well 
as to provide for more passive forms of information sharing (factsheets, newsletters, etc.) to 
increase awareness and participation. 

The group's ability to communicate with and involve others in its project and the disposal site 
issues is key to a successful TAG project. Responses to questions 12 and 13 should address the 
following issues: 

What past success has the group had in organizing meetings or other events for interested 
parties to develop a better understanding of the site response actions and/or issues. 
Examples of successful activities could be large audiences at site-related meetings, good 
response to a radio call in show, or a hotline that receives many calls. 

What past steps has the group taken or does it plan to take to actively promote and 
maintain open communication and a productive working relationship among residents, 
business leaders, the party conducting cleanup actions, and government regulators about site 
cleanup activities? Examples of these types of activities could include holding meetings at 
a time and place convenient and accessible to the community, providing childcare at 
meetings, and providing translators. 

C. GRANT MANAGEMENT AND GRANT EXPERIENCE 
(evaluation criteria f, g ) 
Previous grant experience provides a measure of your group's demonstrated ability to communicate 
with and involve others in a project, as well as provides proven grant management experience. 
Information regarding your group's past involvement working toward a common goal, and working 
within a budget to develop a group workproduct is pertinent here. Groups with no past grant 
experience will be evaluated solely on the project that is being proposed. This lack of experience 
should not adversely affect a well-written proposal. 

Although DEP TAG files will be available to the evaluators, previous TAG recipients must respond 
to all the application questions related to their past TAGS, or the application will be considered 
incomplete. Past performance of previous TAG recipients will be factored into this criteria also. 



11. APPLICATION PACKAGE 

Note: Applications are considered acceptable only if the following conditions are met: 

1) Applications must be completed using standard one-inch margins and font size 10 
or larger; 

2) Application questions must be included with the responses; and 
3) Letters of Intent do not exceed 2 pages in length, and full applications do not exceed 

the 10-page maximum. 

Applications will be returned and not considered until these conditions are met. 



-- 

BUREAU OF WASTE SITE CLEANUP 

FY02 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM 
LETTER OF INTENT 

Statement of Interest and Preliminary Description of Project 

INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read each question in the Letter of Intent carefully. If questions ask for multiple pieces of 
information, responses should answer the question in its entirety. Letters of Intent are to be 
completed following the outline provided Letters of Intent that are received without responses 
to each question will be considered incomplete. 

Completed Letters of Intent should not exceed 2 pages and should not include attachments unless 
explicitly requested. Please submit one (1) original and ten (10) copies of your Letter to: 
Technical Assistance Grant Coordinator, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup, One Winter Street, 
Boston, MA 02108. All Letters of Intent must be received by the Department by close of 
business on November 19,2001. 

Please include the following information in your Letter of Intent: 

General Information 
9 Name of Group 
9 Name of Group Contact 
9 Address 
9 Telephone# 

FAX # (if available) E-Mail address (if available) 
9 Site Name(s) 
9 Site Address(es) 
9 DEP Site Identification NumberIRelease Tracking Number assigned to the site(s) which you 

intend to apply for a TAG 
9 DEP Tier Classification for each disposal site that you intend to apply for a TAG 
9 Municipality(ies) in which site(s) is located 



Information About the Applicant Group 

1) 	 Indicate which category best describes your group: 

a) a group of individuals who have been or may be affected by oil andor hazardous 
material from the site(s) identified above; 

b) an agency or board of a municipality that has been or may be affected by oil andor 
hazardous material from the site(s) identified above; andor 

c) 	 a district or other political body that owns or operates a public water supply system 
that has been or may be affected by oil and or hazardous material from the site(s) 
identified above. 

2) 	 Indicate whether any of the following applies to any members of your group: 

a) any members of your group are liable or potentially liable responsible parties (PRPs) 
as defined by C.21E $5; 

b) any members of your group have financial involvement with a PRP for the site(s) 
listed above (an employee or stockholder); andor 

c) any members of your group will be acting as an Other Person (OP) taking a response 
action at a disposal site. 

Information About the Site and Proposed Pro-iect 

3) 	 Briefly describe the proposed project including, but not limited to, overall goal(s), issues to 
be addressed, activities to be conducted, products to be produced, and a projected schedule 
for completing the project. Also identify your communication and outreach plans for the 
TAG project. 

4) 	 Describe the types of consultants to be hired for technical assistance and how their 
particular expertise is needed for the project. 

5) 	 Describe your understanding of the actual or potential impacts of the disposal site(s) on 
health, safety, public welfare, and environment (such as, has the site affected public or 
private water supplies, whether there are contaminated air emissions, if there is potential for 
direct contact with contaminated soil, etc.), and how your group is affected. 



BUWAU OF WASTE SITE CLEANUP 

mi102 TECHNICALASSISTANCE GRANT APPLICATION 

INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read each question in the application carefully. Questions should be repeated with responses following 
in sequence. If a question asks for multiple pieces of information, responses should address the question in its 
entirety. Applications that are received without responses to each question will be considered incomplete. 

Completed applications must not exceed 10 pages in length (excluding the application itself), and must not 
include attachments unless explicitly requested. Please repeat each question when providing responses, 
number all pages, use standard 1'' margins, and a font size 10 or larger. All applications must be 
signedcertified and received by close of business on January 15,2002. Submit one (1) original and ten (10) 
copies of the completed application to: TAG Administrator, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup, One Winter Street, 
Boston, MA 02108. 

GENERAL INFORMATION (answer below) 

Name of Group: 

Name of Group Contact: 

Address: 

Telephone#: FAX #: E-Mail address: 

DEP Site Name, Identification NumbedRelease Tracking Number, and DEP Tier Classification for 
each disposal site that you intend to apply for a TAG: 

Site is located in in an area designated by the Massachusetts Economic Assistance Coordinating 
Council as an "Economic Target Area" pursuant to MGL c. 23A, $3 3A-3F (please circle one). 
YES NO 



A. INFORMATION ABOUT THE APPLICANT GROUP 


1) Describe both the number and types of individuals and community organizations in your group, and 
how these individuals and groups are directly affected by the site. 

2) Does your group have any restrictions on membership? Are group meetings open to the public? If your 
group has bylaws, please submit onecopy of these with this application. 

3) How will the individuals or groups directly affected by the site be involved in this project? Are there any 
individuals or groups that are directly or potentially affected by the site that are not represented by your 
group? If so, please describe your efforts to involve these individuals and groups. 

B. THE PROPOSED PROJECT, BUDGET AND INFORMlATION ABOUT T m  SITE 

1) 	 Describe your project, its goal, and how they will be achieved. 

2) 	 Describe the physical layout of the disposal site. 

3) 	 Include a site locus plan and a site map, no larger than 11"~ 17 ". 

4) 	 Using the attached table (Attachment 1) provide a project budget itemized by task. Include 
information about: 
a) tasks to be completed by consultants and/or employees; 
b) the specific technical and educational workproducts to be produced and outreach activities to be 
conducted; 
c) anticipated hours to review reports or to conduct described activities; 
d) anticipated hourly rate for consultants and costs for sample analyses; 
e) total amount requested for the project (if you are requesting more than $10,000, please submit a 

second budget identifying the additional activities and workproducts that would be conducted or 
produced); 

f) administrative costs; and 
g) in-kind contributions and any additional funding sources 

Also complete the attached timeline/schedule for your project (Attachment 2). 

5 )  	 Identify the types of consultants to be hired and explain why the proposed types of consultants are 
appropriate. 

6 )  	 Describe how the site impacts the environment, and identify how this information was obtained. 

7 )  	 Describe how the disposal site directly impacts the health and safety of individuals and the 
community and how these impacts were determined. 

8) 	 Describe the direct relationship between your project and the impacts of the site on health, safety, 
public welfare, and the environment. 

9) Describe: 
a) the current or planned response actions at the site, 



b) the timeframe for these cleanup actions ,and 

C) how this information was obtained. 


Describe the site issues your project proposes to address. 

Describe the types of outreachleducational activities you are planning and how these will: 
a) increase public awareness of disposal site response actions; 
b) increase public awareness of disposal site issues; 
c) increase public participation in response actions 

Explain how your group has demonstrated an ability to communicate with individuals affected by 
the disposal site. Provide examples of past successes. 

Explain how your group has demonstrated an ability to involve individuals affected by the disposal 
site. Provide examples of past successes. 

C. GRANT MANAGEMENT AND GRANT EXPERIENCE* 

1) 	 Does your group have any experience conducting activities similar to those proposed in this application? 
If yes, please describe what your group has done. 

2)  	 If a previous project (TAG or other) was not completed within the time frame indicated in your grant 
agreementfcontract, please explain why? 

3) 	 If your group has received TAG funding in the past, please explain how your current proposal differs 
from your past TAG project. 

4) 	 What procedures does your group plan to use for record keeping and financial accountability related 
to the grant? 

*NOTE: Past TAG recipients' files will be made available to the evaluation panel upon request. 



I certify that all information in this application is true to the best of my knowledge. 

SIGNATURE OF A I J T H O W D  REPRESENTATIVE 
OF APPLICANT GROUP: 

NAME OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE 
OF APPLICANT GROUP: 

(please print or type) 

TITLE: 

TELEPHONE:(-) 

DATE: 



Attachment 1 

Budget Table 

Technical Activities and Consultant: hours rate Total 
- task 1 
- task 2 
- task 3 
- split sample analysis 
- etc. 

Outreach Activities and Products: hours rate 
- tasklproduct 1 
- tasklproduct 2 
- tasklproduct 3 

- other 


Administrative Expenses: 
- oversight/ administration of grant activities: hours rate 
- copying costs :quantity x rate 
- postage costs: quantity x rate 
- supplies 

- other 


In-Kind Donations: 
- services 
- supplies 

- other 


Additional Funding Sources: 

Total Grant Request 

Note: If an applicant is requesting more than $10,000 a second budget must be completed for the 
additional amount. 



Table 2 


TirnelinelSchedule 

1 Task 
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Community Relations Plan for GE/Housatonic River Project Draft Final 

EPA’S COMMUNITY RELATIONS COMPONENTS/GUIDANCE 

ATTACHMENT F.1 
COMMUNITY RELATIONS GUIDANCE FOR 
SUPERFUND SITES 

Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1992) describes the following community relations 
components: 

� Community Interviews—On-site discussions must be held with 
local officials and community members to assess their concerns 
and determine appropriate community involvement activities. 

� Community Relations Plan—A complete Community Relations 
Plan based on community interviews must be developed and 
approved before remedial investigation field activities start. 

� Information Repository—An information repository must be 
established which includes each item developed, received, 
published, or made available pursuant to the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). These items must 
be made available for public inspection and copying at or near the 
facility. 

� Technical Assistance Grant (TAG)—The TAG program provides 
up to $50,000 to community groups for the purpose of hiring 
technical advisors to help citizens understand and interpret site-
related technical information for themselves. Congress and EPA 
have established certain basic requirements concerning the proper 
use of TAG funds by a recipient group. For example, the group 
must provide 20% of the total costs of the project to be supported 
by TAG funds and must budget the expenditure of grant funds to 
cover the entire cleanup period. Congress has also stipulated that 
there may be only one TAG award per Superfund site at any one 
time (see Attachment E for more information). 

� Administrative Record—EPA must establish an administrative 
record, which contains many of the documents, reports, 
correspondence, and other materials related to a Superfund 
project. In order for the public to review these documents, a copy 
of the administrative record is maintained in a public facility in 
the community or area of a Superfund site. EPA must inform the 
public of the administrative record’s location. 

� Notice and Analysis of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 

Study and Proposed Plan—A remedial investigation/feasibility 
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EPA’S COMMUNITY RELATIONS COMPONENTS/GUIDANCE 

study (RI/FS) and proposed plan must be developed. Notice of 
the availability of the RI/FS and proposed plan, including a brief 
summary of the proposed pla n, must be published in a major local 
newspaper of general circulation. The notice must also announce 
the public comment period. 

� Public Comment Period on RI/FS and Proposed Plan—The 
RI/FS and proposed plan must be provided to the public for 
review and comment for a period of not fewer than 30 calendar 
days. Both oral and written comments must be considered. 

� Opportunity for Public Meeting—Before adoption of any 
remedial action plan, an opportunity for a public meeting at or 
near the facility at issue must be provided. A meeting transcript 
must be prepared and made available to the public. 

� Responsiveness Summary—A response to each of the significant 
comments, criticisms, and new data submitted on the proposed 
plan and RI/FS must be prepared and accompany the Record of 
Decision (ROD). 

� ROD Availability and Notification—EPA must make the ROD 
available for public inspection and copying at or near the site 
prior to the commencement of any remedial action. Also, EPA 
must publish a notice of the ROD’s availability in a major local 
newspaper of general circulation. The notice must state the basis 
and purpose of the selected action. 

� Revision of the Community Relations Plan—Prior to remedial 
design, EPA should consider the need to revise the Community 
Relations Plan to reflect community concerns, as discovered 
during interviews and other activities, that pertain to the remedial 
design and remedial action phase. 

� Notice of Availability/Brief Description of Proposed ROD 

Amendment—EPA must propose an amendment to the ROD and 
issue a notice of availability and a brief description of the 
proposed amendment in a major local newspaper of general 
circulation. 

� Public Comment Period, Public Meeting, Meeting Transcript, 

and Responsiveness Summary—EPA must follow the same 
procedures as those required for completion of the feasibility 
study and proposed plan. 

� Notice and Availability of Amended ROD—EPA must publish a 
notice of availability of the amended ROD in a major local 
newspaper and make the amended ROD and supporting 
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information available for public inspection and copying in the 
administrative record and information repository prior to 
commencement of the remedial action affected by the 
amendment. 

� Remedial Design Fact Sheet and Public Briefing—Upon 
completion of the final engineering design, EPA must issue a fact 
sheet and provide a public meeting briefing, as appropriate, prior 
to beginning the remedial action. 
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SECTION VII 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

-
OVERVIIEW 

EPA is committed to involving the public in the 
development and implementation of the solid 
waste, hazardous waste, and UST environmental 
decision-making. One of the Agency's central 
goals is  to provide equal access to information and 
an equal 
opportunity to 
participate. 
EPA regards 
public 
participation 
as an 
important 
activity that 
empowers 
cor;lmunities to become involved in local 
RCRA-related activities. 

Through RCRA, Congress gave EPA broad 
authority to provide for public participation in the 
regulatory program. RCRA §7004(b)directs €PA 
to provide for, encourage, and assist public 
participation in the development, revision, 
implementation, and enforcement of any 
regulation, guideline, information, or program 
under the Act. 

The RCRA public participation requirements 
bring government, private industry, public interest 
groups, and citizens together to make important 
decisions about hazardous waste, solid waste, and 
UST facilities. Specifically, these groups and 

VII-I 



Public Participation 

individuals have a stake in RCRA's hazardous 
waste management program, such as TSDF 
permitting, corrective action, and state 
authorization. On a broader level, the public also 
has tremendous interest in EPA's rulemaking 
process and environmental justice. 

Public involvement in the RCRA program 
presents unique needs and opportunities. While 
the Agency is firmly committed to promoting 
broad and equitable public participation, EPA also 
seeks to ensure the flexibility for individual permit 
writers, facilities, and communities to adopt the 
most appropriate, site-specific approach consistent 
with the principles of fairness and openness. As a 
result, in many instances, EPA references 
guidance, instead of codified regulatory language, 
to encourage all stakeholders, such as facilities, 
permitting agencies ,and the public, to strive 
toward public involvement goals, while at the 
same time maintaining the flexibility consistent 
with a national regulatory approach. 

EPA views public outreach as an essential 
element of public participation. Public outreach 
educates people about hazardous waste issues 
and the RCRA decision-making process. Public 
outreach also creates informal opportunities for 
public input and dialogue. To expand public 
participation, the Agency actively engages in 
extensive public outreach activities. 

PERMITTING 

A focus of RCRA public participation is the 
involvement of the public in the hazardous waste 
TSDF permitting process. (Permitting is fully 
discussed in Section Ill, Chapter 8.) TSDF owners 
and operators handle large quantities of waste that 
present potential risk to human health and the 
environment. Public participation informs the 
public of the types of wastes and management 
methods that the TSDF owner and operator 
intends to employ and allows the public an 

THE IMPORTANCE OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Public participation informs the public of the types of 

wastes and management methods that a TSDF 

owner and operator intends to employ and allows the 

public an opportunity to voice its concerns about 

these risks. Public participation also benefits the 

TSDF owner and operator because it fosters 

community relations and can help to avoid delays 

and future litigation by addressing public concerns up 

front. 


opportunity to discuss the facility's anticipated 
waste management activities with the owner and 
operator. Communities may provide information 
that facility owners and operators may not 
otherwise have access to, and which may impact 
some of the facility plans (e.g., information on day 
care locations that might impact transportation 
routes to and from the facility). Public 
participation also benefits the TSDF owner and 
operator because it fosters community relations 
and can help to avoid delays and future litigation 
by addressing public concerns up front. 

From the permitting agency's point of view, 
the public can contribute valuable information 
and ideas that can improve the quality of agency 
decisions and permit applications. With public 
input, permitting decisions are influenced by local 
circumstances that technical staff alone cannot 
provide. 

The permitting process serves as an 
appropriate mechanism for public participation 
requirements because the permit serves as the set 
of requirements against which compliance will be 
measured. Public interaction in the process serves 
both to educate the public and to allow the public 
to express concerns to the facility and the 
permitting agency. Each step in the RCRA permit 
decision process is accompanied by public 
participation requirements (see Figure VII-I ). EPA 
promulgated regulations in 40 CFR Parts 25, 124, 
and 270 to create opportunities for the public to 
learn about RCRA activities and provide input 



Public Participation 

Figure VII-I : PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE 

RCRA PERMITTING PROCESS 


Permit applicant submits 
permit application, including 
a summary of the public 
meeting that includes 
details of the meeting and 
list of attendees 

Upon receipt of 

application, permitting 

agency sends notice to 

everyone on facility 

mailing list indicating 

where public can view 

application 


Permitting agency During comment period, 
notifies public of public or permitting 
decision to issue a draft agency may request a 
permit or a notice of hearing; Permitting 
intent to deny, and -b 

agency must notify 
opens minimum 45-day public at least 30 days
comment period prior to such a hearing 

closes, permitting agency 

reviews and evaluates all 

comments, and issues a 

final oermit decision 


Permitting agency 

notifies the facility owner 

and operator, public 

commenters, and all 

other persons who 

requested notice on the 

final permit decision 


during the permitting process. These 
requirements may not be sufficient in all cases. 
Permitting agencies and facilities should consider 
going beyond the regulatory requirements, as 
necessary, to provide for meaningful and equitable 
public participation. 

Public interaction occurs during pre- 
application meetings, public comment and 
response periods, and public hearings. Through 
all of these steps, the public can engage facility 
owners and operators and regulators in a dialogue. 
This dialogue is crucial because a successful public 
participation program requires the flow of 
information among all stakeholders. 

EPA encourages public participation activities 
that occur outside the formal permitting process. 
Citizens can contact environmental, public 
interest, and civic and community groups that 
have an interest in the facility and become 
involved in their activities. The permit applicant 
may also create informal opportunities for public 
input and dialogue. 

II Pre-Application Meeting 

The public participation provisions require 
prospective applicants to hold an informal public 
meeting before submitting an application for a 
RCRA permit. The permit applicant should select 
a meeting time, date, and place that are 
convenient to the public. The permit applicant 
must provide notice of the pre-application 
meeting at least 30 days prior to the meeting in a 
manner that is likely to reach all members of the 
affected community. The applicant must advertise 
the meeting in the newspaper, through a 
broadcast announcement, and on a sign posted at 
or near the property. The meeting will provide a 
chance for the community to interact with and 
provide input to an owner and operator before 
the submission of the permit application. At the 
meeting, the owner and operator should describe 
the facility in the level of detail that is practical at 



Public Participation 

the time of the meeting to give the public enough 
information to understand the facility operations 
and potential impacts to human health and the 
environment. The permit applicant must submit 
with the permit application a summary of the 
meeting and a list of all attendees. Upon receipt 
of the permit application, the permitting agency 
must send a notice to everyone on the facility 
mailing l ist  specifying where the public can 
examine the application. Thus, the public may 
begin reviewing the application at the same time 
as the permitting agency. 

The Draft Permit, Public Comment 
Period, and Public Hearing 

Once the permit application is complete, the 
permitting agency will decide whether to issue a 
draft permit or a notice of intent to deny. In either 

case, the permitting 
agency notifies the 
public of its decision 
and announces the 
opening of a 
minimum 45-day 
public comment 
period. The 
permitting agency 
prints the notice in a 
local paper, 
broadcasts the 

notice over a local radio station, and sends a copy 
to the mailing l is t  recipients and relevant agencies. 
The agency also prepares a factsheet 
or statement of basis regarding its decision. The 
fact sheet (or statement of basis) explains the 
factual, legal, methodological, and policy 
questions considered in making the decision to 
issue or deny the permit. 

Any person may request a public hearing 
during the comment period. The permitting 
agency holds a hearing if someone submits a 

written notice of opposition to the draft permit 
and a request for a hearing, or if the permitting 
agency finds a significant degree of interest in the 
draft permit. The permitting agency may also hold 
a public hearing at its own discretion. The 
permitting agency must notify the public at least 
30 days prior to the hearing. 

The comment period on the draft permit 
allows public submission of written concerns and 
suggestions to the permitting agency in writing. 
The permitting agency describes and responds to 
all significant comments raised during the 
comment period. 

After the public comment period closes, the 
permitting agency will review and evaluate all 
comments and issue a final permit decision. The 
agency sends a notice of decision to the facility 
and any person who submitted comments or 
requested notice on the final permit decision. 

II Permit Modification 

As with the initial permit process, permit 
modifications can raise public concerns that must 
be addressed through public participation. Public 
participation responsibilities and activities vary 
depending on who initiated the modification and 
the degree to which the modification changes the 
facility permit. When a modification is proposed, 
only the permit conditions subject to modification 
are reopened for public comment. 

Permitting agencies may initiate a permit 
modification if thereare substantial alterationsor 
additions to the facility, if new information is 
received by the permitting agency that was not 
available at the time of permit issuance, or if new 
regulations or judicial decisions affect the 
conditions of the permit. Agency-requested 
permit modifications are subject to the same 
public participation requirements that are 
required during the permitting process. 
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Permit modifications initiated by the facility 
owner and operator are categorized as Class 1, 2, 
or 3 according to how substantively they change 
the original permit. The only public involvement 
requirement for Class 1 modifications is  that 
within 90 days of implementing a change the 
facility must send a notice to all parties on the 
mailing list compiled by the permitting agency. 

The Class 2 modifications are more stringent 
than Class 1 modifications, and involve public 
notice in a local newspaper, a 60-day comment 
period, and a public meeting held no earlier than 
15 days into the comment period and no later 
than 15 days before it ends. At any time during 
the Class 2 procedures, the permitting agency may 
reclassiQ the request as a Class 3 modification if 
there is  significant public concern or if the agency 
determines the modification is  too complex for 
the Class 2 procedures. 

Class 3 modifications address changes that 
substantially alter a facility or its operations, and 
often raise significant public concern. While these 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DURING 

PERMIT MODIFICATIONS 


Public participation requirements during permit 
modifications vary depending on the extent of the 
modification. Class 1 permit modifications require that 
within 90 days of implementing a change, the facility 
must send a notice to all parties on the mailing list 
compiled by the permitting agency. Class 2 permit 
modifications involve public notice in a local 
newspaper, a 60-day comment period, and a public 
meeting held no earlier than 15 days into the comment 
period and no later than 15 days before it ends. While 
Class 3 modifications are subject to the same 
requirements as Class 2 modifcations, such 
modifications require the permitting agency to provide 
the public with additional opportunities to participate in 
the process. 

modifications are subject to the same public 
participation provisions as Class 2 modifications, 
Class 3 modifications require the permitting 
agency to provide the public with additional 

opportunities to participate in the process. For 
example, the permitting agency must issue a 
public notice of the agency's draft permit decision, 
allow for a 45-day public comment period on the 
decision, develop a fact sheet or statement of 
basis, and hold a public meeting (if requested) 
with 30-day advance notice. 

II Permit Renewals 

A facility owner and operator who makes a 
significant change during the renewal of their 
permit is  also subject to the pre-application 
meeting and notice requirements. A significant 
change in facility operations is a change that is 
equivalent to a Class 3 modification. This 
requirement ensures that if during permit renewal 
a facility makes significant changes to an already 
publicly reviewed and approved permit, the 
public will have an opportunity to participate in 
the permit review and approval process. 

II Trial Burn Notices 

Owners and operators of new hazardous 
waste combustion facilities may not commence a 
trial burn until after the permitting agency has 
issued the required notice. EPA anticipates that 
permitting agencies will typically notify the public 
at least 30 days prior to the trial burn. The notice 
requirement applies only to the initial trial burn, 
and not to subsequent burns that may be 
conducted as part of a permit modification. For 
interim status combustion units, the permitting 
agency must also provide public notice of the 
intent to approve a trial burn plan. 

II Interim Status Facilities 

In general, interim status facilities are not 
required to follow any standardized public 
participation procedures until the facility owner 
and operator applies for a permit. Implementing 
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agencies may need to use innovative techniques 
to communicate with the public about interim 
status facilities. EPA acknowledges that each 
situation will require a different type and level of 
community involvement in order to address public 
concerns. 

Post-Closure Permits 

Owners and operators who submit a permit 
application for the purpose of conducting post- 
closure activities are not subject to the 
pre-application meeting and notice requirements. 
EPA's experience is  that the public has usually 
been concerned with permit decisions related to 
active hazardous waste management operations 
rather than closed facilities. Post-closure activities 
are subject to the public notice and comment 
period at the draft permit stage. 

II Information Repositories 

In certain instances, RCRA permits can be the 
subject of intense debate. When public interest is 
strong, the demand for information increases. 
The public participation requirements allow the 
permitting agency to require a permit applicant to 

set up an information repository at any time after 
submittal of the permit application and during the 
life of the permit. The repository will hold all 
information and documents that the permitting 
agency decides are necessary to adequately 
inform and educate the public. EPA intended for 
permitting agencies to use the information 

repository requirement sparingly on a case-by- 
case basis when a significant amount of public 
concern has surfaced or where the community has 
unique information needs. 

CORRECTIVE ACTION 

Corrective action investigations and remedial 
actions at hazardous waste facilities also create 
strong community interest because contamination 
can directly affect and impact communities. 
(Corrective action is fully discussed in Section Ill, 
Chapter 9.) The community may seek information 
related to current or potential contamination, 
including levels of contamination, the extent of 
health and environmental risks, and the potential 
for future risks. The public may also seek 
additional opportunities to provide input to the 
overseeing agency or the facility about the 
cleanup of the contamination. 

More than 5,000 facilities are subject to RCRA 
corrective action. The necessary degree of 
cleanup at these sites varies significantly. Program 
implementors are granted latitude in structuring 
the corrective action process, developing cleanup 
objectives, and selecting remedies appropriate to 
site-specific circumstances. Similar latitude is  
allowed in determining the best approach to 
public participation, in order to provide 
opportunities appropriate for the level of interest 
of the community. 

Public participation requirements during 
corrective action are established in regulations; 
further recommendations are set out in guidance. 
The regulations set requirements that facilities and 
implementing agencies must meet when a permit 
is issued or modified to incorporate corrective 
action provisions. 

In the absence of final regulations specifically 
addressing public participation during corrective 
action, program implementors and facility owners 
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and operators should develop public participation 
strategies on a site-specific basis, consistent with 
existing public participation requirements and the 
program goal of full, fair, and equitable public 
participation. Permitting agencies and facilities 
should make all reasonable efforts to provide for 
early public participation because important 
corrective action decisions are made during the 
site investigation and characterization. At a 
minimum, information regarding corrective action 
activities should be available to the public and the 
public should be given an opportunity to review 
and comment on proposed corrective action 
remedies. 

II Corrective Action Permits 

When corrective action is  part of the RCRA 
permitting process, it follows the public 
participation requirements associated with 
permitting. Thus, the corrective action provisions 
in any permit application are available for public 
review throughout the permitting process and the 
public can comment on them at the draft permit 
stage. 

II Corrective Action Orders 

EPA regulations do not require that corrective 
action activities that are imposed or overseen 
through an order include public participation. 
However, EPA's policy is that the same level of 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

DURING CORRECTIVE ACTION 


When corrective action is part of the RCRA permitting 
process, it follows the public participation 
requirements associated with permitting. While EPA 
regulations do not require public participation for 
corrective action activities that are imposed or 
overseen through an order, EPA's policy is that the 
same level of public participation requirements 
imposed under a permit should generally apply under 
a corrective action order. 

public participation requirements imposed under 
a permit should generally apply under a corrective 
action order. There may be limitations on the 
implementing agency's ability to release or discuss 
certain information when using an order, but if 
public interest in the facility is high, the agency 
should address concerns without breaching the 
confidentiality of the owner's and operator's case 
by at least discussing why limitations are necessary, 
and if and when they will be lifted. 

EPA has clarified various issues in reference to 
public participation activities during RCRA 97003 
imminent hazard cleanups. Specifically, 97003 
orders should involve public participation to the 
maximum extent possible. During these cleanups, 
EPA should provide public notice and an 
opportunity to comment when the Agency issues 
the order, during the remedy selection process, 
and upon Agency determination that the cleanup 
has been completed. When situations prevent 
public participation from occurring, the Agency 
should involve the public at the earliest 
opportunity. The Agency may also consider 
holding public meetings to address concerns if the 
site has attracted significant attention. 

II Voluntary Corrective Action 

Although EPA typically has less control over 
public participation during voluntary corrective 
action, the Agency encourages the use of public 
participation and will generally take into account 
the level of public participation conducted by the 
facility owner and operator when evaluating the 
acceptability of voluntary actions. 

STATE AUTHORIZATION 

RCRA also requires public involvement when 
EPA authorizes states to implement the hazardous 
waste regulations. Such public involvement is 
intended to allow the public to voice their 



Public Participation 

concerns regarding the change in implementing 
agency. Specifically, during the state authorization 
process, a state must provide public notice and an 
opportunity for public hearing before submitting 
its application for final authorization. The Statute 
also requires that EPA provide opportunity for 
public hearing before it decides to grant or deny a 
state's authorization and before EPA withdraws a 
state's authorization. (State authorization is fully 
discussed in Section Ill, Chapter 11 .) 

THE RULEMAKING PROCESS 

Besides facilitating public participation during 
hazardous waste TSDF permitting, corrective 
action, and state authorization under the RCRA 
Subtitle C program, EPA proactively initiates public 
involvement activities as part of all formal RCRA 
rulemakings. Congress, through the 
Administrative Procedures Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. 
Sections 551-559), established the legal 
requirement that federal agencies provide the 
public with notice and an opportunity to 
comment on rulemakings. The Act addresses 
rulemaking procedures as well as site-specific 
licensing procedures, access to agency 
information, and procedures and standards for 
judicial review of agency actions. All 
environmental rulemakings proposed and finalized 
by EPA include public participation throughout the 
process (see Figure VII-2). 

II Proposed Rulemakings 

The first step in the rulemaking process is the 
issuance of the notice of proposed rulemaking by 
EPA. The forum for providing the public with 
notice of a proposed rule is the Federal Register. 
The notice must include a statement of the time, 

place, and nature of the rulemaking, a reference 
to the legal authority under which the rule is 
proposed, and the terms of the proposed rule. 

Public Comment 

After notice is given, EPA must provide 
interested persons an opportunity to participate in 
the rulemaking through submission of written 
data, views, or arguments. This process not only 
educates the public, but also provides valuable 
information to EPA during the regulatory 
development process. Up-front participation 
reduces the likelihood of litigation challenging 
subsequent regulations. Public participation can 
take many forms, including opportunity for a 
hearing, opportunity for access to EPA materials, 
and opportunity for written comments on 
proposals. 

Figure Vll-2: THE RULEMAKING PROCESS 

I EPA issues notice of proposed 
rulemakina in the Federal Register 

the Federal Register and responds to 
public comments in the rule's preamble 



II Final Rulemakings 

Once public comments are considered, EPA 
will revise the proposed rulemaking. The rule will 
often change between its proposal and finalization 
as a result of public comments. The final rule is 
published in the federal Register, and EPA will 
respond to public comments in the rule's 
preamble. After final promulgation, EPA must 
give any interested party the right to petition for 
the issuance, amendment, or repeal of the rule. 

II Rulemaking lnformation 

EPA evaluates a variety of background 
information, as well as public comments, in the 
development of a particular rulemaking. Each 
Federal Register lists a background docket that is 
available for public viewing. This docket contains 
all the background documents, including scientific 
studies, risk assessments, public comments, and 
EPA responses, that were used for that particular 
rulemaking. 

In addition to the background docket, the 
Federal Register also contains regulatory impact 
analyses. These are analyses of a particular 
rulemaking's effects on other environmental 
regulations and economic impact on the regulated 
community. 

In these analyses, EPA evaluates the effects this 
rule will have on other environmental regulations, 
such as CERCLA and CWA, and publishes the 
expected impacts in the Federal Register. In 
addition, EPA studies the economic effects of a 
particular rule on the regulated community to 
determine compliance costs. As required by the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980, the Agency also 
evaluates the impacts of the rulemaking on small 
businesses, small organizations, and small 
governmental jurisdictions. 

Public Participation 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Environmental justice refers to the fair 
distribution of environmental risks across 
socioeconomic and racial groups. On February 
1I,1994, President Clinton issued Executive 
Order 12898, 
directing federal 
agencies to 
identify and 
address 
environmental 
concerns and 
issues of 
minority and 
low-income 
communities. 
EPA is 
committed to equal protection in the 
implementation and enforcement of the nation's 
environmental laws. EPA believes that 
environmental justice issues should be addressed 
on a local level and on a site-specific basis. EPA 
encourages permitting agencies and facilities to 
use all reasonable means to ensure that all 
segments of the population have an equal 
opportunity to participate in the permitting 
process and have equal access to information in 
the process. These means may include, but are 
not limited to, multilingual notices and fact sheets, 
as well as translators, in areas where the affected 
community contains significant numbers of people 
who do not speak English as a first language. 

OUTREACH AND PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE 

A number of opportunities exist for the public 
to obtain RCRA program information and 
assistance. These include grants, the Freedom of 
lnformation Act, EPA Office of Ombudsman, the 
RCRA lnformation Center, and the RCRA, 
Superfund & EPCRA Hotline. 



W Grants 

Under RCRA 97007, EPA has the authority to 
provide grants to states, municipalities, 
educational institutions, or any other organization 
to help these groups effectively implement training 
programs that demonstrate solid waste 
management and resource recovery operations. 
Such grants provide governments and nonprofit 
organizations with the opportunity to further the 
goals of Act through public outreach. 

W Freedom of lnformation Ad  

The Freedom of lnformationAct (FOIA) 
provides private parties with the right to obtain 
information in the possession of the government. 
Unless materials are promptly published and 
copies are offered for sale, each agency must 
make information available for public inspection 
and copying. FOIA requires each agency to 
establish procedures for handling requests 
regarding government statutes, regulations, 
standards, permit conditions, requirements, 
orders, and policies. 

There are certain materials which are not 
subject to FOIA. These include: 

Draft materials 

Matters of national defense or foreign policy 

Material related solely to internal personnel 
rules and practices 

Trade secrets and privileged commercial or 
financial information 

Investigation material collected for 
enforcement purposes 

Geological and geophysical information and 
data. 

EPA has pursued a policy of fully disclosing its 
records to the public, consistent with the rights of 
individuals to privacy, the rights of persons entitled 
to protection under confidential business 
information (CBI) provisions, and the need for EPA 
to promote internal policy deliberations. EPA will 
disclose information to any requester to the fullest 
extent possible without unjustifiable expense or 
unnecessary delay. 

W EPA's Office of Ombudsman 

In order to create a central clearinghouse for 
public concerns on matters relating to the 
implementation and enforcement of RCRA, EPA 
established the Office of Ombudsman and 
appointed a Hazardous Waste Ombudsman at 
EPA Headquarters and each EPA Region. The 
primary responsibilities of the Ombudsman are to 
respond to questions and complaints regarding 
implementation of the RCRA program. 
Additionally, the Ombudsman makes 
recommendations to the EPA Administrator based 
on inquiries received. The EPA Headquarters 
Ombudsman may be reached by contacting: 

Office of Ombudsman 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 

Response 

401 M Street, S.W. 

Washington, DC 20460 

(800) 262-7937 

RCRA lnformation Center 

The RCRA lnformation Center (RIC) houses 
the background dockets for all RCRA rulemakings, 
as well as additional EPA publications on RCRA. 
The public can view docket materials Monday 
through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., EST. 
The public can make an appointment to review 
these materials by calling (703) 603-9230. A 
maximum of 100 pages may be copied from any 
regulatory document at no charge and additional 
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Public Participation 

copies cost $0.1 5 per page. The RIC is located at 
Crystal Gateway I, First Floor, 1235 Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Arlington, Virginia. 

II RCRA, Superfund & EPCRA Hotline 

The RCRA, Superfund & EPCRA Hotline is a 
publicly accessible service which provides up-to- 
date regulatory information. The Hotline 
responds to factual questions on federal EPA 

regulations 
developed under 
RCRA, CERCLA, 

111-11 EPCRA, the Oil 
Pollution Act (OPA), 
and SPCC. The 
Hotline is staffed bv 

professionals who are completely familiar with the 
latest issues and regulations affecting the 
hazardous waste program. The Hotline is open 
Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m., EST, and may be contacted at either (703) 
41 2-981 0, or toll-free, (800) 424-9346. 

SUMMARY 

EPA is committed to involving the public in the 
development and implementation of the solid 
waste, hazardous waste, and UST regulations and 
seeks to empower communities to become 
involved in local RCRA-related activities. To 
achieve these goals, the RCRA public participation 
requirements bring government, private industry, 
public interest groups, and citizens together to 
make important decisions about hazardous waste 
management facilities. 

A focus of RCRA public participation is the 
involvement of the public in the hazardous waste 
TSDF permitting process. The public interaction 

occurs during pre-application meetings, public 
comment and response periods, and public 
hearings. RCRA includes specific provisions to 
involve the public in all stages of the hazardous 
waste TSDF permitting process: prior to the initial 
permit application; after draft permit issuance; 
and during permit modifications, permit renewals, 
post-closure permits, and trial burns. 

In addition, RCRA requires public involvement 
during Subtitle C corrective action, whether such 
cleanups are instituted through a permit or order, 
or conducted voluntarily. RCRA also requires 
public involvement when EPA authorizes states to 
implement the hazardous waste regulations. 

While RCRA's initiatives to facilitate public 
participation during hazardous waste TSDF 
permitting, corrective action, and state 
authorization are limited to the RCRA Subtitle C 
program, EPA is required to comply with the 
public involvement provisions under APA for all 
formal rulemakings under all RCRA subtitles. 

Consistent with Executive Order 12898, 
directing federal agencies to identify and address 
environmental concerns and issues of minority 
and low-income communities, EPA encourages 
allowing all segments of the population equal 
access to information pertaining to the RCRA 
program. 

To assist in disseminating information and 
promoting public education about the RCRA 
program, EPA engages in several outreach and 
public assistance mechanisms. The Agency 
provides training grants, allows access to 
information through the Freedom of lnformation 
Act, and provides program information through 
the EPA Office of Ombudsman, the RCRA 
lnformation Center, and the RCRA, Superfund & 
EPCRA Hotline. 
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October 7, 1999 

EPA Summary of Agreement 

General Electric/Pittsfield - Housatonic River Site 


On October 7, 1999, representatives of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; U.S. Department of 
Justice; the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Office of the 
Attorney General and Executive Officeof Environmental Mairs; the State of Connecticut Department of 
EnvimnmentalProtection and Office of the Attorney General; the U.S. Department of Interior, the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; the City of Pittsfield; the Pittsfield Economic Development 
Authority and the General Electric Company (GE) reached a comprehensive agreement relating to the 
cleanup of GEs  Pittsfield facility, certain off-site propdes and the Housatonic River. 

The detailed terms of this agreement are incorporated in a Consent Decree which was lodged on October 
7, 1999, with the United States District Court of Massachusetts, Western Division, located in Springfield, 
Massachusetts. 

The Consent Decree provides for cleanup of the Housatonic River and associated areas, cleanup of the 
General Electric Plant facility, environmental restoration of the Housatonic River, compensation for natural 
resource damages, and government recovery of past and future response costs. In addition, a Definitive 
Ekonomic Development Agreement among GE, the City of Pittsfield, and the Pittsfield Economic 
Development Authority (PEDA) provides for economic redevelopment of the GE Plant facility. That 
agreement will become effective upon entxy of the Consent Decree. 

The major components of the combined agreements are: 

I. Cleanup of Contaminated Areas 
11. Restoration of Natural Resources 
III. Recovery of Government Costs 
IV. Effect and Form of the Consent Decree 

Additional important actions include: 
- Enhanced Public Participation 
- Brownfields Redevelopment and Economic Aid 

Below is EPA's summary of the Consent Decree. It should be noted that this is EPA's summary and has 
not been approved by the other parties to the agreement. In addition, this summary is not intended to be 
all-inclusive or binding in any respect, and is being provided for public informational purposes only. The 
Consent Decree and other ancillary documents represent the final, binding agreement between the parties 
and are being made available to the public at the following locations: 



Lenox Public Library 
18Main Street 
Lenox MA 01240 
413-637-0197 

Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library 
Reference Department 
1Wendell Avenue 
PittsfieldMA 0 1 20 1 
413-499-9488 

Simon's Rock College of Bard 
84 Alford Rd. 
Great Barrington MA, 01230 
413-528-7274 

Berkshire County Regional P l d n g  Commission 
10Fenn Street 
Pittsfield MA 0 120 1 
413-442-1521 

A public comment period of 60 days will begin when the notice is published in the federal register. 



L Cleanup of Contaminated Areas 

A. Scope of the Consent Decree 

This agreement covers the GE Plant Site, including Silver Lake and Unkamet Brook, the former oxbows 
(including Newel1 Street commercial properties), the Housatonic River sediments, banks, and floodplain 
properties downstream of the GE Plant Site, and the Allendale School. With the exception of the 
residential properties within the former oxbows, this agreement does not cover cleanup of residential 
properties in Pittsfield or elsewhere that received GE wastes for use as fill. These properties are covered 
by a separate Administrative Consent Order between Massachusetts and GE. More than 100 residential 
fill properties will have been cleaned up by the end of the 1999 construction season. Residential fill 
properties remain a high priority and will continue on an expeihted sampling and cleanup schedule. 

B. Overall Principles for Man ent of the Cleanw 

1. 	 Ektensive sampling on GE and non-GE owned properties. Agencies to oversee all GE 
work and reserve the right to conduct additional sampling if necessary. 

2. 	 GE to perform cleanups except on 1 ?4Mile Reach of Housatonic River. 
(See section C.8). 

3. 	 Material and debris excavated from areas subject to this Consent Decree, excluding the 
River below two miles, are to be consolidated on the GE facility subject to the following: 
a. 	 No disposal of regulated TSCA waste or RCRA hazardous waste in 

the Hill 78 Consolidation Area. 
b. 	 No on-site disposal of drums, capacitors, equipment, free product or asbestos 

required to be removed as part of the building demolition. 
c. 	 Area and height limitations of the consolidation areas as follows: 

Hi11 78- 5.6 acre footprint and 1,050 foot maximum elevation, 
Building 71- 4.4 acre footprint and 1,048 foot maximum elevation, 
Menill RoadINew York Ave- 1.6 acre footprint and 1,027 foot maximum 
elevation. Elevation is based on National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). For 
reference purposes, current elevation of the top of Hill 78 (including the material 
from the Allendale School, as described in Item I.C.3) is 1049 feet. 

d. 	 Capping and long-term monitoring of consolidation units. 
e. 	 Building demolition debris, following the removal of asbestos, may also be 

consolidated within the existing fmdations of certain buildings. 
4. 	 Environmental Restrictions and Easements (EREs) are to be placed on all GE-owned 

properties to ensure that current uses will not change (i.e., commercialhdustrial properties 
will continue to be used as commercial/industrial properties and recreational properties will 
continue to be used as recreational properties) and to protect the integrity ofthe cleanup. 

5 .  	 Two options for non-GE owned properties: a) cleanup that is protective of current use 
withEnvironmentalRestrictions and Easements (EREs) utilized, with consent of the owner, 



to maintain current use, or b) a conditional solution which also provides a cleanup that is 
protective of current use but, instead of EREs, requires additional cleanup if the use of the 
property changes ( see also C. 2.b). 

6.  	 Fully cooperative approach to management of cleanup activities. 
7. 	 The parties have established a management architecture for project implementation 

involvingEPA, state regulatory agencies, GE, and, as appropriate, PEDA, the City and the 
Trustees to ensure that all aspects of the project are managed in a l l l y  collaborative and 
cooperative manner, to plan work and to cooperatively head off problems and disputes 
before they arise. 

8. 	 Public toprovide input throughout implementation of the work 

S~ecificAreas for Cleanug 

1. GE Plant Site 

GEwill undertake the following: 

a. Soil Remediation 

Objective: to remediate surface soils to levels that allow for commercialhndustrial or 
recreational use, and to minimize exposure to contaminants in deeper soils. 

. 	 Remediation required for PCBs greater than 25 parts per million (ppm) average 
in surficial soils (0-1 foot). . 	 An engineered barrier to minimize infiltration and prevent exposure will be 
implemented in areas where PCBs greater than 100 ppm average are within the 
top 15 feet. 
Remediation required for PCBs greater than 200 ppm average from 1-6feet. . New or repaired utility corridors will be backfilled with soils that contain no more 
than 25 ppm PCBs. . No capping of unpaved soils in floodplain. Soil removal and replacement required 
instead in order to avoid loss of flood storage capacity. . 	 Removal of pavement in 200-foot-wide buffer zone on northern (plant) side of 
River between the location of the former Thermal Oxidizer and the downstream 
boundary of the GE facility to provide enhanced habitat resoration and to reduce 
storm water runoff 
Future City of Pittsfield ballfield will include a one foot cap in addition to achieving 
the recreational standard of 15 ppm PCBs average in the next 2 feet. 

b. Unkamet Brook and Floodplain Remediation 

Objective: To provide protection for human recreational users and biological receptors in 



the portions of the Brook and its floodplain from Dalton Avenue downstream to the 
Housatonic River. 

Reroute Unkamet Brook to its former channel and cap entire existing industrial 
landfill. . Remove Brook sediments and remediate inundated wetland sediments to achieve 
1 ppm PCBs average in surface sediments. . Remove soils in Unkamet Brook recreational floodplain to achieve 10ppm PCBs 
average in top foot and 15 ppm in 1-3 foot depth. 

c. Hill 78 and Building 71 Consolidation Areas 

Objective: To eliminate risk of exposure to materials in the consolidation units through a 
combination of engineering controls and long-term monitoring. 

* Install a protective cap over Hi11 78 and Building 71 Consolidation Areas. . Establish an extensive groundwater monitoring system to monitor the groundwater 
sufounding the landfill. . Install a liner and leachate collection system for Building 71 Consolidation Area. . Design both areas with human health and environmental protection, as well as 
configuration limitations, in mind. . An additional area at New York Avaerrill Road may be utilized and will be 
designed in a similar manner to the Building 71 Consolidation Area. 

d. Non-GE Owned Property Within the GE Plant Site 

Objective: To make properties safe for current use through a combination of clean-up and 
deed restrictions (with appropriate compensation to the property owner); and to provide 
flaribility (in the form of additional cleanup) for future use changes on properties where 
there is not agreement on deed restrictions. The property owner will decide which option 
to choose. Both options provide an initial cleanup that is protective of current uses. 

For current commercial/industrial and recreational areas, GE is to make best 
etiorts, as defined in the Consent Decree, to obtain appropriate deed restrictions 
(i.e., EREs), including offering reasonable monetary compensation, and will clean 
up property consistent with the following: 
either: obtain F3Es with owner's consent and clean property as follows: 

(i) at commercialhndustrial properties, clean up consistent with GE Plant 
Site cornmerciaVindustrid standards, including remediation (via soil 
removal andfor pavement enhancement) for PCBs greater than 25 ppm 
average in surficial soils, achievement of 200 ppm PCB average for 1-6 



foot depth, installation of engineered barrier where PCBs exceed 100 
pprn average in top 15 feef and backfilling in new or repaired utility 
corridors with soil less &an 25 pprn PCB average; and 
(i) at recreational properties, achieve 10 ppm PCB average in top foot of 
soil and 15ppm at 1-3feet, install engineered barrier where PCBs exceed 
100 pprn average in top 15 feet, and ensure backfill in new or repaired 
utility corridors is less than 10 pprn PCBs average; 

-or: ifthe owner's consent for an ERE:is not obtained, GE will implement a 
conditional solution protective of current use, meeting the following 
requirements: 
(i) same soil remediation as at properties with EREs except that GE will 
remove soils to achieve PCB averages of 25 pprn in the top 3 feet at 
commerciavindustrial properties and 10 pprn in the top 3 feet at 
recreational properties; and 
(ii)GE will conduct further remediation that is needed to be protective of 
any legally permissible future use for which the owner obtains 
governmental approval (if necessary) and provides appropriate evidence 
regarding the future use or activity. 

e. Groundwater Remediation 

Objective: to meet appropriate standards for protection of surface waters (i.e., Housatonic 
River, Silver Lake, Unkamet Brook) and to prevent risks from volatilization of 
contaminants into occupied buildings. The standards are based on the assumption that 
there is no current or reasonably foreseeable future use of groundwater for drinking water 
purposes. 

Install perimeter and sentinel (early warning) groundwater monitoring systems. 
Continue oil recovery and conduct groundwater treatment until groundwater 
standards are met. 

Timetable: 

Active controi of potential sources of contamination to the River has been ongoing 
for many years and is continuing. Upstream source control has been completed 
and remaining source control will be completed prior to river excavation in the 
relevant river reach. 
Overall facility cleanup will be coordinated with Brownfields Redevelopment. 
Unkamet Brook investigation process will begin 24 months after entry of the 
Consent Decree. After completion of the investigation, cleanup work will begin. 
All work in these areas is expected to be completed over a period of about 5 
years after entry of the Consent Decree. 



2. Former Oxbow Areas 

GE will undertake the following: 


a Additional sampling of soils and groundwater 


Objective: To identi@ the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination. 


b. Soil Remediation 

Objdve:  to achieve appropriate cleanup standards keyed to current uses and expected 
fkture uses (i.e., commercial, recreational, or residential standards referenced below) and 
to allow for changes in property uses. 

. For the Lyman Street and Newel1 Street parking lots, remove surficial soils and 
replace with vegetative engineered barriers. 

., For current commerciaVindustrial and recreational areas, GE to clean-up in 
accordance with Item C(l)(d) above. . For residential properties, achieve 2 ppm PCB average. 

c. Continue oil recovery operations and implement groundwater treatment or controls until 
groundwater standards are met. 

Objective: to prevent floating and sinking oils fiom discharging to the River. 

Timetable: 

. 	 As the cleanup of the Upper Two Mile Reach progresses from the Newel1 Street 
Bridge downstream, oxbow property cleanups will be coordinated with River 
work to the extent practicable. Cleanup of the River will begin at the Newel1 
Street bridge in the Fall of 1999. GE will submit an investigation plan for the 
Newel1 Street commercial properties 5 months from the lodging of the Consent 
Decree. After entry of the Consent Decree and completion of the investigation, 
cleanup work will begin. 

3 .  Allendale Schooll 

Objective: to remove contaminated fill (which had previously been capped) from the 
schoolyard and restore the schoolyard. 

. 	 GE removed all soils containing PCBs greater than 2 ppm (except in a small area 



at depth near the foundation of the school building where concerns over foundation 
stability arid safety only allowed for an average of 2 ppm to be met); GE replaced 
with clean soil and is restoring area. 

Timetable: 

. 	 Soil remedial work has been completed and restoration work is on-going. The 
restoration is expected to be completed in the Fall of 1999. 

4. Housatonic River Floodplain - Current Residential Properties 

Objective: to clean all properties to unrestricted use standards. 

GE will implement (or share in funding for 11 ?4Mile Reach Riverbanks) the fdlowing: 

a. Residential properties in 1 '/2 Mile Reach 

. Remove non-riverbank soils to no more than 2 ppm PCBs average. . Riverbanks to be addressed by EPA as part of Engineering EvaluatiodCost 
Analysis (EEYCA) for 1 '/2 Mile Reach (Item C.8 below). . Timetable: Clean-up coordinated with river work to the extent practicable. 

Timetable: 

. 	 Investigation process to begin 16 months after entry. ARer completion of the 
investigation, cleanup work will begin and will be coordinated with the River work 
to the extent practicable. 

b. Residential Properties Downstream of 2-Mile Reach 

. Remove soils at actual or potential lawn areas to no more than 2 ppm PCBs 
average. . Install short term measures (e.g., signs) for riverbanks with contamination levels 
exceeding state thresholds for short-term measures. . Remediate riverbank portions as part of Rest of River (Item C.9 below). 

Timetable: 

. 	 Investigation process to begin 16 months after entry. After completion of the 
investigation, cleanup wok will begin. 

5.  Housatonic River Floodplain - Non-Residential Areas 



Objective: to achieve appropriate cleanup standards keyed to current uses and expected h r e  
uses (i.e., commercial, recreational, or residential standards referenced below) and to allow for 
changes in property uses. 

GE will undertake (or share in funding for 1 ?4 Mile Reach Riverbanks) the following: 

a. In 1 ?4Mile Reach, riverbanks are to be remediated by EPA as part of the 1 ?hMile 
Reach Removal Action (Item C.8 below). 

b. Recreational and commercidindustrial non-riverbank areas in 1?4 Mile Reach will be 
addressed in accordance with Item C.1.d above. 

c. In area below 1 ?h Mile Reach, address the non-residential floodplain properties in 
connection with the cleanup of the Rest of River (Item C.9 below). 

Timetable: 

Cleanup of 1 ?4Mile Reach floodplain properties will be performed concurrently 

with River cleanup to the extent practicable. 

Non-residential f l d p l i n  properties below 2 miles will be on a timetable that is 

dependent on the Rest of River decision. 


6.  Silver Lake 

Objetive: to provide a clean-up that is protective of human and ecological use of the lake. 

a. Remove bank soils at non-residential properties to achieve no more than 10 ppm 
PCBs average in top foot and 15 ppm PCBs average at 1-3 feet, assuming Ems are 
executed. If no ERE'S, a conditional solution will be implemented for bank soils that will 
achieve 10 ppm PCBs average in top 3 feet and meet the other requirements for 
conditional solutions in Item C.1 .d.(ii) above. On residential properties, GE will achieve 
a 2 ppm PCBs average. 

b. Remove and replace hot spot sediments near the outfall. 

c. Cap the entire 26 acre lake bottom and armor the entire perimeter of lake; specific 
design plans to be approved in the future by EPA. 

d. Perform periodic review of effectiveness of cap. If performance standards for cap are 
not met, additional actions will be evaluated and implemented. 

Timetable: 



Investigation process to begin 18 months from entry of the Consent Decree. After 
completion of the investigation, cleanup work will begin. 

7. Housatonic River - Upper '/z Mile Reach 

Objective:to achieve a clean-up that is protective of human health and the environmentwi.thin the 
Upper ?4Mile Reach and to prevent further downstream migration of contaminants. 

GE will undertake the following in the Upper ?4Mile Reach (Newell Street Bridge to the 
Lyman Street Bridge): 

a. Remove and restore sediments per final design work plan already submitted by GEand 
approved by EPA. 

b. Remove and restore bank soils to achieve 10 ppm average in top foot and 15 ppm 
average at 1-3 feet. 

Timetable: 

0 To begin in the Fall of 1999. To be completed by May, 2001. 

8. Housatonic River - Next 1 '/z Mile Reach from the Lyman Street Bridge to the 
Confluence of the East and West Branches (includes sediments and riverbanks) 

Objective:to achieve a clean-up that is protective of human health and the environment within the 
1?hMile Reach and to prevent downstream migration of contaminants. 

a. EPA is currently conducting and GE is funding an Engineering EvaluationlCost Analysis 
(EECA) of the alternatives for cleanup of the 1 ?h Mile Reach. 

b. EPA will select response actions for the1 ?h Mile Reach after the completion of the 
EE/CA and after consultation with GE, affected property owners in the 1 ?h Mile Reach 
floodplain, and the Citizens' Coordinating Council, and review by EPA'sNational Remedy 
Review Board. 

c. EPA will implement the selected response action. The costs will be shared by GE and 
EPA with the amount of funding dependent on the overall costs: 

GE to pay 100% of costs up to $15 million. 

For incremental costs between $1 5 and $25 million, GE will pay 70% of costs and 

EPA will pay 300/0. 

For incremental costs between $25 and $32.5 million, GE will pay 60 %of costs 




and EPA will pay 40%. 
For incremental costs between $32.5 and $40 million, GE and EPA will each pay 
50%. 
For incremental costs between $40 and $50 million, GE will pay 40% of costs and 
EPA will pay 60% of the costs. 

o For incremental costs exceeding $50 million, GE will pay 30% of the costs and 
EPA will pay 70% of the costs. 

e. Examples of allocations under cost share formula: if cost of response action is $32.5 
million, EPA's cost share will be $6 million, or approximately 20% and GE's share will be 
$26.5 million. If the cost is $40 million, EPA's share will be $9.75 million, or 
approximately 24 %, and GE's share will be $30.25 million. If the cost is $50 million, 
EPA's share will be $15.75 million, or approximately 31.5%, and GE's share will be 
$34.25 million. 

Timetable: 

Draft EEICA to be available to the public in the Fall of the 1999. Work to begin 
in June 2001 and to be completed in 4 years. 

9. Housatonic River - 'Rest of River' -- contaminated river sediments, banks and 
floodplain areas (other than actual or potential lawns, which are covered in Item I.C.4.b) 
downstream of the confluence with the West Branch 

Objective: 1) Implement a process which is designed to result in a remedy decision for the 
downstream portions of the Housatonic River that is protective of human health and the 
environment; and 2) Performance by GE of the Rest of River cleanup. 

a. EPA to conduct additional sampling, human health and ecological risk assessments and 
modeling. 

b. A Peer Review Panel will review the human health risk assessmen$ ecological risk 
assessment and modeling performed by EPA. 

c. GE to compile all data into an investigation report and evaluate remedial alterndves 
under a modified process which limits appeals until aftera final remedy has been chosen. 

d. At conclusion of studies, EPA will issue a Statement of Basis that selects a river remedy 
and mod@ GE's RCRA permit to obligate GE to perform the cleanup. 

e. GE agrees to perform the selected cleanup after completion of any dispute resolution 



under Consent Decree: 

Dispute resolution may include review by the EPA EnvironmenM Appeals Board 
and the United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit. 

During dispute, all work not subject to the dispute continues, and EPA can 

proceed with designing aspects of the Rest of River cleanup that GE has disputed, 

and under certain conditions may proceed with implementation of the work. 


Timetable 

Decision on the Rest of River cleanup is expected to be made by EPA in 2002. 
Based on the assumptions that the clean up of the first two miles of river will not 
be completed until 2004 or 2005, EPA does not expect any delay in the 
implementation of the remedy for the Rest of River if GE invokes the dispute 
resolution referenced above. 

IL Restoration of Natural Resources 

A. Primary Restoration 

Objective: to compensate the public for natural resource damages by cleaning up valuable resource areas 
to the extent practicable. 

Primary restoration will be composed of the response actions agreed upon for the Housatonic River, Silver 
Lake, Unkamet Brook and associated wetlands and floodplains. 

B. Compensatory Restoration 

Objective: to compensate the public for natural resource damages that could not be addressed throughthe 

clean-up. 


Compensatory restoration will be composed of the following elements: 


1. 	 GE will pay $15 million, plus interest, to be administered by the natural resource trustees 
(US Department of Interior, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, State of Connecticut), with appropriate public input, 
for natural resource projects. 

2.  	 GE will perform or h d  the following restoration/enhancement activities in connection with 
the cleanup: 



a. Habitat enhancements in the first %Mile River Reach (enhancement of vegetation on 
banks) in conjunction with response action performed by a. 

b. Payment made (as part of cost share) for habitat improvements in the next 1 ?AMile 
Reach (poolhiffle structure in riverbed, enhancement of vegetation on banks) in conjunction 
with response action to be performed by EPA. 

c. Habitat and recreational enhancements at Silver Lake. Additional hnding will also be 
provided for Trustee work on the lake. 

d. U h e t  Brook Area habitat improvement, including rerouting of the brook to its 
original location and removal of certain nuisance plant species. 

e. At the GE Plant Site south of East Street, in a 200-foot-wide strip along the river 
between the location of the former Thermal Oxidiir and the downstream boundary of the 
GE facility, enhance stormwater drainage and create vegetated buffer by removing the 
pavement and replacing it with clean soil and vegetation. 

f Herbaceous native grassland communities will be created at certain G h m e d  
properties along the Housatonic River and on the GE Plant, including the area described 
in item e above, the Newel1 Street Parking Lot, the Lyman Street Parking Lot, and the Hill 
78 ConsolidationArea. 

g. Floodplain forestlwetland community will be created on approximately 12 acres of 
riparian land, which will be protected through a conservation easement. 

h. Protection of 10 acres of wetland on GE Plant Site east of U h e t  Brook through 
a conservation easement. 

i. Payment by GE of $6OO,OOO for wetlands mitigation. 

3.  	 GE will conduct an assessment of the integrity of W d  Pond Dam and Rising Pond 
Dam, and implement interim measures needed, if any, to ensure the integrity of these dams. 

4. 	 GE will coordinate with the Trustees and EPA in the design, implementation and 
maintenance plans for the restoration/enhancernentactivities identified in E.B.2. 

5 .  	 The Pittsfield Economic Development Authority (PEDA)will pay up to $ 4  rnilion dollars 
based on a revenue-sharing arrangement linking the anticipated success of the economic 
redevelopment in Pittsfield with the additional natural resource damage compensation. The 
$4 million will be administered by the natural resource trustees, with appropriate public 
input, for natural resource restoration projects. 



Recovery of Government Costs 

GE and governments have agreed on the amount GE will pay to reimburse response costs previously 
incurred and to be incurred by the governments in connection with the site. The details regarding the 
specific reimbursement amounts can found in Section XX of the Consent Decree. 

l[V. Form And Effect of The Consent Decree 

A. The settlement agreement is in the form of a federal court Consent Decree. The Consent Decree 
includes, among other provisions: 

1. EPA review and approval rights on all plans in the Consent Decree. 
2. EPA ability to mod@ the scopes of work being implemented by GE under the 
Consent Decree; (see Paragraph 39 of the Consent Decree) 
3. Periodic review by EPA of the cleanup; (see Section X of the Consent Decree) 
4. Emergency response provision; (see Section XIX of the Consent Decree) 
5. Dispute resolution processes; (see Section XXSV of the Consent Decree) 
6. Stipulated penalties for inadequate or late work by GE; (see Section XXV of the 
Consent Decree) 
7. Agreements by the govemments and GE not to sue each other subject to certain 
reservations; (see Section XXVI and XXVII of the Consent Decree) 
8. EPA to have the ability to take over work if GE is not performing adequately, or to 
order additional work by GE if new information or unknown conditions show the cleanup 
is not protecting human health or the environment (see Paragraph 178 of the Consent 
Decree); and 
9. Protection for GE from certain 'contribution' claims by other parties (see Section 
XMX of the Consent Decree). 

B. EPA agrees to defer final decision making on listing the Site on the CERCLA National Priorities List 
(NPL) (see Paragraph 200 of the Consent Decree). EPA may finalize listing the Site, under certain 
conditions, including if EPA concludes that a situation exists where it needs to take over the cleanup work 
under the Consent Decree due to inadequate performance by GE, subject to GE's right to dispute 
resolution. 

In &tion to the povisions of the Consernt Decree, the followrig other impoltan;t componentswdl be 
implementedat theSite. 

Enhanced Public Patlidpation 

Objective: to implement ths agreement in a manner that considers and utilizes the ideas of the citizens of 
Berkshire County. 



A. A Citizen's Coordinating Council has been established to serve as a focal point for community 
participationin the cleanup. The Council inciudes leaders from Berkshire County's political, environmental, 
c~mmunity,and business sectors. The Council has provided and will continue to provide an important 
mechanism to ensure that all of the settling parties firlly honor their commitment to listen to, learn from, and 
incorporate the ideas and concerns of the community to the greatest extent possible. The governments 
intend to submit drafts of major technical documents to the Citizens Coordinating Council for review and 
discussion. 

B. EPA will provide additional outreach to property owners affected by this agreement, including 
participating in and hosting public meetings, small neighborhood meetings and individual meetings. 

Brownfields Redevelopment And Economic Aid 

Objective- to utilize the former GEfacility for new development thuspreserving undisturbed "greenfields". 

GE, the City of Pittsfield and the Pittsfield Economic Development Authority (PEDA) have entered into 
the Definitive Economic Development Agreement. Under this agreemen< GE will clean up its Plant Site 
to agreed upon Consent Decree standards (Item I.C. 1) ,demolish several buildings, provide some knding 
for building new buildings and transfer portions of the property to PEDA for economic redevelopment. 
In addition, GE will provide economic aid to the City of Pittsfield for 10 years and make upgrades to the 
Plant Site and Silver Lake that will have aesthetic value and enhance local habitat. 
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Upper Reach of the Housatonic River 

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 


Fact Sheet 


General Electric Housatonic River Project 

Pittsfield, Massachusetts 


July 2000 

This fact sheet provides an overview of the 
results and recommendations of the Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA). The EE/CA 
was performed to evaluate the potential removal 
actions for the Upper Reach of the Housatonic 
River from Lyman Street in Pittsfield, MA, to the 
confluence of the East and West Branches of the 
Housatonic River. This 1.5-mile stretch of river. 
referred to as the EE/CA Reach, is immediately 
downstream of the General Electric (GE) 
manufacturing facility in Pittsfield. EPA seeks 
public comment on this EE/CA and its 
supporting Administrative Record File. 

AND 

An EE/CA is an evaluation involving a 
comparison of potential removal action 

alternatives using the criteria of effectiveness, 
implementability, and cost. Through the EE/CA 
process, EPA evaluates alternatives for mitigating 
the human health and environmental threats 
posed by the presence of polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs) and other hazardous 
substances in river sediments and banks of the 
EE/CA Reach. 

The EE/CA presents the following information: 

A site description including summaries of 
previous studies. 

= 	Identification of the removal action and habitat 
restoration objectives for the EE/CA Reach. 

Identification of removal action costs. 

= Comparative analysis of alternatives. 

EPA invites public comment upon EPA's recommendations and upon the alternatives evaluated in the 
EE/CA. EPA will select a final removal action after considering public comments in a document called 
an Action Memorandum. EPA will hold a 31-day public comment period, from July 17, 2000, 
through August 16, 2000, to provide an opportunity for the public to participate in the selection of 
the 1.5-Mile Reach cleanup plan. During the comment period, the public is invited to review the 
EE/CA and its supporting Administrative Record File, which are available at  the Information 
Repositories listed below, and to offer written or verbal comments. Pursuant to 40 CFR 
§300.415(n)(4)(iii),upon timely receipt of a request sent to EPA, within 2 weeks of the initiation of the 
comment period, the comment period will be extended by a minimum of 15 additional days. 

EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection will conduct a public 
informational meeting at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday, July 25, 2000, to summarize the results of the 
EE/CA, to update the community on the investigation progress, and to answer questions about the 
investigations and findings. EPA will conduct a public hearing at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday, August 15, 
2000, to accept formal verbal comments on the preferred alternative as presented in the EPA fact 
sheet. Both events will be held at the Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library Auditorium, 1 Wendell 
Avenue, in Pittsfield. A public informational meeting will be held in Connecticut at the Kent Town Hall 
in Kent on Tuesday, August 8, 2000, at 7:00 p.m. 

The hearing will be transcribed and a copy of the transcript will be available at the Information 
Repositories. Interested citizens may submit written comments or offer verbal comments on the 
EE/CA at the hearing on August 15. While EPA uses public comments throughout site cleanup, EPA 
will only respond in writing to written comments submitted during the comment period or verbal 
comments submitted at the formal public hearing. 

MKOl IO:\RPn?0064037.1 OO\CRP\EECAAFACTTDOC 10/27/00 



2 &EPA EE/CA Fact Sheet 

If you would like to comment in writing on the EE/CA, please mail your written comments 
(postmarked no later than August 16, 2000)to: Chet Janowski, Remedial Project Manager, One 
Congress Street, Suite 1 100 (HBO), Boston, Massachusetts 02 1 14; 617-9 18- 1324; fax 617-9 18- 129 1; 
or by e-mail to janowski.chetQepa.clov. 

Any general questions concerning the GE Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site should be directed to Angela 
Bonarrigo, EPA's Community Involvement Coordinator, at 617-9 18- 1034. 

The EE/CA and its supporting Administrative Record File will be available for public review and 
comment at the following locations: 

EPA Records Center Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library 
1Congress St., Suite 1 100 Reference Department 
Boston MA 021 14 1Wendell Ave. 
6 17-9 18- 1440 Pittsfield MA 0120 1 

413-499-9488 
MA DEP 
436 Dwight St., Suite 500 Berkshire County Regional Planning Commission 
Springfield MA 0 1 103 33 Dunham Mall 
413-784-1 100 Pittsfield MA 0 1201 

413-442- 152 1 
Lenox Public Library 

18 Main St. CT DEP (Communications) 

Lenox MA 0 1240 79 Elm St. 

413-637-0197 Hartford CT 06 106 


860-424-4 100 
Simon's Rock College of Bard 
84 Alford Rd. Kent Library 
Great Barrington MA 01230 32 North Main St. 
4 13-528-7370 Kent CT 06757 

860-927-376 1 

REMOVALOBJECTIVES 
The following removal action objectives were 
established by EPA: 

Remove, treat, and/or manage PCB- 
contaminated river sediments and riverbank 
soils to prevent human and ecological 
exposures exceeding risk-based levels. 

Eliminate or mitigate existing riverbank soil 
and sediment sources of contamination to the 
EE/CA Reach, prevent recontamination of 
previously remediated areas, and prevent 
downstream migration of contaminated 
sediments and bank soils. 

Minimize long- and short-term impacts on 
wetland and floodplain areas and enhance 
habitat in a manner consistent with the above 
objectives. 

Cleanup Criteria-To achieve these objectives, 
EPA has established cleanup criteria for total 

PCBs in the EE/CA Reach. These criteria are 
based on human and ecological exposures 
exceeding risk-based levels as presented in the 
EE/CA. 

Habitat Restoration-Habitat restoration is 
necessary to meet applicable and relevant 
regulations as part of the response action and to 
meet the natural resource damage (NRD) 
objectives in accordance with the Consent Decree 
for the GE Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site, 
which was lodged in Federal District Court on 
October 7, 1999. Habitat restoration is also 
necessary to protect the regraded riverbed and 
riverbank from erosion. 

Habitat restoration objectives will be met through 
a combination of regrading, revegetation, 
bioengineering, and potential installation of 
habitat improvements (e.g., low-stage dams, 
current deflectors, and boulders). The placement 
of habitat improvements and regrading will be 
conducted such that the flood elevations in the 
river are not significantly affected and flood 
storage is not reduced. 
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SITEDESCRIPTION 

The Housatonic River flowed through the City of 
Pittsfield in its natural state until the late 1930s/ 
early 1940s when the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) channelized the river within 
the City of Pittsfield, isolating oxbows from the 
main river channel. From the late 1940s until 
approximately the 1980% these oxbows were 
backfilled with various materials, including 
materials from the GE facility. In addition, the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Works 
undertook flood control work based on reports by 
USACE. 

In 1903, GE initiated operations at  a site on the 
Housatonic River in Pittsfield. Three 
manufacturing divisions at the GE facility 
(Transformer, Ordnance, and Plastics) have used 
areas near the site. Although GE conducted 
many activities at  the PittsfieId facility 
throughout the years, the activities of the 
Transformer Division were the likely primary 
source of PCB contamination. GE's Transformer 
Division activities included the construction and 
repair of electrical transformers, some of which 
contained PCBs. GE manufactured and serviced 
electrical transformers containing PCBs a t  this 
facility from approximately 1932 through 1977. 

In the late 1960s, a PCB storage tank associated 
with GE Building 68 collapsed and released an 
estimated 1,000 gallons of liquid PCBs to the 
riverbank, surface water, and sediments. Visual 
contamination, including trap rock and 
sediments, was removed following the release; 
however, subsequent investigations in this area 
identified additional material, including dense 
nonaqueous phase liquid (DNAPL), that was not 
removed during the immediate response action or 
was the possible result of other spills. 

Additional releases of PCBs to the environment 
included spills at  the GE facility onto the ground 

SCREENINGOF TECHNOLOGIES 
Numerous technologies to contain, remove, and/ 
or treat the PCB contamination were identified 
and screened in the EE/CA. Technologies were 
considered for the following response actions: 

River diversion. 
Sediment and riverbank soil removal. 
In situ treatment and containment. 

resulting in contamination of soil (some of which 
was used as fill at  the facility and at  off-site areas 
throughout Pittsfield), surface water runoff to 
Silver Lake and the river, and groundwater. 

Figure 1:Location of Pittsfield and the 

Housatonic River 


Numerous studies have been conducted on the 
Housatonic River including studies of sediment, 
soil, fish tissue, and benthic organisms collected 
from the river. These studies indicate that PCB 
contamination exists in the river from the ouffall 
of Unkamet Brook (upstream of the EE/CA 
Reach) to the Massachusetts-Connecticut state 
line and beyond. The sources of contamination 
include the GE facility; the 0.5-mile stretch of 
river immediately upstream of the EE/CA Reach 
(known as  the Removal Reach); Silver Lake, 
which discharges into the river in the EE/CA 
Reach; and former oxbow areas A, B, and C, 
which abut the river in the EE/CA Reach. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
has determined that a removal action is needed 
to address unacceptable risks or threats to 
human health and ecological receptors in the 
Upper Reach of the Housatonic River. This 
determination was documented in the 26 May 
1998 Combined Action and EE/CA Approval 
Memorandum (Action Memorandum). 

EX situ treatment. 
Ex situ containment/disposal. 

The technologies considered for each response 
action were evaluated with respect to the criteria 
of implementability, effectiveness, and cost, as  
identified in the EPA Guidance on Conducting 
Non-Time-Critical Removal Actions under CERCLA. 
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REMOVALALTERNATIVES 
Three base alternatives for the removal of 
contaminated soil and sediment were developed 
for detailed analysis: 

Base Alternative 1,Wet Excavation-This 
alternative involves the removal of 
contaminated material from the river without 
river diversion. 

Base Alternative 2, Dry Excavation: 
Sheetpiling (except in cobble reaches where 
Pumping Bypass will be used)--This 
alternative involves removal of contaminated 
material from dewatered (dry) portions of the 
river using river diversion. 

Base Alternative 3, Dry Excavation: 
Pumping Bypass for the Entire EE/CA 
Reach-This alternative is the same as Base 
Alternative 2, except that diversion of the river 
would occur by pumping river flow around 
removal areas. 

Four disposal alternatives for excavated soil and 
sediment (Disposal Options A through D) were 
developed and evaluated. 

Disposal Option A (Consolidation a t  GE with 
Disposal of Excess a t  Off-Site Facilities)- 
Excavated material will be staged, based on 
pre-construction sampling data, as either non- 
RCRA-regulated, TSCA-regulated, or RCRA- 
regulated waste. TSCA- and RCRA-regulated 
waste (approximately 14,900 yd3) and 
approximately 35,100 yd3 of non-RCRA/non- 
TSCA regulated waste will be disposed of at  the 
GE On-Plant Consolidation Areas. The 
remaining waste soils, estimated at  43,400 yd3, 
will be sent to an off-site disposal facility. The 
estimated cost of Disposal Option A is $13.1 
million. 

Disposal Option B (Off-Site Disposal of All 

Excavated Material)--This alternative is 

effective and implementable. The estimated 

cost of Disposal Option B is $29.0 million. 


Disposal Options C (Thermal Desorption 
Treatment with Off-Site Disposal) and D 
(Solvent Extraction Treatment with Off-Site 
Disposal)-These disposal options would be 
conducted on GE's plant site. Both treatment 
processes are effective and implementable for 

the removal of organic constituents from soil. 
Potential hazards associated with these 
treatment processes (e.g., chemical exposure or 
air emissions) can be minimized by managerial 
and engineered controls. The estimated costs of 
Options C and D are respectively $55.3 million 
and $44.4 million. 

The recommended alternative consists of a 
modified Base Alternative 2, Sheetpiling and 
Pumping Bypass, along with Disposal Option A. 
The recommended alternative was chosen based 
on what EPA believes to be the most effective and 
efficient approach to remediation in the EE/CA 
Reach. 

In addition to the recommended alternative, it is 
proposed to allow the removal Contractor or EPA 
the flexibility to adjust field operations to take 
advantage of the Contractor's capabilities and 
experience as well as  experience gained in 
observing the removal action in the Upper Reach 
0.5-Mile Removal currently being performed by 
GE. One of the other excavation alternatives 
approved in the EE/CA could be implemented in 
instances where the Contractor can show, after 
EPA approval, that this alternative is a more 
effective and efficient approach to remediation. 

The following subsections provide details on 
implementing the recommended alternative in 
specific subreaches of the EE/CA Reach. 

Lyman Street t o  North of Elm Street (Transect 
64 to  Transect 96): Sheetpiling 

Beginning at  the Lyman Street Bridge, 
sheetpiling would be installed from Transect 64 
downstream to Transect 96 (Figure 2). Because 
sheetpiling cannot be installed under the Lyman 
Street Bridge, wet excavation, with in-stream 
diversion, is proposed for under the bridge. 

Sheetpiling is proposed for this section primarily 
because the river abuts Oxbows A, B, and C. 
These oxbows were filled in with material from 
the GE plant site and are contaminated with 
PCBs. GE is required under the Consent Decree 
to further characterize the extent of 
contamination in these oxbows. Based on 
conditions encountered during the removal 
activities in the Upper Reach 0.5-Mile Removal, 
an unexpected source of nonaqueous phase 
liquid (NAPL) could be encountered. 

EPA believes that sheetpiling will provide better 
excavation control in the smaller cells if NAPL is 
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found. If further bank sampling, currently in 
progress, determines that encountering NAPL is 
unlikely, then pumping bypass will be an allowed 
alternative. However, if the additional sampling 
indicates the possible presence of NAPL, then 
additional excavation may be necessary. The 
need for additional excavation and associated 
costs will be addressed in the final Action 
Memorandum. 

North of Elm Street to North of Pomeroy 
Avenue (Transect 96 to Transect 168): 
Pumping Bypass 

Pumping bypass is recommended from Transect 
96 to Transect 168 (Figure 2), because it is the 
alternative that best accommodates the difficult 
conditions of this portion of the EE/CA Reach. 
From Transect 96 to the Elm Street Bridge, the 
factors that make it difficult to install sheetpiling 
or to use wet excavation are the steep slopes, the 
water depth, and the location of homes and 
businesses in this area. 

In the section of river below the Elm Street 
Bridge to about Transect 154 (the cobble reach), 
sheetpile installation would not be possible 
because of the steep slopes, rapid river flow, and 
shallow depth to bedrock. 

From Transect 154 to Transect 168, the river 
consists of residential properties on both sides. 
Sheetpiling is not recommended between these 
transects because of the limited access. Access 
requirements for pumping bypass are less than 
for sheetpiling and, therefore, will result in 
slightly less impact to the residents. Although 
wet excavation is possible for this section, this 
option presents a greater risk of allowing 
sediments to migrate downstream. 

North of Pomeroy Avenue to the Confluence 
of the East and West Branches (Transect 168 
to Confluence): Sheetpiling 

Sheetpiling is recommended from Transect 168 
to the confluence with the West Branch, except 
under the Pomeroy Avenue Bridge where wet 
excavation will be used (Figure 2). Bypass 
pumping could also be used in this section, 
including under the Pomeroy Avenue Bridge. 
However, the discharge for the bypass pump 
operation will have to be constructed below the 
confluence with or in the West Branch of the 
Housatonic River. 

Wet excavation is not recommended below 
Transect 168 because water depth begins to 
increase, making the depth of excavation and 
sediment movement more difficult to control. The 
proximity to the confluence also presents a 
potential problem in trying to contain any 
movement of fines within the EE/CA Reach 
during the removal activities. 

Disposal Recommendation 

Disposal Option A is recommended. In addition, 
to reduce the volume of material sent to an off- 
site disposal facility, EPA recommends that an 
evaluation be performed to determine whether 
the sediments removed from the cobble reach 
can be screened effectively and efficiently to 
remove the cobbles (stone larger than 2 inches in 
diameter). The cobbles then can be mechanically 
cleaned or power washed and returned to the 
river. This could reduce the volume of soils sent 
off-site by as much as 5,000 yd3 or even more. 
The screening operation could also be used 
during excavation in other parts of the streambed 
if significant amounts of cobble are found. 

Disposal Options B, C, and D are not 
recommended due mainly to higher costs and the 
availability of on-plant consolidation space at the 
GE facility. 

The estimated cost for the recommended 
alternative is $40.7 million. This cost includes a 
base alternative cost of $27.6 million and an 
Option A disposal cost of $13.1 million. In 
accordance with the Action Memorandum 
Guidance Document (OSWER Directive 9360.3- 
0l),these costs will be increased in the fmal 
Action Memorandum by 20% for contingency 
costs ($8.1 million) as well as an adjustment for 
EPA costs ($1.5 million). Costs in the fmal Action 
Memorandum may be further increased based on 
the results of the supplemental investigations 
and upon any NAPL response actions. 

The recommended remedy will take 
approximately 3 to 5 years to complete based on 
observations of progress on the first 0.5-mile 
reach and depending on weather conditions and 
unanticipated field conditions. Work on the 1.5- 
mile reach cannot begin until GE has completed 
excavation in the 0.5-mile reach, which is 
currently projected for June 200 1. 

MKOl IO:\RPT\20064037.1 OO\CRP\EECAAFACT.DOC 10127100 
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Process for Addressing Residential Properties 

Which may have received Fill Materials 


From the General Electric Company 


July 19,2000 

Introduction: 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is clarifying and revising its 
process for communicating with and involving owners of properties in and around Pittsfield that may 
have received contaminated fill materials that originated at the General Electric (GE) facility. These 
revisions are not intended to change the requirements of any Administrative Consent Order or the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). 

The purpose of this document is to outline the process that DEP will use for the GEIPittsfield 

Residential Fill Property Project. By issuing this document, DEP intends to improve 

communications between property owners, GE, and DEP, and to clarify a property owner's 

opportunities to provide input to DEP and GE as hisfher property moves through 

investigation/cleanup. The process outlined below is flexible; it may be modified on a case-by-case 

basis, as the relevant parties agree. 


DEP does not address specific access agreement language or compensation issues in this 

document, as these are matters initially between the property owner and GE. In existing and 

proposed revised Administrative Consent Orders, GE is required to make a good faith effort to obtain 

access to perform response actions. 


This information is available in alternate format by calling our ADA Coordinator a t  (617) 574-6872, 

436 Dwight Street Springfield. Massachusetts 01 103. FAX (413) 784-1 149 TDD (413 ) 746-6620 Telephone (413) 784-1 100 a Printed on Recycled Paper 
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'' Process for Addressing Residential Fill Properties 

I. Determinin~ Which Properties Get Sampled 

A. Initial Notice 

Upon initial notice to or from a property owner that hisher property may contain contaminated 
fill, DEP will provide the owner with general information about PCBs, a "Question and Answer" 
document regarding the GEResidential Fill Property Project (Q&A), a summary of this "process" 
document, and a list of DEP, GE and local citizen group contacts. DEP will provide any or all of 
this information to any interested party upon request. 

B. DEP Review 

Upon being contacted, DEP reviews all available information regarding a property, and makes an 
initial decision as to whether there is credible information that fill from GE's Pittsfield facility ("GE 
fill") was brought to the property. If the initial caller is not the current property owner, DEP will 
contact the current owner to discuss the information. DEP will identify whether the property 
warrants sampling. Typically, the properties fall into one of three general categories: 

General Categories of Information 
Credible information of GE fill on the 
property (including, but not limited to, 
first-hand knowledge, observation of 
certain types of GE-related debris in 
the soil, or other credible information). 

Obvious or likely fill on the property, 
but not necessarily linked to the GE 
facility (including, but not limited to, 
observation of residential trash or 
coallwood ash debris in soil, indication 
of fill by the lay of the land). 

No knowledge of fill on the property, 
but caller is concerned and wants to 
have property sampled to be sure. 

DEP Determination of Next Steps 
For properties that have credible 
information of GE fill, DEP sends a 
"Request for EvaluatiodInvestigation" 
letter to GE indicating the need to 
evaluate the information and sample the 
property. 
For these properties, DEP decides the 
likelihood that fill material came from the 
GE facility, and refers some properties 
with a likely GE connection to GE for 
evaluation/investigation. Some properties 
may not be immediately referred, as DEP 
gathers more information. Some 
properties are not referred to GE because 
of a lack of information (See 3 below). 
Most of these properties are not referred 
to GE, unless additional information is 
discovered. These remain in DEP's 
database, and DEP informs the owner 
that DEP will not require sampling at this 
time. 

For any property not referred to GE (and not sampled by DEP or EPA), DEP will provide 
the property owner with information on contacting the Berkshire Environmental Fund 
(BEF) for sampling. BEE; was established in 2000 as a result of a settlement agreement 
between the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and GE. BEF funding is available for 
Community Improvement Grants, Educational Grants, and Sampling Grants. 
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C. Upon DEP's referral to GE 

1. Interview 

GE will schedule a meeting at the property with DEP, GE, and the property owner 
(and the initial caller if not the property owner) to interview the property owner and 
inspect the property. GE provides, in writing, to DEP the information collected at the 
meeting, which typically includes a standardized interview form completed by GE, 
based on the interview, and reviewed and signed by the owner. 

2. 	 GE's Sampling Determination 

After the interview meeting, GE will determine whether it believes there is sufficient 
credible evidence of GE fill on the property and, if so, will sample the property. For 
any property where GE questions the level of credible information of GE fill and 
declines to sample after the interview process and discussions with DEP, if DEP still 
believes there is credible information of GE fill on the property, DEP will either 
require GE to sample, request EPA to sample, andlor will perform the sampling itself. 
If PCBs are present at levels greater than 2 ppm, DEP will generally require GE to 
continue the investigation. DEP will inform the owner of these events. 

11. 	 Plannin~and Schedul in~  Sampling: 

When GE samples a property: 

A. 	GE will submit an initial sampling plan to DEP and the property owner for DEP's approval. 
DEP will provide the owner 10 days to submit hisher comments.' If sample locations or 
depths do not correspond with the owner's areas of concern, or the owner has any other 
comments, the owner should comment to DEP within the 10-day comment period. DEP will 
incorporate the comments, as appropriate, into DEP's approval of the initial sampling plan. 

B. Upon receiving approval from DEP (such approval may be verbal), GE will schedule the 
sampling crew, call Dig Safe, and obtain Conservation Commission approval for sampling (if 
necessary). Also, it has been GE's practice to send the owner a proposed access agreement to 
allow GE and its contractor access to the property for sampling purposes only. GE will notify 
the property owners at least 24 hours in advance of the sampling crew arriving on the 
property. The property owner may request more advance notice if they so desire. 

C. Sampling generally takes place within one month of DEP's approval of the sampling plan. 

D. GE will provide at least seven (7) days notice to a property owner if the property is reasonably 
expected to be discussed at a Conservation Commission meeting or other municipal or public 
hearing. DEP will notify the property owner at least seven (7) days prior to any such meeting 
held by DEP. 

I DEP will consider all comment periods (for property owners referenced in this document) to start on the day after the date of 
the relevant document. 
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111. Reporting and Review of Sampling Results 

Sample results are reported as follows: 

For all properties sampled, GI3 will generate a report and a map of the property with the PCB 
data and sample locations shown on the map, and a written description of the sampling event. 
This report is sent to DEP and the property owner, generally within 45 days of the samples 
being collected. GE will attach a cover letter with the sample results sent to the property 
owner, and a short description of what step(s) GE proposes to take next. DEP will provide the 
owner a 10-day comment period from the day the owner receives the plan in which to provide 
comments to DEP.~ 

Within the 10-day comment period, DEP will call the property owner to discuss the results. If 
additional sampling is necessary, DEP will discuss the proposed sample locations with the 
property owner. 

DEP will incorporate the property owner's comments, as appropriate, into DEP7s approval of 
the second sampling plan. DEP may verbally approve this plan, with or without 
modifications, and will do so as soon as possible after receipt of the property owner's input or 
the 10-day comment period, whichever comes first. 

If PCBs are not detected over 2 ppm in any sample, DEP typically requires no further 
sampling. In that event, the owner will have a 10-day comment period to provide comments 
to DEP. Nonetheless, even if no additional sampling or other response actions are required, 
DEP would require additional sampling if and when new information is discovered which 
would indicate that an area of potential fill was not sampled adequately. 

IV. Delineation of PCB Contamination 

The above process of sampling and reporting may be repeated until DEP believes the extent of 
PCB contamination over 2 ppm is defined at the property. For an average-sized residential 
property, this may involve three (3) or four (4) separate sampling events, unless the initial 
sampling covers the entire property. If sampling shows contamination on adjacent properties, 
the sample reports and plans may be grouped together, so a property owner may continue to get 
sample reports showing results on these adjacent properties, even though sampling on hislher 
own property may be completed. 

V. Evaluating PCB Data and Averaging 

A. 	 M e n  the extent of PCB contamination has been delineated on a property, GE determines 

(subject to DEP approval) if the average PCB levels are above 2 ppm in two (2) depth 

intervals (the "exposure areas"): 1) the top 1 ' of soil; and, 2) depths greater than 1 ' below 

grade to the bottom of the contamination. 


If PCBs are detected at over 10 ppm in a surficial soil sample (the sample closest to the surface within 0 -12" from grade), 
DEP and/or GE will call the property owner (prior to GE's written report) to explain the results and discuss what activities will 
follow (typically, generation of a written report and additional sampling). 
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B. If the average PCB level is below 2 ppm in each of the two exposure areas, and there are no 
"hot spots" as defined in the MCP, GE may submit a Class B Response Action Outcome 
(RAO) statement to DEP with a copy to the property owner (see the Q&A document for this 
project for a definition of a hot spot). A Class B RAO means the cleanup standard is already 
met without performing further response actions, and that the property is safe for unrestricted 
residential use. Prior to DEP's decision whether to approve the RAO, DEP will provide a 30- 
day comment period for the property owner to contact DEP with any comments. Upon 
request, DEP and GE would meet with the property owner to discuss the RAO. DEP will 
approve or deny the RAO submittal after the 30-day comment period. DEP will send a copy 
of its decision to the property owner. 

If the average PCB level is above 2 ppm in either depth interval, or there is a hot spot, GE will 
submit a Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) for soil removal to meet DEP's cleanup 
standard. For PCBs, the cleanup standard is an average of 2 ppm PCBs in both exposure 
areas. DEP will provide the owner with 10 days to comment on the R A W  prior to any DEP 
decision to approve it. DEP will also call the property owner to ask if the owner has any 
comments or questions. The R A W  will have proposed sample locations for non-PCB 
contaminants, and DEP may verbally approve these sample locations, with or without 
modifications, as soon as possible after discussing the locations with the property owner. 
DEP will approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove the R A W ,  as appropriate. 

VI. Pre-mobilization Meeting(s1 

After DEP approves a R A W ,  but before any excavation work, GE will schedule a pre- 
mobilization meeting with the property owner and DEP to discuss the proposed remediation, 
logistics, restoration details, and to answer any questions. If significant issues remain unresolved 
after one pre-mobilization meeting and the subsequent documentation process, DEP may attend 
any additional meetings, answer questions, andor take other appropriate steps to help resolve 
those issues. 

The pre-mobilization meeting usually results in a list of restoration items to which GE and the 
property owner agree. GE typically confirms in writing the list of restorations, and the list may 
be referenced in any access agreement that the property owner and GE agree upon for the work 
on the property (this would be separate from a previous access agreement for GE to conduct 
sampling). 

VII. Remediation/Restoration 

A. 	Remediation work is scheduled and implemented after DEP approves the R A W  and GE 
obtains any necessary Conservation Commission permits. When the rough backfilling of 
excavated areas is completed, GE's contractor completes the final restoration work, including 
lawn replacement, plantings, trees, etc. DEP staff inspects the work regularly during 
remediation, restoration, and upon completion of restoration work. The property owner may 
request a meeting at the property at any time before, during and after the remediation and 
restoration work. DEP may temporarily halt work, if necessary, to address any serious 
matters. DEP encourages property owners to call DEP or GE immediately if a problem is 
perceived by the property owner at any point in the process. 
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B. 	 GE will make a reasonable effort to determine the drainage characteristics of an owner's 
property prior to remediation work, and should assure that the drainage of the restored 
property is comparable to the conditions that existed prior to remediation. If drainage at the 
property was not adequate prior to remediation, the property owner may work with GE to 
decide on what improvements, if any, may be performed during restoration work, although 
GE is not obligated to improve the drainage characteristics on a property over pre- 
remediation conditions. 

VIII. Final Inspections, Final Documentation/RAO 

A. A final inspectiodmeeting will be scheduled soon after the majority of the restoration work 
has been completed. At a minimum, GE's representatives should be present, and DEP will 
attend if requested to do so by the property owner or GE. Any outstanding issues will be 
documented and followed up by the appropriate contact person. 

B. 	 After cleanup and restoration are complete, GE will submit a Class A RAO statement to the 
property owner and DEP, for DEP's approval. The Class A RAO is the comprehensive, final 
documentation required by DEP for a property that is cleaned up, and it documents that any 
GE fill-related contamination remaining after the cleanup presents no significant risk to 
human health or the environment. Prior to DEP's decision whether to approve the RAO, DEP 
will provide the owner with 30 days to comment. DEP will approve or deny the RAO 
submittal, as appropriate, after the 30-day comment period. DEP will send a copy of its 
approval letter to the property owner. 

IX. Periodic Inspections of Restored Properties 

GE will inspect all plantings, trees, lawns, driveways, sidewalks and any other restored items at 
least two (2) times per year (spring and fall) for two (2) years after the completion of the project. 
GE will notify the property owner prior to the inspection, and will schedule the inspection so that 
the property owner can be present, if the property owner so desires. If property owners observe 
problems with the restored items between inspections, they are encouraged to report these 
observations to GE or DEP, as soon as possible, and to request that a GE representative meet 
with the property owner and inspect the property. DEP will attend these meetings and 
inspections if requested by the property owner or GE. 

X. 	Dispute Resolution 

If GE invokes the Dispute Resolution provisions of the Administrative Consent Order (ACO) 
specific to a property owner's site, and the owner wants to participate in DEPYs resolution of the 
dispute, DEP will accommodate the owner's input, as appropriate, on a case-by-case basis (e.g., 
the owner's submission of written comments to DEP and/or by verbal cornments conveyed 
during a meeting with the owner) consistent with the ACO process. Also, if a property owner 
disagrees with a DEP decision or proposed decision after having commented and discussed the 
matter with DEP, and desires further DEP review, DEP will provide the owner with an 
opportunity to review such decision with DEP senior management. 
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,2/ EPA EPA New England 


Cleanup of Berkshire County & Housatonic River off to Strong Start 

Progress Update: March 1,2000 
 -

After decades of unacceptable delay, the cleanup of PCB contamination in Berkshire County and 
the Housatonic River is well underway. Enormous, progress has been made in the past two years 
on the cleanup of the river, the GE plant site and numerous other properties in Pittsfield. Most of 
these achievements are a direct result of two years of settlement negotiations and the subsequent 
lodging of a proposed Consent Decree in federal court last fall. Listed below are a few of the 
highlights: 

* Cleanup of First Half-Mile of the Housatonic: Cleanup work in the first half-mile of the 
river began last October, just days after the Consent Decree was lodged in federal court for 
public comment. Slated for completion by May 2001, the cleanup is designed to remove PCB-
coatambated sediments, prevent downstream transport of PCBs, improve the river as a habitat 
for fish and wildlife and allow for safe recreational use of ihe river. To date, GE has removed 
more than 1,500 cubic yards of river sediments, 400 cubic yards of contaminated bank soils and 
trcated 10million gallons of river water. Jump starting the cleanup before the court has even 
approved the Consent Decree is nearly unprecedented. 

* Source Control Work at  GE Plant Site: At EPA's direction, GE continues to move forward 
with work to investigate and eliminate all potential sources of contamination to the river firom its 
Pittsfield property and other filled oxbow properties that abut the river. Extensive subsurface 
investigations and evaluations have been conducted along the section of river that abuts the GE 
property and the former oxbows. This new and improved source control program included the 
installation of more than 80 additional soils borings/monitoring wells, the construction and 
enhancement of several oil recovery systems and the installation of containment barriers to 
prevent any oil from entering the Housatonic. The Consent Decree includes provisions requiring 
GE to also address any new discoveries of oil that could potentially impact the river. In 1999 
alone, this program resulted in 40,000 gallons of oil being removed and 50 million gallons of 
groundwater being treated. EPA will require GE to continue extracting and containing oil until 
we are satisfied that oil will not enter the river. 

* Cleanup of Next 1% Miles of River: At today's Citizens Coordinating Council meeting, EPA 
will present a draft report about cleanup alternatives for the next 1 K miles of the Housatonic 
between Lyman Street and the confluence of the river's East and West Branches. Actual work 
will begin after the first K-mile is cleaned up. The report, known as an Engineering 
EvaluationlCost Analysis (EEICA), focuses on various engineering options for removing 
contaminants and the costs. EPA prepared the repod after collecting and analyzing hundreds of 
water, sediment and banksoil samples in and along the river. Following extensive public input 
and review from EPA Headquarters and other government agencies, EPA will propose a 
preferred removal action this summer. The proposal will be subject to a formal 30-day public 
comment period before a final decision is made. 



* Allendale School Cleanup: This unprecedented cleanup last summer resulted in the removal 
of 41,000 cubic yards of contaminated soils from the school's backyard and a restoration that has 
made the playground an attraction to both children and adults. Most importantly, all of the 
contaminated soil work was done through the summer school vacation and not one day of school 
was lost as a result. 

* Residential Property Cleanups: In the past two years, more than 100resideiitial properties in 
Pittsfield have been cleaned up under MA-DEP supervision. GE is scheduled to clean up an 
additional 29 properties during the upcoming construction season. A GE-financed h d  of more 
than $1 miliion will soon be avaiiable to property owners fo 
The b d ,  which is being administered by four community 
Environmental Trust, will be used in situations where GE would not otherwise be required to 
sample. 

* Redevelopment Work at GE Property: GE has begun demolishing many of the property's 
most unsightly features, including several tanks along Silver Lake Boulevard, large smokestacks 
used by the old powerhouse and a utility bridge that extended over East Street. Large scale 
demolition is slated to take place through next year, after which time new modern business 
facilities will be built, much of it at GE's expense. The City 0: Pittsfield and the Pittsfield 
Economic Development Authority have already attracted some prospective tenants, including EV 
Workwide, an electrical vehicle manufacturer that is expected to use the site and provide 
upwiirds of 1,000 jobs over the next five years. 

Errusaronic Zver  investiguiiofia aud Ksk SLdic~ :ETA b ~ d i i l i i r ; ~iu i i & ~p i i i g C 6 6  Cjii d 

massive effort to investigate the river below the confluence of the East and West Branches. This 
work will continue over the next year. The result will be a better understanding of potential 
health and ecological risks posed by PCB contamination, the ability to predict the river's 
recovery given certain cleanup scenarios and, ultimately, a decision on how to best clean up the 
rest of the river. 

* Public Participation: Early in the settlement negotiations with GE, EPA insisted on forming a 
Citizens Coordinating Council so that the public would have a forum for assisting the agency in 
fkture cleanup decisions. The 36-member group that was formed in the fall of 1998 has been very 
valuable in providing a diverse range of community opinions, some of which resulted in 
substantive changes between the "agreement in principle" and the final agreement proposed last 
fall. EPA expects the CCC will continue to play a valuable role in helping to critique EPA and 
GE cleanup proposals over the next several years. EPA has worked long and hard to make sure 
the community's interests were well represented, as evidenced by the prompt cleanup of 
Allendale School and the jump-start of the half-mile river cleanup. 
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The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

Executive Office of Wealth and Human Services 
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250 Washington Street, Boston, MA 021 08-461 9 
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SECRETARY 
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Bureau of Environmental Health Assessment: 
Activities in Berkshire County 

(as of atober 1W9) 

Housatonic River Area PCB Exposure Assessment Studv (released September 1997) 

This report is an exposure assessment survey of randomly selected South Berkshire County households 
located near the Housatonic River. The study included 800 households with 1,529 individuals. From 
this, i 20 individuals, whose survey responses indicated greatest opportunity for exposure, were selected 
for serum PCB testing and 69 participated. Following this, the study was opened up to volunteers 
throughout Berkshire County. Sixty-five households, including 126 individuals participated in the 
survey, and of these, 79 had serum PCB testing. The exposure assessment and the volunteer studies 
found that the average PCB serum levels among participants was 4.49 ppb and 5.77 ppb, respectively. 
These results are generally within the normal background range for non-occupationaIly exposed 
individuals in the U.S. Older age, Frequent fish consumption, and occupationai exposure were factors that 
contributed to higher serum PCB levels. 

Hotline Follow-UR Report: 1-800-240-4266 

In the summer of 1997, residential properties, schools, playgrounds, and other properties were discovered 
to contain PCB contaminated fill. In response to health concerns, MDPH established a toll free hot line 
number. Through this hotline, MDPH provides an ongoing service to answer residents' questions about 
PCBs and provide exposure assessment interview and blood test to those who are interested in knowing 
their serum PCB level. To date, approximately 160 people have had blood tests performed. A report will 
be developed summarizing the results. 

Public Health Assessments 

Public health assessments are comprehensive tools to evaluate relevant environmental data, health 
outcome data, and community concerns associated with the site where hazardous substances (mainly 
PCBs for this site) have been released. The goal of a public health assessment is to identify populations 
for which more extensive pubic health actions or studies are indicated. MDPH, with funding support 
from the U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), is developing public health 
assessment reports for ten separate areas of the GE site. These will be released for public comment 
during 2000. 



Descri~tiveCancer Anaivsis 

MDPH is conducting a small area analysis of cancer incidence in the Housatonic River Area communities 
using information from the Massachusetts Cancer Registry. For this project, the cancers of greatest 
concern relative to PCB exposures as well as cancers found to have been elevated in the past will be 
evaluated (e.g. bladder cancer, liver cancer, breast cancer, and non-Hodgkin's lymphoma) for the towns 
of Pittsfield, Lenox, Lee, Stockbridge and Great Barrington. Mapping will be done, and observations of 
time and geographic area will be made including an analysis of temporal and geographic trends. 

PCB Expert Panel Meeting 

An independent panel of national experts convened by the Executive Office of Health and Human 
Services, which met in January 1999. The charge to the Panel was to review, assess, and summarize the 
most up-to-date published and ongoing research on PCBs and public health, with special emphasis on the 
latest information on typical levels in the U.S. of PCBs in blood serum and the public health significance 
of these levels; the adverse health outcomes (i.e., reproductive/developmental,cancer, neurotoxic and 
immunological effects) associated with exposure to PCBs; the relative importance of the human exposure 
pathways (such as air, water, soil, and food, including breast milk) and the interactions between PCBs and 
other chemicals. ?he final written report of the Expert Panel findings will be presented at a public 
meeting in Pittsfield. 

Berkshire Environment and Breast Cancer Pilot Studv 

Known risk factors for breast cancer only account for approximately 40% of all breast cancer cases. 
Exposure to xenoestrogens (compounds that mimic estrogen or affect estrogen production and 
metabolism) such as PCBs and DDE has been raised as a concern in the development of breast cancer. In 
light of this, MDPH and others have focused attention on the possible role certain environmental 
exposures may play in the development of this disease. This pilot study of newly diagnosed breast cancer 
patients and a healthy comparison group aims to addtess questions about how breast cancer, its treatment 
and other factors can affect the levels of PCBs and DDE in serum over time. 

Occupational Feasibilitv Study 
MDPH is currently evaluating the feasibility of conducting follow-up health studies of workers at the 
General Electric facility at Pittsfield, MA. The feasibility study has involved review of the availability of 
records of active, retired, and former employees; availability of information on work histories for 
individual employees that would allow for an exposure metric to be reliably developed; and a full 
discussion of limitations to determine whether epidemiologically meaningful results can be achieved. 

Education and Outreach 

MDPH staff have participated in a variety of efforts to inform the community about these important 
environmental health concerns. Some of these activities include: Grand Rounds at the Berhhire Medical 
Center and North Adarns Regional Hospital; establishment of an advisory committee; invited 
participation in topic-specific community forums; MDPH-sponsored community meetings to listen to 
residents' concerns. 

For more information, call 1-800-240-4266 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 
JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING 

t
e BOSTON,MASSACHUSETTS 02203-0001 

June 1998 

OFFICE OF THEFACT SHEET 

REGIONAL. ADMINISTRATOR 

Human Health Risk Evaluation and Ecological Risk 

Assessment Regarding PCB Contamination in Pittsfield 


SUMMARY 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's New England Office recently completed risk evaluations on human 
health and ecological impacts on a two-mile section of the Housatonic River. The two evaluations document the 
widespread prevalence and high concentrations of PCBs in and along the two-mile section of river and the 
sigruficant human health and environmental risks fkom exposure to those PCBs. 

Among the findings: 

* Young children and teenagers playing in and near portions of the river face mncancer risks that are 200 times 
greater t . 9EPA considers safe. Noncancer effects from PCBs may include liver and nervous system damage and 
developmental abnormalities, including lower IQs. 

* Teenagers growing up near portions of the river face a 1 in 1,000 cancer risk due to exposure to contaminated 
riverbank soils. 

* Fish collected in the river had PCB concentrations of up to 206 parts per million, among the highest levels ever 
found in the United States and 100 times higher thanthe limits set by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration. 

* 91 of 93 sediment samples taken in the Upper Reach of the river showed the presence of PCBs. 

These risk evaluations, which were peer revjewed and endorsed by EPA Headquarters, support EPA's position 
that the entire two-mile section of river may present an imminent and substantial endangennent to human health 
and the environment. These evaluations just@ removal actions for the Upper Reach section of the river. The 
actions also are based on data showing that previously cleaned-up floodplain areas are being recontaminated by 
PCBs from the river during routine flooding. 

HUMAN HEALTH RISK EVALUATION 

The Human Health Risk Evaluation, co-authored by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, 
examined cancer and noncancer risks to humans based on PCB contamination levels in river sediments, riverbank 
soils and backyard soils as well as consumption of fish caught in the river. 

The risk evaluation focused primarily on h d t h  risks from short-term PCB exposures - less than 10years of 
exposure. The study assumed exposure to PCB-contaminated sediments and soils when residents were walking, 
playing and sitting in and alongside the river. The exposure is primarily through skin contact with PCB- 
contaminated soil and sediments, and incidental ingestion of dust. 

The health risk evaluation concludes that there are sigmficant human health risks along the entire two-mile stretch 
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of river. Some of the highest human health risks are in the lower 1 % miles of the Upper Reach. This is due both to 
high PCB levels in this area - average PCB levels in shallow river sediments, for example, are nearly five times 
hgher downstream than in the first 1M-mile section - and higher exposure rates since portions of the lower section 
of river are more residential and more accessible than the top 1/2-mile section. 

Among the highlights in the human health risk evaluation: 

Noncancer Risks - Potential Effects such as Reproductive and Developmental Abnormalities (such as 
Lower IQs), Liver Damage, and Adverse Impacts on Nervous Systems 

* Young children playing for just one summer in the river in portions of the lower section - specifically, a 112-mile 
area between the Elm Street and Dawes Avenue Bridges - face noncancer risks 200 times hgher than the hazard- 
index level EPA considers safe. Ths estimated risk assumes exposure to PCBcontaminated surface sednnents in 
the river. PCB levels in this area averaged 89 parts per million, nearly five times higher than the 19 ppm average 
in the top 1/2-mile section between Newel1 and Lyman Streets. 

* Chldren, ages 5 to 12, who live or play alongside the river between the Elm Street and Dawes Avenue Bridges 
face noncancer risks 90 times higher than the hazard-index level EPA considers safe. This estimated risk assumes 
springtime and summertime exposure to PCBcontaminated riverbank soils and floodplain soils. 

* Teenagers who live or play alongside the river face noncancer risks 200 times higher than the hazard-index level 
EPA considers safe. This estimated risk assumes springtime and summertime exposure to PCBantaminated soils 
while walking and playing on the riverbanks in the vicinity of the GE plant between the Newel1 Street and Elm 
Street Bridges. 

* A nine-year-old child who consumes one meal of fish from the Housatonic River each week for just one summer 
faces noncancer risks about 900 times higher than the hazard-index level EPA considers safe. 

Cancer Risks 

* Some sections of the two-mile stretch of river pose an increased cancer risk beyond levels that EPA considers 
acceptable. As an example, teenagers who grow up alongside the river - in the vicinity of the Newel1 Street and 
Elm Street Bridges - face a 1 in a 1,000 cancer risk due to their exposure to contaminated riverbank soils. 

ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 

The Ecological Risk Assessment evaluated the environmental impacts PCBs are having on water quality and 
aquatic species along the two-mile Upper Reach section of the river. The assessment was based on recent surface 
water, sediment and-fish data collected by GE, EPA and the U.S. Geological Survey. 

* Of 93 sediment samples taken from the two-mile section of river, 91 showed the presence of PCBs, with the 
highest concentration being 905 parts per million. Sixty-two of the 93 samples had PCB concentrations that would 
cause severe impacts on most aquatic species. 

* Fish collected in the river had PCB concentrations of up to 206 parts per million. Based upon effects observed in 
other scientific studies, the ecological assessment concludes that the PCB levels would have adverse reproductive 
impacts on fish and on animals that rely heavily on fish in their diet such as heron and otter. 

* The EPA's Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) for PCBs in the middle part of the two-mile river section 
was exceeded in nine out of 10 months during a recent sampling period in 1996 and 1997. 
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3*-~D m4r$ 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ,- a *g REGION 1 

JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203-0001 


> 

June 4,1998 
OFFICE OF THE 

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR 

Dear Resident: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's New England Ofice recently completed risk 
evaluations on human health and ecological impacts on a two-mile section of the Housatonic River 
from the GE facility in Pittsfield to the river's confluence with the West Branch. The two evaluations 
document the widespread prevalence and high concentrations of PCBs in and along the two-mile 
section of river and the sigdicant human health and environmental risks from exposure to those 
PCBs. 

Among the findings: 

* Young children and teenagers playing in and near portions of the river face noncancer risks that 
are 200 times greater than EPA considers safe. Noncancer effects from PCBs may include liver and 
nervous system damage and developmental abnormalities, including lower IQs. 

* Teenagers growing up near portions of the river face a 1 in 1,000 cancer risk due to exposure to 
contaminated riverbank soils. 

* Fish collected in the river had PCB concentrations of up to 206 parts per million, among the 
highest levels ever found in the United States and 100 times higher than the limits set by the U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration. 

* 91 of 93 sediment samples taken in the Upper Reach of the river showed the presence of PCBs. 

The high levels of PCB contamination in the Upper Reach of the Housatonic are cause for prompt, 
thorough clean up action. They support EPA's position that the entire 2-mile section of river needs 
to be addressed. Nevertheless, they are not cause for widespread panic. Activities that present the 
most likely routes of exposure for Pittsfield residents to PCBs - touching or ingesting PCB- 
contaminated soil, or eating PCB-contaminated fish -can be avoided. The enclosed fact sheet will 
help you keep your families safe while the government and General Electric work on plans for 
cleaning up the contamination. 

While precautionary measures can be taken in the short term, the hazard should be eliminated so that 
the communitydoes not have to always be on guard. It is the EPA's concern for citizens' health that 
is driving the agency's actions to clean up the heavily contaminated 2-mile section of the Housatonic 
from the GE facility to the confluence of the East and West branches. 

This is also why EPA has issued an order to GE to begin this work. We have issued the order with 
a delayed effective date of August 14, 1998, so that GE will have an opportunity to do the work 
voluntarily. We will not put the order into effect before the August 14 date as long as GE meets the 
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work deadlines set out in the order and as long as they return to the negotiating table and negotiate 
in good f ~ t h  toward a comprehensive settlement that addresses the clean up of the river, clean up 
and redevelopment of the GE facility, and compensation for natural resource damages. 

For more information on PCB health effects or the recent human health and ecological risk 
assessments or more information regarding steps to clean up PCB contamination in Pittsfield, please 
contact us at 4 13-499-9325. 

We are dedicated to protecting the public health of the citizens of Pittsfield and remain committed 
to taking the steps necessary to achieve these goals. We appreciate your support and are happy to 
respond to any questions or comments you may have. 

Sincerely, 

John P. DeVillars 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosure 



The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has completed an evaluation of the health risks posed to the 
public from exposure to high levels of PCBs in the Housatonic River sediments, bank soils and flood plain 
soils. PCB contamination is present in the sediments, bank soils and flood plain soils in the upper 2-mile 
reach of the river, which runs from the GE facility in Pittsfield to the river's confluence with the West 
Branch. The risk evaluation focuses on potential exposures of children and teenagers to PCBs while walking 
and playing in and alongside this section of the river and concludes that there are unacceptably high health 
risks associated with these exposures. 

The EPA's River Order requires GE to remove the heavily contaminated sediments and bank soils in the first 
% mile of the Upper Reach. Removal of thepPCB contamination in this stretch of the Housatonic River is 
an essential step for protecting public health. This fact sheet highlights some of the key routes of exposure 
to contaminated sediments and soils along the 2-mile river section and suggests measures that should be 
taken to limit contact especially during the upcoming summer months. 

Children and teenagers walking, playing, climbing up and down the banks to the water's 


edge, fishing, swimming or wading in and along the 2-mile Upper Reach of the river may 


be exposed to PCB contaminated sediments and soils. 


PCB levels in fish from the Housatonic River are among the highest found in the country. 


There are three primary means through which people can be exposed to PCB contamination in and around 
the Housatonic River: 

El Eating fish from the river. 
El Children accidentally ingesting PCBs, for example by sticking hands covered with contaminated soils or 

sediments in their mouths. 
El Skin contacting contaminated soils and sediments long enough to absorb contamination. 

Precautions: 
Obey the fish consumption advisory for the Housatonic River and Silver Lake. Do not eat other wildlife such 

as frogs or turtles caught in the Housatonic River or Silver Lake. 

Minimize activity that could result in skin contact with PCB contaminated soil or sediments, for example, 

avoid climbing up and down the banks to the water's edge, swimming, wading, walking or playing in and 

alongside the river. 

Minimize skin contact with soils and sediments by wearing long-sleeved shirts, long pants and shoes. 

Promptly wash exposed skin, especially hands, with soap. 

Avoid tracking soil from this stretch of the river into your home. Clean your shoes thoroughly or leave them 

outside your house. 




PCBs: 
m 	 PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) are man-made chemicals used since 1926 in electric transformers as 

coolants and insulators. GE used PCBs for manufacturing and servicing electrical transformers at the 
Pittsfield facility from the 1930's through 1977. 
PCBs were released by GE directly into the river and the ground at the facility. PCBs in the ground have 
seeped into the river. 
PCBs are extremely persistent in the environment because they break down very slowly. 
Congress banned the manufacture and distribution of PCBs in 1977 because of evidence that PCBs 
build up in the environment and in humans and cause harmful effects. 

River Clean Up 
Actions: 
The following are the key elements of 
EPA's River Order, announced on June 
3,1998: 

C] GE must take measures to eliminate ongo- 
ing PCB contamination into the river from 
its Pittsfield facility. This order requires that 
this work begin by November 1,1998. 

C] GE must take measures to limit public ex- 
posure to contaminated sediments and Rood 
plain soils in the two-mile Upper Reach. The 
order requires work to begin by August 1, 
1998. 

a 	GE must remove PCB-contaminated river 
sediments and riverbank soils from the first 
'/Z mile stretch of the Upper Reach, between 
Newell and Lyman Streets. The order re- 
quires that this work begin no later thanJune 
1999. 

AII plans for the above activities will be 
presented to the community for public 
rwiew and comment. 

Even while these activities are taking 
place, EPA willbegin an engineering study 
for addressing the remaining 1% miles 
of the Upper Reach. The study will fo-
cus on  the various options for 
remediating contaminated sediments, 
riverbank and flood plain soils in this 
portion of the river. In early 1999 EPA 

Housatonic Rkw Upper Reach Removal Action 

Site Location Map 


will propose an appropriate action which For More Information: 
will be subject to public review and com- 
ment before a final decision is made. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (413) 499-9325 
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April 6,1998 GEPARegion 1, Mew England 

An Action Agenda for Economic and Environmental Recovery 

in Pittsfleld and Berkshire County 


EPA's Action Plarr hasfour critical elements: 

--	 Issuance of immediate enfbrcement orders necessary for public health protection. Thw 
orders -- backed by the fullforce of federal law and if necessary, federal funding -- will 
initiate critical clean up activities for the plant site, the first two miles of the Housatonic 
River downstream of the GE facility and ensure continued progress on the cleanup of 
contaminated residential and commercial properties. 

--	 The establishment of a Citizen Advisory Panel of citizens, area political, environmental and 
business leaders to inform and guide EPA's decision making throughout the clean-up and 
economic redevelopment process. 

--	 In partnershy with the city's political and business leaders, the submittal of a proposal to 
GE for conducting clean-up and redevelopment activities at the GE site separate from the 
Superfund process. 

--	 Continuation of the Superfund listing process and other authorities to insure an 
expeditious clean-up of the river, a fast track for site redevelopment, and the 
comprehensive restoration of the natural resources damaged by PCB contamination. 

IMMEDIATE ENFORCEMENT ORDERS 

The first element of EPA's four part action plan is a seriesof immediate enforcement orders for 
the plant site and the river as well as the expectation of aggressive voluntary actions by GE. The 
details include: 



Housatonic River 

By May 15, EPA will order GE to immediately undertake the following activities: 

--	 Elimination or control of a l l  actual or potential sources of contamination to the 
Housatonic River, including hot spot remediation at the plant site; 

--	 Excavation of contaminated river and river bank sediments in a two mile stretch of the 
Housatonic beginning at the GE facility (Newell Street bridge) to the confluence of the 
river (the confluence of the West and East branches of the Housatonic River); and, 

--	 Remediation of contaminated soils for the contaminated floodplain properties in that same 
two mile stretch. 

If GE refuses to comply with this order, EPA is prepared to undertake these activities on its own 
and ask the Department of Justice to seek recov'ery of money EPA spends, plus up to three times 
that amount in damages fiom the company as well as impose penalties of up to $27,500 per day for 
failure to comply on GE's part. 

Thejustification for the order requiring this work is based on recent EPA sampling data that 
indicates high levels of PCBs exist in flood deposited-soils in floodplain residential properties. 
Even higher levels have been found in riverbank sediments. This data also indicated that, even 
without recent flooding, a previously GE-remediated area has been recontaminated with PCBs. 

Continued Aggressive Action to Identifv and Remediate Residential Ffll Properties 

EPA has collected 700 soil and sediment samples in the past eight months. GE has committed to 
begin, on April 10, cleanup of nine contaminated properties on Longfellow Avenue, and has 
proposed cleanup of another 45-60 residences by the end of this construction season. Should the 
company fail to follow through on this commitment, EPA will issue enforcement orders to GE to 
clean up residential properties contaminated with PCBs that pose a public health riskor, if 
necessary, conduct the work itself and ask the Department of Justice to seek recovery of money 
EPA spends, plus up to three times that amount in damages from the company as well as impose 
penalties of up to $27,500 per day for failure to comply on GE's part. 



Beginning in May 1998, EPA will sample, or order GE to sample, residential properties for the 
presence of PCBs. EPA and DEP are currently compiling information about past GE fillpractices 
to prioritize properties for sampling. 

Allendale School 

Beginning April 20, under EPA and state supervision, GE has agreed to remove PCB-
contaminated soil &om the Allendale school playground where PCBs were found outside the 
temporary cap. 

By the end of the summer, a feasibility study will be completed to i denw long-term options for a 
perrnanent remedy at the Allendale SchooL Construction of the final solution will be completed 
during the 1999 summer school vacation, and will follow a public comment period in the fall of 
1998. 

If GE refuses to honor its commitment to clean up this property, EPA will undertake these 
activities on its own and ask the Department of Justice to seek recovery of money EPA spends for 
the cleanup. 

Newell Street Commercial Promrties 

ByMay 15,EPA will complete a risk analysis of PCB contarnination of the Newell Street 
properties. If necessary, EPA will order GE to perform short-term cleanup measures at those 
properties should it be determined they pose a risk to public health. 

. Silver Lake 

EPA is currently analyzing results of March 30 sampling of Silver W e  to determine if bank soil 
and sediment excavation is necessary to protect public health. EPA will issue an order to GE to 
conduct cleanup at the lalce should the outcome of the analysis so warrant. 



CITIZEN ADWSOR Y PANEL 

Based on the agency's community involvement model developed for the clean-up of the 
Massachusetts Military Reservation on Cape Cod, EPA will, in close coordination with Mayor 
Doyle and City Council President Hickey, within the next month, convene a Community Advisory 
Panel comprised of knowledgeable, committed Berkshire County citizens to ensure that citizen 
concerns are hlly incorporated into the key environmental decisions that will be made by the 
agency. The board will be comprised of business, environmental, community and political leaders 
&om Pittsfield, South Berkshire County, and Connecticut. 

REDEVELOPMENT OF THE GE PLANT SITE 

EPA and the other government agencies share the city's goal for redevelopment of the GE site. 

Within the next two weeks EPA, with N1input from the city's political, business and community 
leaders, will submit to GE a proposed redevelopment plan and timetable for the future use of the 
GE Pittsfield site. It is likely that the plan will include: 

--	 Fair and responsible cleanup standards; 

--	 Identification of specific parcels of GE property that can be transferred to the city for 
redevelopment; and, 

--	 Liability protection sufticient to allow for property transfer and redevelopment. 

SUPERFUND LI'STING 

EPA wiU proceed with the process for the Listing of the Housatonic River and the General Electric 
facility in Pittsfield on the Superfund National Priorities List. Over the next several months, EPA 
will continue to solicit public comments on the listing, and consider and respond to those 
comments. 



ADDITIONAL INFOWA TION 

GE's 245 acre Pittsfield site and the Howtonic River from Pittsfield to the Long Island Sound 
are contarnha& with PCBs &om GE's Pittsfield facility. The twelve miles of river and flood 
plains immediately south of the Pittsfield plant site are the most heavily contaminated river and 
flood plain areas. It is anticipated that most of the river and flood plain remediation will take 
place in this twelve milr: stretch. To date, nearly 100 residential and commercial properties in 
Pittsfield havealso been identified as in need of environmental remediation. A fish consumption 
advisory for the Housatonic River is in effect for nearly 100 miles downriver of the Pittsfield site. 

The work called for under the EPA Action Plan is estimated to result in several hundred million 
dollars of enviro%mental and economic investment by GE in Pittsfield and Berkshire County and 
result in h u n W  of construction and remediation jobs.over the next few years. 

PCBs, the production and distribution of which were banned by EPA in 1979, are a probable 
human carcinogen PCBs pose special risks to pregnant women and have been linked to lower 
IQs in children and with problems with intellsctual function, the nervous system, the immune 
system, the reproductive system and premature births. 
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,2- cJ US EPA and MA DEP I 

\ I ; /  ENVIRONMENTAL UPDATE I
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'T 

for the 

The U S  Env~ronmen ta l  
Protection Agency and MA 
Department of Environmental 
Protection are working to 
address PCB contamination in 
the Berkshires. This update is 
the first in a series to keep 
citizens informed of our 
progress. The focus of this 
update is the cleanup of 
residential properties. 

:ontacts Relat ive to 
qesidential Fill Properties: 

US EPA 

3ryan Olson 

517-573-5747 

'reject Manager 


Stephanie Cart 
31 7-223-5593 
'roject Manager 

kngela Bonarrigo 
61 7-565-2501 
Community lnvolvement 
Coordinator 

Toll Free: 1 -888-EPA-7341 

MA DEP 

Anna Symington 

41 3-784- 1 100 ~ 2 4 3  
Acting Section Chief 

Adam Wright 
41 3-784-1 100 x 292 
Project Manager 

Al Weinberg 
413-784-1 100 ~ 2 2 0  
Deputy Regional Director 

Toll Free. 1-888-VIOLATE 

Residential Fi l l  Properties 

Investigative Process 


What to Expect as a 

Homeowner 


€PA and DEP recently 
discovered that some of the fill 
given away by General Electric 
in past years was contaminated 
with PCBs. We are now 
working to identify properties 
that received contaminated fill. 
If you have questions or 
concerns about a property, 
please call the contacts listed to 
the left. To learn what happens 
when you call with a concern 
about contaminated fill, read 
on: 

Potential Fill Area is  

Identified 


DEP and €PA learn about 


( 
 Department of 

Envi~onrnentsl Protection 

properties which may have 
received GE fill in the past 
through calls made directly to 
DEP or to DEP's hotline(l-888- 
VIOLATE), historical records, 
and conversat ions with 
residents. 

Evaluation of the Property 
The initial evaluation of a 
property typically includes an 
interview with the owner and a 
walk around the property. Based 
on what is learned in the 
interview, DEP determines i f  it is 
necessary to sample the 
property In some cases. 
sarnpl~ngIS unnecessary and the 
interview IS all that takes 
place. During the interview, 
DEP staff ask the following: 

continued on p 2 

Soil removal at Longfellow 



Properties, conf 'd from p. 1 
Why do you suspect that fill 
from GE is  on the property? 
For example; Did you observe 
the actual "filling" of the 
property? Did you hear about it 
from a neighbor or previous 
owner? Is there something 
about the physical nature of the 
property that leads you to 
believe it has been filled? 

When was the fil l brought to 
the property and where did 
the fill come from? We can 
compare this information with 
information that we already 
have about when and how fill 
from GE was distributed. 

What materials comprise the 
fill? Objects such as scrap 
metal, broken porcelain 
insulator parts, and wood 
block flooring often appear in 
fill from GE. 

If the initial evaluation 

indicates that fill on the 

property may have originated 

from GE, we require GE to 

sample the property. 


If the initial evaluation does 
not suggest that fill on the 
property originated from GE, 
we will not require GE to 
sample. However, we keep 
the information on file. If 
additional information is 
received at a later time which 
indicates that the fill may 
have originated from GE, we 
will then require GE to 
sample the property. 

Sampling of the Property 
Before conducting sampling 
on a property, GE obtains 
access permission from the 
property owner. A sampling 
crew then conducts soil 
sampling to define the extent 
of contamination. The 
sampling crew may have to 
return multiple times to 

adequately define the extent of 
the contamination. More detail 
on how soil sampling is 
conducted is provided in 
"Questions About Soil Sampling" 
on page 4 of this update. 

Clean Up 
Based on sample results, GE 
develops a cleanup plan. 
Because each property is 
unique, cleanup plans are 
specially designed for each 
property. The cleanup plan is 
submitted to the agencies and 
the property owner for comment. 
After all comments are made, 
the cleanup plan is finalized. 
GE, their contractors, and 
agency representatives work 
with property owners to finalize 
the details of the cleanup. 

When c leanup begins,  
contaminated fill is removed and 
replaced with clean fillfrom local 
sources. The new fill is tested 
thoroughly to assure that it is 
clean. When excavation is 
completed, a landscape architect 
works with owners to restore the 
property. 

During the past serveral months, 
sampling has been completed at 
several properties. With the start 
of the spring construction 
season, we plan to move as 
many properties as possible 
through the cleanup process. 

For an example of how the 
cleanup of a residential property 
was completed, read "Longfellow 
Avenue: Profile of a Residential 
Fill Property Cleanup" on p. 3. 



Longfe l low Avenue 

Profi le o f  a Residential Fill Property Cleanup 


-

It can be d~fflccllt to envlslon how cleariup of a 
res~dentialproperty will be accornpl~shed Wtlilc 
every property 1s d~fferent, th~s art~cle will trace 
the bas~c steps involved, from discovery of 
contaminat~onona property through restoratm 

Initial Discovery of Contamination 

EPA and DEP initially received information on 
the possibility that GE fill was placed on th~s 
properly from an old record submitted by GE in 
1997 in response to DEP's formal request for 
information. Based on this information, DEP 
and €PA required that GE collect soil samples 
from the property. The samples confirmed the 
presence of PCBs at concentrations at levels for 
which DEP and EPA require cleanup. In some 
portions of the property, contamination was as 
deep as 8 to 10 feet. 

A Plan for Cleanup 

GE took additional sample results to define the 
extent of contamination and prepared a plan lor 
clean up which identified the areas from which 
soil would be removed. EPA and DEP 
approved the cleanup plan in October 1997. 

Removal of Contaminated Soil 

G E ' s  contractor began removmg contam~natetl 
sod in late October. A back-hoe scraped sod 
from the yard and deposited it shovel by shovel 
Into a dump truck parked on the property 
Trucks transported the fill to the GE facility 
where soil was temporarily stored prior to 
disposal. 

Health and Safety Measures 

As a safety precaution, continuous monitoring of 
particulates (dust) was conducted during work 
hours, immediately downwind of the work area. 
In addition, air monitoring for PCBs was 
conducted at three PCB air samplers stationed 
near the work site. This air monitoring was 
designed to ensure that contaminated soil was 
not becoming airborne and migrating from the 
work-site at unsafe levels. 

Restoring the Yard 

In November, following removal of contammated 
soil, the property was backfilled with clean fill 
and topsoil. A new sod lawn was placed over 
the yard and the driveway was repaved. 



QUESTIONS ABOUT 

SOIL SAMPLING? 


Some residents have raised 
questions regarding soil 
sampling procedures on their 
properties. What follows are 
answers to some that are most 
often asked. 

What is  the purpose of a 
surface sample? 
The purpose of collecting a 
sample in the surface is to 
determine whether or not 
contaminant levels exist in the 
area of highest exposure. 
Whereever a surface sample 
location is determined, two 
samples are collected from the 
top foot of soil. The first sample 
is taken from within the first of 0-
6 inches. The sample can be 
collected from anywhere within 
the top 6 inches, including the 
top inch. The second sample is 
the near-surface sample and it is 
collected from within the next 6-
12 inches. 

What i s  the difference 
between a surface sample and 
a boring? 
Surface samples are collected 
from the top foot of soil as 
described above. 

In contrast, borings extend 
beyond the top foot of soil where 
the surface samples were 
obtained. Soil samples are 
collected at 2-foot intervals 
within the boring. Soil borings 
confirm whether fill material is 
present; how deep it  extends; 
and, if contaminated, what the 
depth of the contamination is. 

Why do borings vary in  depth 
across a property or between 
properties? 
The depth of a boring will 
depend on what is found as the 

boring is advanced. Borings are 
extended until no signs of fill 
material and / or contamination 
are detected. This is because 
when fill is brought to a property, 
it is not necessarily deposited in 
an even and consistent depth 
across the entire property. 

How are sampling locations 
determined for each property? 
Sampling locations are 
determined based on the 
information provided by the 
property owner or others who 
have knowledge or observations 
about the property. Other 
considerations include the 
physical characteristics of the 
property such as elevation and 
slope, different uses of the 
property such as gardens and 
childrens' play areas, and the 
location of a property relative to 
other contaminated properties.. 

Does the sampling grid 
provide an accurate picture of 
the property? 
After determining the areas of a 
property which need sampling, 
we use the same very 
conservative and consistent grid 
pattern for each property. This 
grid pattern determines the 
location for the individual soil 
samples to be taken so that the 
data can be collected to fully 
characterize the nature, extent, 
severity and distribution of 
contaminants on a property. 
Sampling grid locations are 
based on the assumption that 
over time, a person's exposure 
or potential contact to the soil is 
the same throughout the 
proper ty  and the so i l  
concentrations remain constant. 
However, in the areas of a 
property where more frequent 
activity is likely to occur, such as 
a garden, the grid is adjusted to 
ensure that samples are 
collected from these areas. 

Usina the sam~ies aathered 

through the surface grid, 
coupled with' the samples 
obtained from the deeper 
borings, we have the data 
necessary to determine whether 
or not contaminated material is 
present and if so, where it is 
located. 

Are samples analyzed in the 
field? 
No. Soil samples are only 
"screened" in the field as a 
preliminary step. . PCB 
analysis is conducted in a 
laboratory. 

I found fill material that 
appeared to have come from 
GE. How i s  it that the sample 
results indicate that my 
property i s  not contaminated 
or does not have elevated 
levels of PCBs? 
Findingfill material that appears 
to have come from the GE 
Facility provides an indication 
that contamination may be 
present, not that it will be 
present. 

The observed fill material itself 
may not be contaminated, but 
the soils or other associated 
materials that may have been 
brought to the property along 
with these may be. That is why 
so many questions are asked by 
the DEP and EPA regarding 
what is known about the fill 
material and the property before 
sampling begins. Some 
properties have pieces that were 
brought to the property for 
decorative or functional 
purposes, not for fill. And while 
these are present, they 
t h e m s e l v e s  a r e  n o t  
contaminated. 

An example is the ceramic 
covering used on the 
transformers which held PCBoil. 
Some of these ceramic cylinders 
or sheathes were recovered by 

continued on p. 5 
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folks arltf used as planters, 
borders and barrier walls. 1 hat's 
how some of the material came 
to be found on some properties. 
It's what was contamed wlth~n 
these insulators that is of 
concern, but not the insulator 
itself. So there is the possibility 
that while there appears to be 
suspect material on a property, 
the culprit itself (PCB) may not 
be present in elevated 
concentrat~ons. 

My neighbor's property was 
found to be contaminated, yet 
my property is not being 
sampled. Why? 
If soil samples collected near the 
boundaries of your neighbor's 
property indicate PCB levels 
less than 2 ppm at the surface, 
and there is no evidence of 
contaminated material at depth 
near or along the property 
boundaries, no further sampling 
is usually :cqui:cd as there is no 
indicat~on that contaminated f~l l  
material was disposed of on 
your property. 

Government Negotiat ions wi th  General Electr ic 
.-

The € P A ,  MA DEP, MA and CT' offices of the Attorney General, 
qational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the 
kpartment of the Interior, MA Executive Office of Environmental 
gffairs, the U.S. Department of Justice and the City of Pittsfield 
2re involved in negotiations with GE. 

The negotiations are an opportunity to address environmental 
;leanup, redevelopment of the industrial facility and restoration 
~f natural resources that have been damaged by the release of 
PCBs to the environrnent.Residentia1properties are not part of 
the negotiations. 

We have made some progress and have set March 30, 1998 as 
a deadline for concluding negotiations. 

opportunity to examine and comment on any potential 
settlement. 

Massachusetts Department of Public Health 

The MA DPH is drafting responses to comments on their health study 

"Housatonic River Area PCB Exposure Assessment Study" wh~chwas released 

In September 1997. 


If you have any questions or would like a copy of the study, call MA DPH at: 
- 800-240-4266I I 




EPA maintains a mailing list of people interested in receiving periodic updates, meeting announcements 
and relevant media releases. If you received this update in the mail, you are already on our mailing list. 
However, if you would like to be added, deleted or have a change made to your address, please fill out 
the following information and mail it back to EPA. 

Iwould like my name placed on the mailing list 

Iwould like my name deleted from the mailing list 

Please make a correction to my address 

NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

Please place a check next to the appropriate action and mail this form to: 
Angela Bonarrigo, US EPA, JFK Federal Building (RAA), Boston MA 02203 
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SCOTT HARSHBARGER 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

March 5, 1998 

Dear Interested Party: 

Last October, I met with residents who live at or near PCB-
contaminated property in Pittsfield. At this meeting, people told 
gripping stories about their health concerns. One man reported that he 
was scared to hug his newborn grandchild; another spoke movingly 
about having cancerous growths cut out of him by the age of thiny- 
seven. People voiced their common perception that the residents of 
the Lakewood area were experiencing a highly elevated incidence of 
cancer, although many raised other health problems as well. 

Because I am not a trained scientist or health care professional, it 
was not possible for me to evaluate the powerful anecdotal evidence that people 
presented to determine what level of concern is warranted. At the same time, I feel 
strongly that the people deserve answers to their questions, to the extent possible. I 
therefore instructed my staff to do what they could to serve as a catalyst to ensure that 
appropriate answers were provided. 

My office obtained copies of the three major health studies that have been 
undertaken and distributed them to a select group of outside experts, agency representatives, 
and concerned atizens in the Greater Pittsfield area. On February 5, 1998, we convened an 
all-day workshop for this group to examine these issues. The purpose of the workshop was 
to review the past studies, to  discuss what additional information would be useful to 
address residents' concerns, and to  brainstorm about ways that we might obtain such 
information. Attached is a report summarizing the day's discussions. 

I believe the workshop was a success because it helped develop a shared 
understanding of the issues and it advanced the debate on how best to proceed. I want 
to extend my heartfelt thanks to all of the day's participants, including to the outside 
experts who generously donated their expertise, to the Lakewood residents and 
Housatonic River Initiative representatives who gave a day of their busy lives to 
participate, and to the agency personnel who despite their otherwise full schedules spent 
the day helping to make the workshop a success. Specid appreciation goes to Elaine 
Krueger and Bob Knorr of the state Department of Public Health who presented the 
recent blood study and who accepted the group's comments with equanimity. 
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Introduction. 


This report sumn~arizes discussions that took place at a workshop that was held 
on Februarv 5, 1998, to discuss health concerns relating to PCB contamination in 
Pittsfield and southern Berkshire County. This workshop was convened by Attorney 
General Scott Harshbarger as a follow-up to a meeting that he held with Pittsfield resi- 
dents in October of 1997. Participants included a select group of outside experts, agency 
representatives, and concerned citizens in the Greater Pittsfield area. The workshop was 
held in Springfield so that people from both Boston and Pittsfield could attend. Despite 
sleet and freezing rain, 23 people participated. A list of these participants is included in 
Appendix A. 

Part I of this report will review background issues discussed at the workshop, 
focusing on the issues of greatest concern and on the problems inherent in trying to use 
epidemiologcal studies to prove adverse health impacts from chemical exposures. Part I1 
will detail the discussions of the three health studies that had been done to date, point- 
ing out how the studies have been misconstrued. Pan I11 will lay out specific action 
steps discussed, focusing especially on what can be accomplished with relatively limited 
public and private resources. In summarizing the discussions, we have tried to avoid 
technical jargon where possible in order to make the report accessible to the lay public. 
We hope that this report helps advance the debate on these critically important issues. 

Background Issues. 

A. 	 The difficulty of uncovering health effects through 
epidemiological studies: 

One thing that came out of the workshop was a greater appreciation among the 
lay participants of the difficulties of undertaking epidemiological studies. For example, 
the experts in attendance explained why it is so difficult to design such studies, and why 
they take so much time and money to perform. The lay participants also gained a 
greater appreciation for why epidemiological studies so seldom demonstrate adverse 
health effects even when such effects are strongly suspected. There are many reasons for 
this, including the following: 

. limitations on resourc6s available to do the necessary data collection and 
analysis; 

. the inherent difficulties of obtaining the necessary data even if unlimited 
time and money were available (e.g., little historical information on worker 
exposures, the invasiveness of medical procedures such as tissue biopsies, 
problems presented by multiple exposures, etc.); 

. the difficulties of applying the rigors of scientific proof to complicated, 
uncontrolled "real worldn situations; 
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imprecise exposure data commonly resulting in a "bias toward the null 
hypothesis"; and 

the fact that epidemiologists are trained to be "critical of everything," 
coupled with the fact that, because there is no such thing as a "perfect 
study," they have ample leeway for their critical dispositions. 

In light of the fact that epidemiological studies are notoriously "insensitive," one 
outside expen noted after the workshop that he is most often quoted for his only-half-in- 
jest comment that a "health catastrophe" should be defined as "a health effect so 
powerful even an epidemiological study can detect it." 

Epidemiological studies are done for many reasons. These include seeking to 
advance our knowledge of health risks generally. They also include seeking to aid 
populations placed at special risk through, for example, helping potentially injured 
parties and medical professionals better address particular health risks they are facing, 
and securing "the truth" for its own sake (be it "good news" or "bad news"). The 
problems listed above obviously limit our ability to make use of epidemiological studies 
to serve their intended purposes. There is another impact as well, however. Because the 
public does not generally understand the difficulty of proving that exposure to particular 
chemicals causes adverse human health impacts, this often means that inconclusive 
epidemiological studies are taken to mean that no problem exists even when it well may. 

One hotly debated issue at the workshop was whether public health officials are 
institutionally biased against uncovering major health problems. One outside expen 
made this assertion, mainly based on his view of the pressures that such officials face 
given that agencies do not have the resources .to address any major health problems that 
they uncovered. Agency representatives strongly denied feeling such pressures. 

B. 	 The relationship between health studies and 

decision making regarding dean up standards: 


On one point, everyone who attended the workshop was of a single mind: in light 
of the inherent difficulty of proving human health effects through epidemiological 
studies, agency offiaals should use ultra-conservative assumptions in setting risk-based 
dean up standards. One attendee pointed out that from this perspective, the 
governmental response to the contamination at Wells G and H in Woburn can be 
viewed as a success story. State and federal regulators shut down the wells upon learning 
of the contamination, notwithstanding the fact that most experts at the time doubted 
that a cancer link could be proven and the fact that such a link was not shown until 
many years later. .. 
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C .  What health impacts do people care most about? 

For understandable reasons, most of the health fears to date have focused on 
cancer risks. Cancer simultaneously presents significant opportunities and obstacles for 
epidemiologcal research. On one hand, cancer incidence data are now readily available 
(through the state cancer registry) and generally considered reliable (given standardized 
laboratory procedures to diagnose malignancies). This is one of the reasons cancer is 
relatively well-studied, even though other health effects may hold greater significance. 
One outside expert attending the workshop analogized this situation to "the drunk who 
searched for his keys under the streetlight: he knows he didn't leave them there, but it 
was the only place he could look." 

On the other hand, cancer presents a great challenge to researchers because, except 
for a small number of "sentinel cancers," it has many different possible causes. In 
addition, the fact that cancer is so prevalent in society (approximately one out of three 
people statistically is expected to develop cancer) presents major proof hurdles. 

People's focus on cancer risks has obscured the fact that there are many other 
significant health risks potentially posed by PCBs. Studies have found associations 
between exposure to PCBs and at least the following serious conditions: 

non-malignant liver damage; 

b 
 doracne  and other skin problems; 

adverse reproductive effects; 

b 
 a variety of endocrine disorders; and 

b 
 infant and child development issues. 

Moreover, researchers both at  the workshop and elsewhere have emphasized how 
little is known about environmental health risks in general and exposure to PCBs in 
particular. One outside expert explained that this is why doing only a pure "exposure 
driven" study (i.e., one that examined a target group for known PCB-related health risks) 
would be shortsighted. In his words, "such a study might well miss the most interesting 
stuff." In addition to the problems listed above, residents expressed concerns regarding a 
variety of other health issues. For example, some residents noted their perception that 
Berkshire County was experiencing a raft of cases of multiple sclerosis. The researchers 
in attendance emphasized that an epidemiological study of multiple sclerosis would be 
extraordinarily difficult to carry out in light of difficulties of diagnosis and inaccessibility -
of incidence data. 
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D. What "exposure pathways" do people care most about? 

PCBs can be ingested, inhaled, or absorbed through the skin. Studies of workers 
have focused mainly on skin contact in light of stories that workers most heavily exposed 
to PCBs effectively "bathed" in pyranol, the oily fluid that contained the PCBs. Studies 
of residents have focused mainly on ingestion, mostly through eating fish. Some 
workshop attendees expressed (heir view that more attention should be paid to skin 
contact by residents in light of the fact that PCB-contaminated soils have been buried 
throughout the community and in light of a new study referred to by an agency 
representative that reportedly found that skin contact may result in higher "uptake" than 
previously thought. In addition, some attendees expressed puzzlement as to why the 
breathing pathway had not been examined more, given the fact that a PCB incinerator 
operated at the GE site for many years. 

E. What chemical exposures do people care most about? 

Not surprisingly, most public attention has focused on the PCB contamination 
itself. In addition, there may be other chemicals of potential concern, even in the 
residential setting. For example, the pyranol in which the PCBs were contained also 
contained trichlorobenzene. (An agency representative noted that trichlorobenzene had 
not all volatilized into the air but is still being found in the environment.) In the 
workplace setting, there were many substances that are of potential concern. Indeed, a 
report prepared for GE by Dr. David Wegman (discussed further below) itself found 
associations between elevated cancer deaths and various substances to which GE workers 
had been exposed, including: resins, solvents, machining fluids, and benzene. Finally, 
obviously dioxins and dibenzofurans potentially raise significant health concerns for 
both workers and residents. These substances can result from incomplete combustion of 
PCBs, and, according to the report prepared by Dr. Wegman, dibenzofurans are found in 
trace amounts in pyranol. I t  is at least worth considering whether future studies should 
examine the health effects of these other chemicals in addition to, or instead of, those of 
PCBs. 
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What WeHave Learned from the l l r e e  Major Studies. 

A. Wegman Worker Study: 

In the late 1970s, a state study (described as preliminary) found an excess of 
monality from leukemia and cancer of the large intestine among people who had been 
employed at the GE facility. In the 1980s. General Electric commissioned a follow-up 
study under the direction of the eminent epidemiologist, Dr. David Wegman. This was 
a "case control study of cancer monality risk" among GE workers. In lay terms, the 
study looked at a population of GE workers who had died of cancer over a 15-year 
period and asked what was different about their exposure compared to those GE workers 
who died of some other cause. The report of the study is dated January 24, 1990. 

One of the most interesting points to come out at the meeting was that 
notwithstanding the fact that the Wegman study has achieved an almost mythological 
significance in GE's efforts to downplay the health risks, few people had had the 
opportunity to actually read the study. In fact, virtually all of the participants in the 
workshop -- most of whom have been intimately involved in GE-Pittsfield issues for 
years -- saw the report for the first time when it was distributed to them in preparation 
for the workshop. 

The candid nature of Dr. Wegrnan's conclusions may help explain why GE has 
not itself disuibuted the report more widely. First, the study did find associations 
between increased cancer risks and worker exposure to various substances other than 
pyranol. Second, even though the Wegman study did not find an association between 
worker exposure to pyranol and excess cancer mortality risk, it listed numerous problems 
that seriously undercut the value of such a finding. Most of these problems involved 
questionable data on which the study had to rely, including, for example: 

incomplete company records; 

the difficulty of determining "real" cause of death; 

indusion only of cancers that resulted in death; and 

. very limited data on historical workplace exposures. 

At several points, Dr. Wegrnan noted that these problems limited the statistical value of 
the study, known as "power." In fact, in discussing the limited historical workplace 
exposure data available to  him, Dr. Wegman himself concluded: 

There is a high probability, therefore, that even if elevated cancer risks exist in 
this environment they might not be found. 

A Case-Control Study of Cancer Mortality at the General Electric Pittsfield Facility, Vol. I, p. 6. 
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Given the thoroughness of Dr. Wepan ' s  analysis of the obstacles to his study, 
.ile outside experts had little to add. Thev all spoke highlv of Dr. Wegrnan and 
complimented the state-of-the-an methods he used. hey emphasized, however, that 
ultimately the study's findings were limited by its input. In light of the kinds of 
problems that Dr. Wegrnan identified even with the considerable resources otherwise 
available to him, many participants expressed great skepticism at further formal worker 
health studies. 

B. DPH Bladder Cancer Study: 

The Wegman study examined cancer mortality (i.e., deaths caused by cancer) as 
opposed to the incidence of cancer, whether or not i t  was the cause of death. This was 
presumably because at the time the Wegrnan study was begun, there was no systematic 
way of tracking information regarding the incidence of cancer in Massachusetts. This 
changed with the creation of the state cancer registry in 1982. Routine analysis of the 
first four years of cancer registry data ( 1982- 1985) uncovered an excess incidence of 
bladder cancer among males in the city of Pittsfield. The state Department of Public 
Health analyzed the data available through the registry, including looking at possible 
"confounding" impacts of smoking, and found: 

There is a notable, statistically sigruficant excess of bladder cancer among GE 
workers as a whole (SMOR=202; 95% CI= 135-302) and among the sub- 
population of smokers (SMOR=2 17; 95% CI=136-346). [SMOR stands for 
"standardized morbidity odds ratio" and CI stands for "confidence interval."] 

Relying on currently available cancer registry information, this study was styled a 
"preliminary investigation." It recommended follow-up investigation to obtain "more 
detailed exposure information." 

Workshop attendees who spearheaded the bladder cancer study described to the 
others what follow-up occurred. DPH made various efforts to uncover whether GE had 
utilized various known or suspected bladder carcinogens in Pittsfield, including extensive 
interview of bladder cancer victims. Although it initially denied such use, GE 
apparently admitted some use of the chemical known as "MBOCA -- a known bladder 
carcinogen -- after an employee produced a "material safety data sheet" for that 
chemical. Beyond this, however, follow-up efforts hit something of a standstill. In short, 
with the Wegrnan study then still ong~ing and with DPH researchers encountering 
problems of obtaining necessary data from GE, further follow-up by DPH was shelved. 
While DPH urged GE to conduct follow-up on its own, it was not known by any of the 
attendees whether any such follow-up was done. 
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C. DPH Blood Study: 

In 1995, the DPH began a study that looked at PCB blood levels in Pittsfield area 
residents. Begnning with a random selection of households that resided within one-half 
mile of the Housatonic River (adjusted to have balanced representation from Pittsfield 
and "South County" residents), DPH selected a target population of 120 individuals 
whom the agency concluded were the most likely to have been exposed to PCBs. The 
selection relied heavily on assumptions regarding PCB exposure that grew out of a DPH 
study of PCB exposures in New Bedford. Of the 120 selected individuals, 69 individuals 
(including 35 from Pittsfield) agreed to have their blood tested. DPH also sampled the 
blood of 79 self-selecting volunteers. 

DPH issued a report of its findings in September of 1997. The report 
demonstrated through actual blood sampling that the amount of PCBs found in people's 
blood was associated not only with age (given that PCBs accumulate in the body over 
time) but with fish consumption and with opportunities for occupational exposure. The 
report also called for a continuation of strict remedial measures in order to protect the 
public health, noting in fact that the blood levels found may have been lower than 
othexwise because of regulatory anions such as the now-longstanding ban on eating fish 
caught in the Housatonic River. The most noted and controversial conclusion of the 
DPH report, however, was that: 

The serum PCB levels found among participants with the highest risk of exposure 
to PCBs in this study were generally within the background range reported for the 
non-occupationally exposed population in the US.  

Housatonic River Area PCB Exposure Assessment Study, Final Report, p. 31. This finding, 
listed first among the report's conclusions, has been read by GE and many others as 
concluding that PCBs do not pose a major health threat. 

The assembled group spent over two hours discussing the DPH study in a hank 

and open atmosphere. Attendees raised the following concerns regarding the study's 

primary conclusion: 


sample size: Some expressed concern about the sample size used. For 
example, in the selected target population, only 35 people from Pittsfield 
had their blood sampled. ;Although these people by definition lived within 
one-half mile of the Housatonic River, they otherwise were presumably 
distributed throughout Pittsfield. Therefore, it is likely that only a small 
number of them actually came from the Lakewood area where people have 
voiced the strongest health concerns. Read in this light, the blood level 
results obtained through the study may not be as comfo&ng. When 
questioned about such issues, DPH personnel stated that they did not have 
the resources available to produce the statistical "power" they would have 
liked. 
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the limited nature of the study's aims: As the DPH representatives 
explained, the blood study had relatively modest goals: to take an initial 
look at various pathways of exposure to PCBs and to examine conrelations 
between these pathwais and &tual blood levels. In other words, as the 
official title of the study makes clear, this was a study of "exposure" to 
PCBs. While the level of PCBs in people's blood presumably correlates 
somehow with the degree of health risks presented, this relationship was 
not a subject of study here nor is i t  generally well understood. Strictly 
speaking, therefore, the blood study did not itself examine health risks at  
all. Somewhere between the original design of the study and the message 
that people heard when the report was announced, this point got lost. 
Citizens who attended the meeting expressed their frustration that DPH-
did not do more to clarify the limited nature of the study after it was 

announced; 


different congeners: The inability of the blood study to examine health -
risks is compounded by the fact that PCBs come in many different forms, 
known as congeners, that vary considerably in their toxicity. Workshop 
attendees stated that because of their high chlorine content, the congeners 
at issue in Pittsfield are more toxic than those generally confronted. The 
DPH blood tests were not "congener-specific," however, because such blood 
tests are technically quite challenging and presumably quite expensive; 

comparison to  national background: The study ultimately compared its 
sample results against the range of PCBs in blood that would be expected in 
a randomly selected nationwide population among people who had not 
been occupationally exposed. The latter figure was taken from a report 
published by the Agenw for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, a 
federal health agency. h i l e  conceding that the ATSDR data might 
constitute the "best available evidence" of an expected nationd average, 
many people criticized the worth of that number. For example, average 
PCB bl&d levels are thought to be declining over time now that PCB 
manufacturing has been banned, PCB disposal has been regulated, and 
PCB-contaminated sites are being cleaned up. The ATSDR figure is based 
on data that is at  least a decade old, and therefore it may well no longer be 
accurate. In addition, neither the ATSDR figure, nor the DPH results, were 
"congener-specific." Because the PCBs at issue in Pittsfield are of the 
relatively toxic variety, while the ATSDR figure is for all varieties (including 
the much more prevalent congeners of lesser toxicity), the comparison to 
the ATSDR figures may not be "apples to oranges," but it may be "apples 
to mixed fruit salad." Finally, one workshop attendee pointed out that the 
ATSDR figure may not be that useful for comparison purposes in light of 
the fact that, but for the contamination caused by GE, Southern Berkshire 
County is a ~ a l ,relatiyely pristine area where one would expect less 
opportunity for exposure to PCBs than on average nationally. In light of 
such problems, many workshop attendees questioned why the blood study 
did not include for comparison purposes a "control group" of people in 
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Berkshire County who had likely not been exposed to PCBs. The DPH 
response was again that the agency did not have the resources available to 
i t  to do what it would have liked. 

downplaying "adverse" findings: Some felt that DPH de-emphasized .-
findings that did not A t  neatly into its overall "background levels" 
conclusion. For example, the report emphasized that only 6% of the 
volunteer study had blood levels of over 20 parts per billion (as compared 
to  an expected 5%), but failed to highlight that some of those readings were 
significantly higher than 20 ppb, including one of 114 ppb. In addition, 
although the report's focus on non-occupational exposures is consistent 
with the study's overall purpose, the fact that those volunteer participants 
with an opportunity for occupational exposure had blood levels of two to 
four times the expected national average for non-occupationally exposed 
population struck some as a significant finding that was downplayed. 

what  do blood levels mean? Ironically, the chemical stability of PCBs --
one characteristic that made them useful as a product -- is one reason PCBs 
are thought to cause a health threat. PCBs are known to accumulate over 
time in fatty tissues within the body. Ideally, one would want to measure 
the PCB levels in such tissues. Measuring PCB content in fatty tissues 
involves invasive biopsies, however. Drawing blood is a much less invasive 
procedure. Moreover, having people fast before their blood is drawn 
releases some of the PCBs stored in fatty tissues back into the blood. For 
these reasons, blood sampling is typically used instead of tissue biopsies. 
But it is not entirely clear what PCB blood levels tell us. For example, how 
do PCB blood levels change over time and how constant is the relationship 
between PCB levels in blood compared to those in fatty tissues? The lack 
of answers to such questions may explain why some of the workshop 
participants sensed contradictory suggestions in the study: blood levels used 
as a surrogate for levels in fatty tissues vs. blood levels used as an measure 
of recent exposures. Finally, but most importantly, while blood levels may 
well correlate with the degree of health risk presented, the nature of this 
relationship is unknown. In other words, the amount of PCBs in blood 
says next to nothing about the particular level of risk presented. 

residential fill properties: According to the DPH' representatives, the 
blood study generally dsumed that the exposure factors shown to be of 
concern in the New Bedford study would be the ones of most concern in 
Pittsfield as well. This central assumption is subject to question, however, 
in light of the fact that the factual context of the Pittsfield problem is 
different in some resp&ts from that of New Bedford Harbor. In Pittsfield, 
unlike New Bedford, for example, there are PCB wastes buried throughout 
the community. The blood study was undertaken prior to DPH's learning 
about the large amounts of PCB-contaminated fill that were disposed of at  
schools and in residential areas, especially in the Lakewood area. In fact, 
additional fill sites are still being discovered and many more such sites are 
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expected to be found. Because DPH had no knowledge of these sites, i t  did 
not design its studv around them. Given that the fill areas generally fall 
within one-half mile of the Housatonic, some number of residents at or 
near these properties mav well have been included in the blood sampling of 
the targeted population. Nevertheless, for at least a couple of reasons, the 
blood study likely did not adequately address the exposure issues posed by 
the "residential fill" properties. First, the point system used to determine 
whose blood would be tested from the target group was set up based on the 
assumption that the river and floodplain posed the greatest opportunities 
for exposure. While activities that would have put people in contact with 
soils in their own yard (such as gardening) did count for points (including a 
doubling of the designated points if these activities were performed in 
Pittsfield or Lenox), their point value was still relatively low compared to 
other activities. For example, under the DPH scoring system, a resident 
who lived nowhere near the residential fill propenies who ate freshwater 
fish from somewhere other than the Housatonic River could easily 
'Loutscore" (i.e., be assumed to be more at risk) a residential fill owner who 
gardened seven days a week. The likely undervaluing of the residential fill 
problem is underscored by a new study reported by one agency official that 
PCB uptake through skin contact may be greater than previously thought. 
Because the blood sampling of the target group was done only among those 
who -- based on the point system -- were assumed to be most at risk, it is 
quite possible that people who were exposed to PCBs through activities 
such as gardening never made i t  to the blood testing stage. In addition, the 
inclusion of people who may not have been at  relatively great risk in the 
blood sampling could obviously "water down" the overall average of people 
who had been exposed. 

air pathwav: Meeting attendees expressed concern that the blood study 
did not adequately examine the possibility of intake of PCBs through 
inhalation. In particular, residents expressed fear about. possible impacts 
from the PCB incinerator that GE operated for many years, especially in 
light of the periodic "downdrafts" that they observed. Highly dangerous 
dioxins and dibenzofurans can be produced when PCBs are incinerated if a 
problem with the incinerator resulted in incomplete combustion. Agency 
personnel expressed their view that the incinerator at GE was well designed 
and that it was well run during the period they were actively monitoring it, 
although they could not 'vouch for operations in a prior period. DPH did not 
explain in its report or at  the workshop why it did not factor the presence of 
the incinerator into its analysis. The potential skaving effect on DPH's 
findings is similar to that discussed above for the residential fill properties: 
the down-draft area appears to fall within the one-half mile study area, but 
because no points were assigned to living downwind of the incinerator, 
people who may have been exposed through this means may not have been 
included in the blood sampling, even though they perhaps should have 
been. 
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testinn of children: Both at the workshop and in other forums, residents 
have over and over stated that their biggest health concerns are for their 
children. Nevertheless, children were excluded from the blood sampling. 
The explanation for this seeming paradox appears to be that because the 
study was designed to focus on those who DPH expected to have the 
highest blood levels and because PCBs accumulate in the body over time 
and therefore generally increase with the age of the person tested, it did not 
make sense to test children. Some workshop attendees felt that the fact 
that one would not expect PCBs in children's blood is precisely why it 
might be useful to look there. While not finding appreciable levels in 
children may not say much, finding them would be significant. 

In sum, two conclusions can be made regarding the blood study. First, it is clear 
that this study has been misperceived by the press and many members of the general 
public as addressing health effects issues that DPH never even purported to examine 
(many citizens who attended the workshop expressed anger at  their view that DPH 
allowed these misinterpretations to lie uncontroverted) Second, many serious questions 
have been raised about the validity and significance of the central conclusion that the 
report did reach that blood levels in the people most at  risk of exposure did not exceed 
national background levels. 
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III. M%at Next Steps Should We Take? 


The last hour-and-a-half of the workshop was devoted to the question of what to 
do next. Particular attention was paid to how to conserve limited public and private 
resources, whether there are low resource wavs of obtaining additional information that 
would better inform our thinking, and how better to coordinate various ongoing efforts. 

Representatives from DPH briefly discussed two efforts it was conducting (in 
addition to some additional blood sampling). The first is a pilot study of whether there 
are correlations between the incidence of breast cancer in Berkshire County and blood 
levels of PCBs and DDE (a by-product of the pesticide DDT) in the cancer patients. 
DPH explained that this was a very preliminary, "quick and dirty" study aimed at 
determining whether to seek funding to conduct a fuller study. Many participants 
expressed concern that given the limited purpose of this pilot study and the fact that it 
was something of a "shot in the dark," inconclusive results could be misinterpreted as 
demonstrating that exposures to PCBs and DDE are not harmful. 

DPH also stated that it was conducting a comprehensive health assessment of the 
GE-Pittsfield site pursuant to funding obtained through ATSDR This assessment will 
gather and analyze existing health-related information; it will not othenvise collect new data. 

DPH mentioned that it was considering undertaking a further worker study and 
that it was engaged in preliminary discussions with GE regarding access to worker 
records. The other participants to the workshop expressed skepticism about the value of 
such a study in light of the problems that the well-funded Wegrnan study and DPH's 
o m  bladder cancer study uncovered. Some recommended that rather than pursue such 
a formal study, DPH should investigate less formal ways to obtain worker exposure 
information through seeking to obtain and follow up on union rosters. One participant 
made reference to published reports that 62% of people who worked in Building 12 at 
the GE plant developed cancer and recommended that someone follow up on what data 
lay behind such reports. 

Residents of the Lakewood area and members of the Housatonic River Initiative 
discussed their efforts to put together a health s w e y  designed to uncover whether there 
was an elevated incidence of various health problems in the Lakewood area. The experts 
who attended the workshop pledged their assistance in reviewing the proposed w e y  
questionnaire once it drafted. s o h e  of them were skeptical about such a s w e y  being 
able to prove a link between PCB exposure and adverse problems observed, while at the 
same time noting that the Wobum study and initial smoking studies began in a similar 
atizen-driven manner. The residents in attendance at the workshop emphasized the value of 
conducting such a survey regardless of its "scientific" value in proving direct causal links. 

Some of the attendees expressed their view that future studies should focus on 

children. One expressed his view that "trans-generational effects" (i.e., those effects 

passed down to a subsequent generation from exposures to a current one) should be 
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studied. While expressing empathy for the concem regarding trans-generational effects, 
one outside expert pointed out the technical difficulty of doing so. As he put it, "we're 
having problems getting a handle on studying current health effects [because of the problems 
discussed above]; the problems would be even worse for studying effects across generations." 

Much of the discussion focused on whether there was any readily available data 
that lay unplumbed. Some participants stated their view that DPH could and should do 
more to review currently available data from the cancer registry. For example, given the 
level of concem in the Lakewood area and given the fact that cancer registry data is 
available by census tract, some felt that DPH should immediately determine how closely 
the available census tracts "fit"the neighborhood, with follow-up analysis of the registry 
data as appropriate. 

One participant mentioned that the Berkshire Medical Center had a repository of 
tissue samples from cancer patients that could theoretically be tested for PCB levels. 
While some of the outside experts were intrigued by this potential source of information, 
they also expressed great skepticism for two reasons. One is the fan that complicated 
legal issues may prevent access. The other is that the presence or absence of PCBs may 
not reveal anything useful. For example, there is no reason to believe that carcinogens 
would be concentrated in tissues taken from fast-growing tumors that they may have 
caused. One expert identified hospital discharge data as a potentially more promising 
source of information that may be reasonably accessible and that might be useful to 
study non-cancer related illnesses. 

All participants emphasized the need for better coordination and increased 
opportunities for public input. With reference to its upcoming health assessment, DPH 
indicated that it would consider many of the workshop participants for membership on a 
DPH advisorv committee. 
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The people who live at or near PCB-contaminated property in the Greater 
Pittsfield area, and former GE workers who may have been exposed to PCBs and other 
potentially dangerous chemicals in the workplace, have serious concems about the health 
impacts they face. These concerns involve cancer risks and many other issues as well. 
Trying to address these concems through epidemiological studies is extremely 
challengng, because such studies are typically inconclusive. There is no better example 
of this than the Wegman study itself. Despite the expertise of the researchers, the state- 
of-the-art research methods used, and a budget reported to be $700,000, the study 
ultimately concluded that, because of inherent limitations in the data available, "[tlhere 
is a high probability, therefore, that even if elevated cancer risks exist in this 
environment they might not be found." 

Without the resources available to Dr. Wegman, DPH sought to design a study 
that would assess the extent to which people in Pittsfield and southern Berkshire County 
had been exposed to the PCBs. Serious concerns have been raised regarding the validity 
and significance of the study's conclusion that the blood levels in the "participants with 
the highest risk of exposure to PCBs" generally fell within national background levels. In 
addition, the study did not assess the health risks presented by the blood levels found, and 
the study's condusions have dearly been misperceived by many members of the public. 

The health concerns held by many people, especially in the Lakewood area, have 
not sufficiently been addressed by the studies that have been done to date. While there 
are no easy answers to addressing these concems, the workshop helped focus people's 
thinking on specific avenues to pursue. In the interim, everyone agreed that in order to 
protect the public health with an adequate margin of safety, clean up decisions should be 
made using ultra-conservative risk-based assumptions. 
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Appendix A: WorkshopAttendees 

Ann Marie Adams, Pittsfield 

Mary Ballew, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Stephanie Carr, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Barbara Cianfarini, Pittsfield 

Dr. Richard Clapp, Boston University 

Tish Davis, Department of Public Health 

Benno Friedman, Housatonic River Initiative 

Mickey Friedman, Housatonic River Initiative 

Tim Gray, Housatonic River Initiative 

Terry Greene, John Snow Institute 

Dr. David Gute, TuftsUniversity 

Betsy Harper, Office of the Attorney General 

Meg Harvey, Department of Environmental Protection 

Dr. Robert Knon, Depanment of Public Health 

Elaine Krueger, Department of Public Health 

Jim Milkey. Office of the Attorney General 

Bryan Olsen, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Roberta Orsi, Pittsfield 

Dr. David Ozonoff, Boston University 

Joan Parker, Office of the Attorney General 

Wendy Phillips, Mt. Holyoke College 

Rob Quinn, counsel for Roman catholic Bishop of Springfield 

Susan Steensuup, Department of Environmental Protection 
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Q ~ I E S T I O ~  ERSA Y D  ANSW 

1 .  	 Q. Why was the "Housatonic River Area PCB Exposure Assessment" conducted? 

A. 	 The assessment was conducted to identify the frequent) of different activities that 
might lead to opportunities for PCB exposure. and to determine, through the use of 
blood testing, how various activities may have contributed to higher serum PCB 
levels among HRA residents. 

2. 	 Q. What is meant by the "Housatonic River Area" (or "HRA")? 

A. 	 The Housatonic River Area or HRA comprises eight communities in Berkshire 
County, Massachusetts: Dalton, Great Barrington. Lanesborough, Lee, Lenox, 
Pittsfield, Sheffield. and Stockbridge. 

3. 	 Q. What are PCBs? 

A. 	 PCBs or polychlorinated biphenyls are man-made. odorless chemicals. They do not 
evaporate and do not dissolve easily in water. In the HRA, PCBs were largely used 
in the manufacture of electrical transformers. 

4. 	 Q. How did PCBs get into the Housatonic River and the surrounding 
communities? 

A. 	 PCBs were used in the manufacture of electrical and associated products in 
Pittsfield from 1932 to 1972, and they reached the Housatonic River in large 
quantities. This contamination was first discovered in the 1970s, in fish and 
sediments in lakes along the Housatonic. Extensive environmental sampling has 
revealed widespread contamination of Housatonic River sediments, floodplain soil, 
fish and other biota. Very recently. some residential properties were found to be 
contaminated with PCBs due to contaminated fills. 

5. 	 Q. Who conducted the study? 

A. 	 The Housatonic River Area PCB Exposure Assessment was conducted by the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Health (MDPH), Bureau of Environmental 
Health Assessment, with support from the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection and the federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registrq.. The MDPH received input from local citizens or citizens' groups (e.g. 
Housatonic River Initiative), especially during the stud). design and protocol 
development. The MDPH also formed the Housatonic River Area Advisory 
Committee for Health Studies and MDPH staff held periodic meetings with 
committee members to report status and get feed back on the conduct of the study. 



How were participants chosen for the Exposure Prc~alence Study? 

In the Exposure Prevalence Study. 800 households w r e  randomly chosen from 
among all those located within one-half mile of the fiousatonic River in the 
following eight communities: Dalton. Great Barrington. Lanesborough. Lee, Lenox, 
Pittsfield, Sheffield, and Stockbridge. Four hundred of those households were from 
Pittsfield, and four hundred were from the other seven communities. 

How were participants chosen for the Volunteer Study? 

In the Volunteer Study, subjects were recruited by means of a Public Service 
Announcement in local newspapers and radio stations. and through a mass mailing 
to interested parties. The Volunteer Study allowed those residents who were 
concerned about PCB exposure, but who were not selected to participate in the 
Exposure Prevalence Study, to be scheduled for a blood test. MDPH arranged to 
administer questionnaires to the volunteers in person at three walk-in sites: the 
Great Barrington Senior Center, the Tri-town Health Department in Lee, and the 
Berkshire Athenaeum in Pittsfield, The questionnaire administered to the 
volunteers was the same as the one used in the Exposure Prevalence Study. 

How were opportunities for exposure to PCBs assessed? 

A household screening questionnaire was administered to the 800 households. A 
representative of each household answered questions for all the members of his or 
her family. After the questionnaires were completed, the responses of every 
household member were weighted, with those activities more likely to lead to 
greater potential for PCB exposure weighted more heavily. Thus, those with the 
greatest potential for PCB exposure would receive the highest weights or scores. 

How were respondents selected to participate in blood testing? 

In the Exposure Prevalence Study, individuals with the highest potential exposure to 
PCBs based on screening questionnaire scores were offered the opportunity for a 
blood test. Results of blood tests allowed MDPH to determine whether those 
individuals who were suspected to have had greater opportunities for exposure to 
PCBs did in fact have higher levels than those kvith lesser opportunities for 
exposure. All respondents in the Volunteer Study were offered blood testing. 

What was the range of serum PCB levels found in the Exposure Prevalence 
and Volunteer Studies? 

Sixty-nine residents who participated in the Exposure Prevalence Study had serum 
PCB levels as follows: 



Concentrations of PCBs in Number of 
Parts Per Billion (ppb) Individuals 

0-4 43 

15-20 

over 20 

Seventy-nine residents who participated in the Volunteer Study had serum PCB 
levels shown as follows: 

Concentrations of PCBs in Number of 
Parts Per Billion (ppb) Individuals 

0-4 	 32 

5-9 25 

10-14 15 

15-20 

over 20 

The average serum PCB level in the Exposure Prevalence Study among non- 
occupationally exposed participants was 4.49 ppb. and in the Volunteer Study, the 
average was 5.77 ppb. These levels were generally within the normal background 
range for non-occupationally exposed individuals. 

11. Q. Was occupational exposure related to serum PCB levels? 

A. 	Yes. Among all participants who had blood testing. those u ho I d haJ 
opportunities for occupational exposure had higher seruni i'('l1 Ic\ cl\ thm t t ~ c  rc'3t. 

12. Q. Was age related to serum PCB levels? 

A. 	 Yes. Age was found to be the prominent predictor of serum I'Cf.3 I c \ ~ l .  

13. Q. Do most people in the United States have PCBs in their bodies? 

A. 	 PCBs have been measured in human blood. fatty tissue. and breast milk throughout 
the country. Ninety-five percent of the U.S. population have serum levels of less 
than 20 ppb. Ninety-nine percent of the U.S. population have serum levels of less 
than 30 ppb. The national average for serum PCB level in persons non- 
occupationally exposed is between 4 and 8 ppb. The greatest on-going source of 
public exposure to PCBs is from food, particularly fish. 



14. Q. Is there anything I can do to reduce PCB levels in my blood? 

A. 	 Currently, there is no treatment available to lower PCB blood levels. However, if 
an individual was exposed, PCB levels nil1 decrease over time once exposure to 
PCBs has been reduced. 

15. Q. Is it safe to eat fish from the Housatonic River and its tributaries? 

A. 	 No. In 1982, the MDPH restricted fish. frog, and turtle consumption in the 
Housatonic River and its tributaries. Because of continued evidence of PCB 
contamination, it is expected that PCB levels in these species still remain 
elevated. 

Both the Exposure Prevalence Study and the Volunteer Study showed that study 
participants who had higher frequency and duration of contaminated fish 
consumption had higher serum PCB levels. Due to health effects that have been 
suggested as potentially related to PCB exposure, the MDPH maintains that the 
current ban on these activities in or near the river remain in effect. 

16. Q. Is it safe to eat fish from restaurants, supermarkets, and local markets in the 
Housatonic River Area? 

A. 	 Yes. In general, fish caught in marine open and bay waters is the source of most 
commercial catches in New England and is not affected by PCB contamination 
from local and freshwater areas. State and federal health regulatory officials 
regulate fish sold for the commercial markets. 

17. Q. Was consumption of fiddlehead ferns associated with higher serum PCB 
levels? 

A. 	 Individuals who reported greater frequency and duration of fiddlehead fern 
consumption had slightly higher serum PCB levels. 

18. Q. If my only exposure to PCBs is through soil contact, should I be concerned? 

A. 	Previous studies conducted by MDPH have not shown that exposure through soil 
contact alone has resulted in appreciable increases in serum PCB levels. MDPH 
continues to consider consumption of contaminated fish to be the most significant 
non-occupational exposure concern. However, due to the recent discovery of 
widespread residential PCB contamination, hlDPH is coordinating a separate 
study of residents who may be concerned about exposure. 

19. Q. If PCBs have been discovered in soils on my properf?.., what can I do about 
getting my health concerns addressed o r  my blood tested? 



'4. 	MDPH has established a toll free hot-line to advise local area residents about any 
health related concerns or questions they may have. The esposure assessment 
questionnaire Lvill be provided to all residents uho \\ ish to have their 
opportunities for exposure evaluated and a blood test taken. The hot-line number 
is 1-800-240-4266. 

20. Q. What health effects are caused by exposure to PCBs? 

A. 	 PCBs are not very acutely toxic. Large amounts of PCBs are necessary to 
produce acute effects. These effects can include skin lesions or irritations, fatigue, 
and hyperpigmentation (increased pigmentation) of the skin and nails. Chronic 
effects occur after weeks or years of exposure or long after initial exposure to 
PCBs. A number of studies have suggested that these effects include immune 
system suppression, liver damage, neurological effects. and possibly cancer. 

21. Q. What happens to PCBs in your body? 

A. 	Once PCBs enter the body they are first distributed in the liver and muscles and 
then are stored in fatty tissues. PCBs can be stored in fat tissue for years. Also, 
breast milk may concentrate PCBs because of its fat content. The PCBs can then 
be transferred to children through breastfeeding. 

22. Q. Are cancer rates elevated in the HRA? 

A. 	 According to the most recent data from the Massachusetts Cancer Registry, cancer 
rates during 1982-1986 and 1987-1 992 for the eight communities (i.e., Dalton, 
Great Barrington, Lanesborough; Lee, Lenox, Pittsfield. Sheffield, and 
Stockbridge) showed that, with the exception of bladder cancer in Pittsfield males 
during the 1982-1986 period, no statistically significant elevation was noted. 

23. Q. Do PCBs cause reproductive effects? 

A. 	Studies have reported that infants born to mothers who were environmentally or 
occupationally exposed to PCBs had decreases in birth weight, gestational age, 
and neonatal performance. However, the strength of the association with PCBs is 
unclear. PCBs have been shown to cause these and other reproductive effects in a 
variety of mammalian species. 

21. Q. Are there any problems with reproductive outcomes for the HRA? 

,4. 	According to 1990- 1994 birth data from the MDPH Registry of Vital Records and 
Statistics, infant mortality and the proportion of low birth weight in the HRA were 
similar to those of the state averages. 
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WHY THIS FACT SHEET? 

T t l e  Massact~usetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) receive many questions from interested Berkshire 
County residents about polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and 
how PCBs can affect the health of people who come into 
contact wi th  them. This fact sheet has been prepared by DEP 
and EPA to provide answers to commonly asked questions 
about: 

PCBs and their harmful health effects; 
how PCBs entered the environment from the GE facility; 
how exposure to PCBs can occur and h o w  to  tell if you 
have been exposed; 
ways to reduce your potential for PCB exposure, and; 
what is being done to protect public health from PCB 
exposure. 

WHAT ARE PCBs? 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are a family of  man-made 
chemicals that contain 209 different variations, or congeners. 
PCBs are typically found in the environment as mixtures of 
different congeners. These mixtures are also known as 
Aroclors@, a trade name of the Monsanto Corporation. 

There are no known natural sources of PCBs. PCBs are 
typically oily liquids, ranging from colorless to light yellow in  
color. They have no smell or taste. Because they do not burn 
easily and are a good insulating material, PCBs have been 
widely used as coolants and lubricants in  transformers, 
capacitors, and other electrical equipment. Consumer 
products that may contain PCBs include old fluorescent 
lighting fixtures, hydraulic fluids and electrical devices or 
appliances containing PCB capacitors made before PCB use 
was stopped. The manufacture of PCBs was stopped in the 

United States in 1977 because of evidence that PCBs build up 
in the environment and cause harmful effects. 

HOW DID PCBs GET FROM GE INTO THE 
ENVIRONMENT? 

P C B ~are present in Housatonic River sediments, in soil, and 
in fill. There are also plumes of PCB-contaminated oil 
underneath the General Electric (GE) facility in Pittsfield. The 
plumes underneath the GE facility are masses of PCB-
contaminated oil, several feet thick, that are present as a 
separate layer 

There are four major 	 PCBs were released from the 
GE facility directly into the ways in which PCBs 
river.

e n t e r e d  t h e  
environment from the PCBs seeped into the river from 
GE facility in Pittsfield. plumes underneath the GE 

facility. 

PCB re/eases from GE 
During floods, PCBs attached to into the Housatonic 
river sediments were carried by River river water up onto the 

In years past, PCBs floodplain. 
were directly released 

from the GE facility Trucks 'carried PCB- 


contaminated fill from the GE 
into the Housatonic 
facility and placed it in low- River. Once in the 
lying, marshy areas in and 

river, PCBs attach to around Pittsfield. 
river sediments. PCBs 

do not dissolve easily 

in water and they do 

not become separated from sediments or soil easily. 


PCB releases to the river via the p/urnes 
The plumes of PCBs underneath the GE facility f low toward 
the Housatonic River. In the past, PCBs seeped into the river 
from the plumes. PCBs are no longer seeping into the river 



from tl \e plumes because GE installed containment systems 
which pump PCBs out of the ground before they reach the 
river. 

Contamination of floodplain during floods 
During floods, PCB-contaminated river sediments are carried 
by river water up over the riverbank and onto the floodplain. 
When the floodwaters recede, the river sediments and 
attached PCBs are left behind on the floodplain. 

Placement of PCB-contaminated fill 
Primarily in the 1940s and 1950s, trucks delivered fill from 
the GE facility (often at the request of the property owner) to  
many low-lying, marshy areas in and around Pittsfield. Some 
of these marshy areas are former oxbows. Other areas are 
just low-lying or uneven properties where the owner asked GE 

to deliver fill so the property 
would be level. Some, but 
not all, of the fill that GE

Oxbows are natural bends 
provided was contaminated(or meanders) in a river. 
with PCBs. PCBs are bound 

Former oxbows are oxbows tightly to  the fill and do not 
that became separated from move from the fill into 
the main stem of the groundwater or into other 
Housatonic River (after the clean areas of soil or fill. Fill
Army Corps of Engineers 

also may have been received straightened portions of the 
river in the 1940s) and then from sources other than GE. 
were subsequently filled. Non-GE fill may or may not 

be contaminated. 

HOW DO PCBs MOVE IN THE ENVIRONMENT? 
O n c e  in the environment, PCBs do not break down easily. 
They tend to remain attached to particles of soil or sediment. 
Any process that moves soil or sediment can also move the 
attached PCBs. 

Examples of how PCBs move in  the Environment: 

River sediments (wi th  PCBs attached) can be carried by 
river water further down river or up onto the floodplain 
during floods. 

Fine dry soil (wi th  PCBs attached) can be blown by the 
wind or stirred up during lawn mowing or dirt biking. 

* 	 In very hot weather, PCBs (if they are present at high 
levels) can also evaporate in  small amounts from the soil 
into the air. 

HOW MIGHT I BE EXPOSED TO PCBs? 

F o r  people in Pittsfield and the Housatonic River area, there 
are t w o  main ways (routes) that exposure to PCBs can occur. 

Touching soil contaminated with PCBs. 

Touching PCB-contaminated soil leads to exposure by 
incidental ingestion (ingestion of PCBs via hand-to-mouth 
contact) and dermal absorption (absorption of PCBs 
through the skin). 

Eating PCB-contaminated fish or other animals {such as 
frogs or turtles) from the Housatonic River. 

OBSERVE THE 

CONSUMPTION AD VISORY! 


Fish, frogs and turtles from the
1 	 Housatonic River and Silver Lake 

are contaminated with PCBs and 
should not be eaten! 





r w t  provide information about the amount of PCB exposure 
that leads to adverse health effects. 

PCBs may also be potential endocrine disruptors. The term 
endocrine disruptors applies to any number of a broad class of 
chemical compounds with the ability to interfere wi th  the 
normal functioning of hormones. Concern about endocrine 
disruptors stems from a collection of evidence (primarily in 
wildlife) on a variety of compounds which indicates that 
exposure to some chemical agents in the environment which 
interfere wi th  hormones can potentially lead to  adverse health 
effects, including effects on reproductive function, 
development, neurotoxicity and immunofunction. A t  this 
time, the available information is not sufficient to  determine 
whether PCBs are likely to  affect human endocrine systems or 
to measure potential effects. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has determined 
PCBs to be probable human carcinogens. This classification 
is based upon animal studies in which rats that ingested 
certain mixtures of PCBs throughout their lives developed 
cancer in their livers. Studies of people exposed to PCBs do 
not provide enough information to  definitively determine if 
PCBs cause cancer in  humans. 

WHAT ACTIONS HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO ENSURE 
PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH FROM PCBs? 

DEPand EPA have taken immediate actions (also called 
short-term cleanup measures or Immediate Response Actions) 
to ensure protection of public health until a permanent cleanup 
is completed. DEP and EPA have taken short-term cleanup 
measures in residential and recreational areas where PCBs 
exceed the appropriate DEP Short-Term Action Level in 
surface soil (top six inches). 

Short-term measures DEP and EPA have taken to address 
exceedances of these action levels include soil removal, 

placement of vegetative barriers and placement of warning 
signs and fences. 

DEP SHORT-TERM ACTION LEVELS FOR PCBs 

In residential lawns, the Agencies have taken short-term 
measures when PCBs in surface soil exceed 1 0  ppm 
(parts-per-million, mglkg). 

In recreational areas, the Agencies have taken short-term 
measures when PCBs in surface soil exceed'30 ppm. 

In walking pathways, the Agencies have taken short-term 
measures when PCBs in surface soil exceed 5 0  ppm. 

Many residents and river users already may have been 
exposed to  PCBs for a long period of time. DEP accounted for 
this in determining the action levels. DEP and EPA are 
confident that the short-term measures taken will protect 
people. However, DEP and EPA recognize that i t  is impossible 
to  know every person's particular activity patterns and chance 
of exposure from either previous or future activities. Since 
PCBs accumulate in body fat, every exposure to PCBs adds a 
little bit to  a person's body burden of PCBs. Many people 
may not know whether they have been exposed, or to what 
extent, and may want to  avoid or minimize further exposure 
until final cleanups are completed. 

DEP and EPA recognize this concern and offer the following 
recommendations on ways to  reduce PCB exposure and 
potential risks in residential and recreational areas. These 
recommendations are especially applicable to  people who may 
contact soil and sediment in the floodplain between GE's 
facility in Pittsfield and the Woods Pond Dam in Lenox. This 
is the area where sampling shows the highest PCB soil and 
sediment levels. People who could contact soil or sediment 



in areas of lower PCB concentration may also follow these 
recommendations if they wish to  further minimize their 
potential for exposure until final cleanups are completed. 
These recommendations also apply to  people who may 
contact soil in areas that have PCB-contaminated fill. 

RECOMMENDED WAYS TO REDUCE PCB 

EXPOSURE IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS 


The following are actions you can take if you wish to further 
reduce your possibility of PCB exposure in potentially contaminated 
residential areas, until final cleanups are completed. 

Minimize skin contact with soil during activities such as 
gardening and wash soil from your ski% whenever 
possible. 

N you have your own garden, consider reducing or 
eliminating your consumption of homegrown 
vegetables. As an alternative, consider growing your 
vegetables lit a raised garden bed filled with clean soil 

Avoid tracking soil from potentially contaminated areas 
*to your home. 

Minimize activities likely to produce high levels of dust 
in areas where soil may be contaminated with PCBs. 
For example, avoid running your mower over areas of 
sparse lawn during periods of dry weather. 

Limit the amount of time that children might play in 
potentially contaminated soil to a few days per week. 

RECOMMENDED WAYS TO REDUCE PCB 

EXPOSURE IN RECREATIONAL AREAS 


The following are actions you can take if you wish to further 
reduce your possibility of PCB exposure in potentially contaminated 
recreational areas, until final cleanups are completed. 

Obey the fish, frog and turtle consumption advisory for the 
Housatonic River and Silver Lake. Do not eat other food 
such as shellfish or ducks caught in the Housatonic River 
or Silver Lake. 

Minimize skin contact with soil and sediment and wash 
soil and sediment from your skin whenever possible. 

Avoid tracking excess soil into your car or home. 

Minimize inhalation of dust from soils by avoiding 
activities which generate excessive dust (dirt biking, 
for examplel. 

Limit recreational visits and access to the river to about 
once per week for children who might play in 
potentially contaminated soil and sediment. 

In response to specific questions from concerned citizens, DEP 
also evaluated risks from the following three activities. 

River C/eanup Work: cleanup of trash and other debris by 
community members to  help preserve the river. 

Competitive Canoeing: use of canoe launch areas by 
recreational and competitive canoeists. 

Fiddlehead Fern Consumption 

DEP's conclusions and recommendations about these three 
activities are summarized in  the following table. 
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Activity 

River Cleanup 

Canoeing 

Fiddlehead 
Fern 
Consumption 

DEP Conclusions 

Risks from PCB exposure 
to volunteers 
participating in 
Housatonic River cleanup 
days are very low, 

Risks from PCB exposure 
to canoeists who use 
canoe launch areas on a 
frequent basis are very 
low. 

-	 DEP sampled 
fiddleheads growing in 
PCB-contaminated soil 
along the Housatonic 
River. DEP found only 
extremely low levels of 
PCBs in the 
fiddleheads 
themselves. 

-	 Fiddlehead ferns are 
safe for consumption. 

DEP Recon~metidatioris 

Wear protective boots 
and long-sleeved 
clothing to minimize 
contact with 
sediments. 

-	 Wash these items or 
place in a plastic bag 
betore entering your 
car or home. 

-	 Minimize skin contact 
with sedinient. 

-	 Wash sediment from 
your skin as promptly 
as possible (especially 
competitive canoeists 
who may have more 
frequent and intense 
contact with 
sediment than 
recreational 
canoeists). 

-

-	 Mlninwe skin contact 
wlth so11 whtle 
harvestlng flddleheads 
[use protective gloves 
or wash so11 from 
your skln as promptly 
as poss~blel. 

-	 Avoid tracking excess 
soil into your car or 
home. 

Wash fiddleheads 
tllorougt~ly to remove 
all traces of soil 
before eating. 

WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? 

F o r  additional information, or to  learn more about the short- 
and long-term cleanup plans or the risk assessment work, 
contact: 

J. Lyn Cutler, DEP, (413) 755-2116 
OR 

Bryan Olson, EPA, (617) 918-1365 

INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 

To  provide Berkshire County  residents w i t h  easy access t o  
information relevant t o  the  invest igat ion and cleanup o f  the 
Housatonic River and GE Pittsfield sites, EPA and DEP have 
established lnformation Repositories at  the fo l lowing locations: 

Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library, Pittsfield, (413) 499-9480 

Berkshire County  Regional Planning Commission, Pittsfield. 
(413)442-1 521 


Lenox Public Library, Lenox, (413)637-0197 

Simon's Rock College o f  Bard, Great Barrington, 
(413)528-7274 
 -

AN repositories contain official correspondence; Scopes of Work, 
and reports and documents regarding the sites. lnformation k sent 
to the repositories as it becomes available. Information is also 
available for review at DEP's Western Regional Ofice, 436 Dwight 
Street, Springfield, Massachusetts 01 103. 



DEP and EPA have established a mailing list containing the 
names and addresses of individuals who express an interest 
in receiving information about the disposal sites. Notifications 
announcing the placement of major new documents in the 
repositories and notifications of public meetings are sent to 
people on this mailing list. i f  you are not already receiving 
information about the Housatonic River and GE Pittsfield 
Disposal Sites and would like to be added to  the Sites' mailing 
list, please write to: 

Susan Steenstrup, Regional Public Involvement Coordinator 
DEP Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
436 Dwight Street 
Springfield, Massachusetts, 01  103 

or call Susan Steenstrup at (41 3) 784-1 100, extension 264. 

-Notes: 
' 	Toxicological Profile for Polychlorinated Biphenyls, draft for Public Comment. U.S. 

Department of .Health and Human Services, Public Health Service. Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry, February 1996. 
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Sampling 

If I request that my property be tested because I suspect GE fill to be present, what 
exactly happens next? What is the process that is put into motion? 

If the Agencies find that there is credible information indicating that GE fill may be present 
on your property, the Agencies will require GE to approach you to request access for testing. 
GE will meet with you to gather information to develop an initial investigation plan. GE will 
ask that you sign an access agreement to allow GE to perform the required work. GE will 
submit a plan to the Agencies that details their planned investigation for your property. The 
Agencies will review the plan and approve it (possibly with conditions) and you will be 
notified by GE before sampling begins. In approximately 45 days from the Agencies' 
approval of the sampling plan, you and the Agencies will receive a report from GE that 
discusses the results and proposes next steps, if necessary. 

Who determines which properties are tested, and how is this determined? 

The Agencies determine which properties are tested and have established criteria for 
screening. These criteria include information on the source of fill, physical evidence of fill, 
anecdotal information regarding GE fill, etc. Additionally, for each property where PCBs are 
detected, a complete property survey is conducted by GE to determine the extent of fill. If 
there is any evidence that the fill may extend beyond the property boundaries, neighboring 
properties are subsequently tested (under the process described above) and continue to be 
tested until the extent of fill in the area is defined. 

Who decides where the sampling locations are and how many samples are taken? 

GE proposes a plan containing proposed sampling locations based on the information 
available about a specific property. The property owner and the Agencies each receive a copy 
of the proposal. The Agencies review, comment and approve the plan before work begins. 
Typically, the Agencies initially require a minimum of three borings in areas of suspected 
fill. If contamination is found, a sampling "grid" is established which dictates the locations 
of surface soil samples and additional borings. Typically, the sampling grid results in a 
sampling location every 25 feet. 
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If GE tests my property and finds no PCBs, but finds other contaminants not related to 
GE, what happens then? 

The problem may still need to be addressed. Whether the contamination is addressed and 
who is responsible for addressing it is dependent on many facts, such as origin, type, 
quantity, concentration and location of contamination. 

Why are monitoring wells required on some of the properties? 

An extensive investigation of a contaminated property includes an evaluation of possible 
impacts to ground water. The Agencies requires use of monitoring wells on all properties 
with extensive contamination. Some of the contaminants that have been found on some 
properties may impact ground water, if present in sufficient concentration. 

My neighbor knows he has GE fill on his property, but is afraid to come forward. He 

says he doesn't want to know whether the property is contaminated. Can the Agencies 

investigate this without disclosing how the information was obtained? If the Agencies 

say that someone provided the information anonymously, he'll know it came from me. 


The Agencies have received several anonymous tips that have led to sampling. No sampling 
has occurred without a property owner allowing access. We will work with the homeowner 
to allow access to GE to compete sampling. If there is fill on a property, several people may 
have knowledge about it: the source@) of the fill, the property owner at the time of filling, 
neighbors in the area at the time of fill, the truck drivers and personnel who hauled, loaded 
and unloaded the fill and other people in.the neighborhood may have spoken about it. If you 
choose to remain anonymous, the Agencies will honor your request. 

How do I obtain a copy of the test results for my neighbor's property? 

While we respect the privacy of the homeowners to the degree allowed by law, the sampling 
results and related information is public. Currently, the data and reports are not in the local 
information repositories. However, the data are presently available for public review at the 
DEP ofice in Springfield, as it is with all hazardous waste sites, every Wednesday from 
9 - 12, and 1 - 4. You should call ahead (4 13-784- 1100) to ensure that that there have been 
no changes in schedule. The residential fill properties are filed under their tax parcel 
identification numbers. However, the repositories will contain information regarding the 
residential fill properties on or before September 1, 1997. The repositories are listed at the 
end of this document. 



Additionally, i f  contamination on your neighbor's property extends to your property 

boundary, you will be notified directly and requested to allow access to your property to 

determine if the contamination extends beyond the parcel boundary onto your property. 


What about those of us that live within the neighborhoods where there are properties 

which contain fill from GE; will sampling of our properties be performed so we don't 

have to convince future buyers (of our properties) that our properties are not 

contaminated? Will we have something in writing from the DEP or EPA explaining 

why our properties aren't sampled? 


No wide-scale sampling is planned at this time. We are investigating and will investigate 

properties where, based on credible information, GE fill may be located. 

For each property where PCBs are detected, a complete property survey is conducted by GE 

to determine the extent of fill. If there is any evidence that the fill may extend beyond the 

property boundaries, the neighboring properties are subsequently tested and continue to be 

tested until the extent of fill in the area is defined. However, if there is no sampling 

performed at a property, there will not be something in writing from the Agencies, but we are 

always available to answer questions from homeowners and prospective homeowners. 


Why doesn't GE just sample the entire neighborhood where PCB-contaminated fill has 

been found? 


Sampling must be based on reasonable basis and credible information suggestive that there 

may be a problem related to GE fill. 


(From children's daycare facilities within neighborhoods containing GE fill) 

What assurances can I give to parents that it's safe for their children to be here unless 

some soil testing is doae.? 


The contamination we are encountering in fill does not move from the soil of one property to 

the soil of another. 'PCBs and related contamination from GE is associated with certain 

conditions, such as fill on a property, or property location within the 5-year floodplain. You 

may want to determine who owned your property in the past and inquire whether they have 

any information about fill or other relevant conditions. 


Even if you have fill on your property, it may not be PCB-contaminated fill. If you have 

questions, you should consult with the Agencies to determine if the situation warrants 

sampling. 
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How long does it take to obtain the sampling results? 

Sampling results are typically obtained within four (4) weeks of sampling. The process 
involves collection of the sample and subsequent laboratory analysis, preliminary reporting 
of results, and then the incorporation of the final laboratory results into a report that 
interprets the importance of the data and proposes additional work. All of this work is being 
conducted as quickly as possible. The Agencies consider four (4) weeks to be fast for this 
type of work. Additionally, given that several properties are being investigated all at once, 
the Agencies and GE have agreed to prioritize investigations based on the likely exposures 
and extent of contamination. 

If I change my mind about having my property tested now, can I expect GE to sample it 
sometime in the future, when I decide I want to sell my property? 

Not necessarily. From the Agencies' perspective, now is the best time to determine if your 
property is contaminated, if you have reason to believe that it may be. If you have reason to 
believe that there may be contamination on your property, the Agencies encourage you to 
come forward now. There are no assurances that the Agencies will require GE to investigate 
your property in the future unless there is credible evidence indicating that GE fill is located 
on your property. Also, once you are aware that there may be contaminated fill on your 
property, your awareness may initiate the "statute of limitations," which gives you a set 
period of time to pursue any legal claims you may have. 

If1 decide that I don't want my property tested, am I responsible and/or liable for what 
may be on the property? Would I have an obligation to a future buyer to disclose that I 
had originally requested that my property be tested, but then changed my mind? 

Whether you are liable for any contamination on your property depends on the type, 
concentration, quantity and location of contamination, as well as when the property became 
contaminated, when the release occurred, and who caused the contamination. 

You may have an obligation to disclose known conditions on your property if asked, but you 
should talk to an attorney or real estate agent for advice. 



Remediation 

Will all the contaminated fill be removed from the property? 

The remedial action that the Agencies will approve is dependent upon site-specific 
circumstances, including whether the home is placed on fill, the structural integrity of the 
home, the depth of contaminated fill and the type and concentration of contamination at 
depth. In some cases, not all contaminated fill will be removed. The Agencies must ensure 
that the contamination on a property poses no significant risk to human health or the 
environment. The Agencies also require an evaluation of the feasibility of achieving 
background levels at a property. 

How deep will GE be forced to dig in order to remove contaminated fill? And will this 
depth vary depending upon whether I decide to keep my property or sell it to GE? If 
there is a difference, why is there a difference? 

Remedial actions may be different for each contaminated property, depending on the extent 
and type of contamination and structural constraints on removal. A site-specific evaluation 
will be conducted for each property. The extent of removal may also differ if an "activity 
and use limitation" (such as, a deed restriction that limits uses that occur on the property) is 
placed by the property owner. Any activity and use limitations which a property owner 
proposes as part of a cleanup would require approval by the Agencies. GE's purchase of a 
residential property could affect the depth of removal if GE places an appropriate activity and 
use limitation on the property, but would not change the requirement to achieve no 
significant risk. 

GE has asked to buy my home. If I decide to stay at my property, can I be assured that 
GE will remove any contaminated fill from beneath my house? 

No. If there is contaminated fill beneath your home, depending on the risk, location, 
structural feasibility and cost, the Agencies may not require, and it may not be possible for, 
removal of contamination from beneath your home. However, the Agencies will require GE 
to investigate whether, and to what extent, there is any health or environmental risk (if any) 
posed from contamination beneath a building. 
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When will GE start the cleanup? How long will the cleanup take once started? 

Each property is at a different stage of investigation and not all properties that will be 
investigated will require cleanup. For those properties that are highly contaminated and 
firthest along in the investigation process, it is the Agencies expectation that the cleanup will 
begin this construction season. The duration of the cleanup will depend on the size and 
difficulty of the cleanup (the areal extent of contamination, the depth of the so8 to be 
removed and any structural constraints that may affect the process, such as moving the home, 
placement of reinforced sheeting to allow removal, etc.) 

Will my family and I have to move during the cleanup? If so, would someone pay for 

that? 


The need to move during remediation may be necessary or preferable during the remediation 
of some properties. This is dependent upon many site-specific factors such as the extent of 
remediation, typesof contamination, location of any necessary removal action in relation to 
your home, and many other factors. GE has expressed a willingness to work with the 
homeowner involved to handle any temporary relocation issues, if necessary. 

If GE buys all these residential properties, does that mean they can just put up a fence 
and leave these properties as such, and not have to clean them? What does GE plan on 
doing with the properties they purchase? 

If GE purchases the property, it has expressed its intention to remediate the property to allow 
intensive recreational use consistent with the residential character of the neighborhood, 
without the need for fences. This would include remediation of the surface soil (where the 
most intense exposures occur), asnecessary, to allow for safe use. However, as with any 
property owner, GE would have the right to fence any or all portions of its property; but, any 
such fence would not be necessary for restricting exposures, nor would it be required by the 
Agencies. GE has stated its intentions that other than as temporary measures, it does not 
intend to fence or pave properties in residential neighborhoods. 



If GE makes these properties into parks or recreational areas, is this okay with DEP 
and EPA? 

If there is a sufficient cleanup, this would be acceptable to the Agencies. If the plan is to 
make these properties into parks or recreational areas in order to have a more limited removal 
effort, this is an option, but not one that has been accepted or rejected by the Agencies. The 
Agencies would consider GE's proposai and feasibility evaluation in such a case. The 
feasibility evaluation must include an evaluation of the feasibility of achieving background. 

Nature o f  Contamination 

What does GE fill look like? 

The look of GE fill is highly variable. However, the presence of non-native soil objects, such 
things as scrap metal, broken porcelain insulator parts, wood block flooring, etc., often 
appears in fill from GE. Additionally, some people have reported problems with the growth 
of vegetation. However, we have no reason to believe that poor vegetative growth alone 
indicates the presence of GE fill. Materials that are solely consistent with residential garbage 
(cans, bottles, etc.) or construction debris (nails, bricks); when present alone, are not strong 
indicators of the potential for contamination. 

How can you explain finding 20,000 ppm on one property, and not find anything on 
another property just 10 feet away? 

The contaminants in the fill are not evenly distributed on a property. Such high levels, like 
20,000 ppm may be indicative of formerly-saturated materials that have bonded to soils or 
fullers earth. Fullers earth is an absorbent clay-like material that was used in filtering 
Pyranol and used in absorbing spills. The contamination is bound to the soil it has 
contaminated and the soil does not travel across a property, or from one property to another. 

What other kinds of contamination are being found besides PCBs? 

Contaminants other than PCBs, detected at some properties, at levels of concern include 
semi-volatile organic compounds, metals, dioxins and furans. 
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When the streamslcreeks near the contaminated properties overflow/flood, does that 
cause the PCBs to get to my property? 

It may. It is dependent on the amount of sediment in the creek or stream, the presence of 
PCB contamination in the sediment and the level of that PCB contamination. The Agencies 
are currently requiring GE to investigate the extent of contamination in sediment and 
adjacent bank soils. 

Why are the Agencies not concerned about PCB concentrations below 2 ppm? 

Statewide, DEP has established a generic or general default cleanup level of 2 ppm for PCBs 

for residential use. Average PCB levels below 2 ppm are not considered to pose significant 

risk for residential use. A site-specific risk assessment may be conducted for a site which 

may result in slightly different cleanup value. 


Do PCBs move through the soil? 


PCBs, by and large, do not migrate through subsurface soil. Two important physical 

characteristics of PCBs are that they tend to cling to soil particles and that they do not 

dissolve easily in water. This means that PCBs are not moving around underground, but will 

remain where they were placed. 


(From a property owner with high levels of contamination on property) 

I've worked at GE for over 20 years, and have lived on this property without exhibiting 

any adverse health effects; so why should I consider leaving or selling my property, or  

changing my daily outdoor routines? 


While we cannot predict whether someone who has been exposed to PCBs will experience an 

adverse health effect, we do know that every exposure can increase the body's burden of 

PCBs. DEP and EPA have recommended several actions you may take if you would like to 

reduce your exposures to PCBs - until the time a final cleanup is complete. These are listed 

in the PCB Fact Sheet. 




A few people in my family who lived on this contaminated property have died from 
cancer; is their death from cancer related to the fi l l  on the property? 

It is difficult to determine whether a person's cancer was caused by PCB exposure because 
there are so many people who get cancer and so many causes of cancer. The risk that a 
person will develop cancer in his or her lifetime from any cause is about 1 in 3. We do know 
that laboratory animals that were fed PCBs developed liver cancer. However, studies of 
people exposed to PCBs, including workers exposed to high levels of PCBs, have not 
provided definitive evidence that PCBs cause cancer in humans. The PCB Fact Sheet 
provides more information about the potential health effects from PCB exposures and 
provides recommendations about ways to minimize potential exposure. 

How do I know if I've been exposed to PCBs? 

There are tests to find out if PCBs are in your blood, body fat, and breastmilk. Because PCBs 
are found throughout the environment, nearly everyone is likely to have some measurable 
amounts of PCBs in their body, whether or not they live in Pittsfield. In the United States, 
average PCB levels in blood among people who have not had exposure in the workplace range 
from 4 to 8 n g h L  (parts per billion). Elevated levels of PCBs in comparison to the general 
population will show that you have been exposed to PCBs. The tests do not determine the 
source of your exposure, the exact amount or type of PCBs you have been exposed to, how 
long you have been exposed, or predict whether you will develop harmful health effects. If you 
do not have elevated levels of PCBs in your body, it is very unlikely that you have an increased 
risk of developing harmful health effects compared with the general population. 

Blood tests are the easiest and safest method for detecting recent exposures to large amounts of 
PCBs. If you are concerned and want to find out whether you have been exposed to PCBs, you 
should contact your doctor. 
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For additional information, contact: 

J. Lyn Cutler 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 


436 Dwight Street 

Springfield, Massachusetts 0 1 103 


(4 13) 784- 1100 


Anna Symington 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 


436 Dwight Street 

Springfield, Massachusetts 0 1 103 


(413) 784- 1100 


Bryan Olson 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 


JFK Federal Building Boston, Massachusetts 02203 

(6 17) 573-5747 
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BACKGROUND 


The General Electric (GE) facility in Pittsfield was a major user of Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs) for many years, and waste disposal practices as well as spills and leaks of PCB oil have resulted 
in the contamination of soils, sediments, and groundwater in the vicinity of the GE plant and the 
Housatonic River downstream of the plant. 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection P E P )  and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) have been involved since the early 1980s in efforts to identify areas associated 
with the GE plant in Pittsfield which are contaminated with PCBs, to eliminate and control continuing 
sources of PCB releases, to assess and reduce the risk of human exposure, and to determine the best and 
most effective long-term cleanup strategy. 

WHAT HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED? 


At the GE facility in Pittsfield, major efforts over the past several years have included recovery 
of PCB oil from groundwater, treatment of contaminated groundwater, removal andlor temporary capping 
of contaminated soils to prevent human exposure, and continuing sampling of soil, air, and water. 

In the Housatonic River, major problems identified are the presence of PCB contaminated 
sediments in Woods Pond and other areas of the river, and elevated levels of PCBs in fish. The 
Massachusetts Department of Public Health @pH) issued an updated advisory in 1992 against the human 
consumption of fish, frogs and turtles taken from the Housatonic River. In addition, the Woods Pond 
Dam has been reconstructed to minimize downstream migration of PCBs. 

In 1990, GE signed agreements with DEP for completion of assessment and cleanup work at the 
~ittsfield facility and the Housatonic River under the state's waste site cleanup program. Also in 1990, 
the EPA issued a corrective action permit under federal law which established a process and 
implementation schedule for assessment and cleanup work. EPA and DEP have signed a Memorandum 
of Understanding to coordinate regulatory activities and oversight of the cleanup work. 

Recently, the EPA and DEP have begun to work together in review of technical documents and have 
met with representatives of the Housatonic River Initiative (HRI), an umbrella organization of citizens 
and watershed groups. DEP has also met with floodplain property owners. 

WHAT ISHAPPENING AT THISTIME? 

Based on results of PCB testing of floodplain soils along the Housatonic River downstream of the 
GE facility in Pittsfield, DEP is,requiring action at 16 properties (out of 39 tested) to reduce potential 
expasures to PCBs. Fifteen of @e affected properties are located in Pittsfield and one in Lenox. DEP 
refer$ to these actions as "short term measures". 



Short term actions could include covering or removal of contaminated soils or restricting access to 
contaminated soils. When completed, these actions will ensure that residents and visitors can use the 
river and floodplain safely. DEP is also providing interim guidance to assist river users and visitors who 
wish to minimize any potential exposure to PCBs. 

A public meeting is scheduled for Thursday, July 15 at 7:00 p.m. at Berkshire Community College 
(room 111 in the Koussevitzky Building) in Pittsfield to discuss DEP's conclusions and the short term 
measures being required. 

DEP has also requested assistance from Suzanne Condon of DPH's Bureau of Environmental Health 
Assessment (f3EHA) at (617) 727-7170 about addressing possible health effects related to past, present, 
andlor future exposures to PCBs. BEHA staff will be coordinating efforts with the local health 
departments and will hold a public meeting to discuss citizen concerns in late July or early August 1993. 

HOW CAN I BE OR BECOME INVOLVED AND INFORMED? 

A series of public meetings conducted by DEP recently in Pittsfield and Lenox highlighted the 
increased level of public concern in the progress of studies and cleanup efforts, as well as public interest 
in becoming more involved in the cleanup process. This information sheet has been prepared as part of 
an on-going efiort to provide information and to respond to the questions and concerns raised at previous 
meetings. DEP is also currently revising the existing Public Involvement Plan to provide increased 
opportunities for public participation and information. 

'iou may also wish to contact the Housatonic River Initiative through the following individuals: 
George Wislocki at Berkshire Natural Resources Council (4994596); state Rep. Christopher J. Hodgkins 
(243-0289); or Tom Stokes at the Housatonic Valley Association (637-3188). DEP will continue to meet 
with HRI,property owners, local officials and other interested parties. 

WHAT WORK IS PLANNED FOR THE FUTURE? 

GE has submitted a proposal to DEP and EPA to complete necessary site investigation activities 
on the Housatonic River, including the floodplain. By October 1993, DEP and EPA expect to complete 
a review, with public input, of the proposal and to set timetables for completion of sampling, assessment, 
and evaluation of remedial alternatives. It is expected to take a few more years to reach a fmal 
determination on how best to achieve an acceptable level of cleanup of the river, and it will probably take 
several years to complete the necessary action. DEP will be working with EPA, citizens groups such as 
HRI, and GE to achieve these goals as quickly as possible. 

WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? 

Contact DEP's Western Regional Office at (413) 784-1100 to speak to Alan.Weinberg at 
extension 220 or Cathy Wanat at extension 241, if you have questions concerning the shoit- or long-term 
cleanup plans or the risk assessment work. 
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June 1993 

PCBs in the Housatonic River & Floodplain Soil: 

BACKGROUND 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has announced, with 
concurrence from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health (DPH), the need for actions 
to ensure protection of public health as a result of PCB contamination in the Housatonic River 
and sunounding floodplain areas. DEP refers to these actions as "short term measures". Short 
term measures could include covering or removing contaminated soils or restricting access to 
contaminated soils. 

PCB contamination of the Housatonic River (between the GE facility in Pittsfield and 
Woods Pond Dam in Lenox) and surrounding floodplain areas is of particular concern because 
of the potential for people to be exposed. This is the most contaminated area of the river. In 
deciding to require short term measures, DEP asked its Office of Research and Standards (ORS) 
to assess the possible risk to area residents, considering all the possible ways people might come 
in contact with the contamination. A risk assessment is a process used to estimate the likelihood 
for potential adverse health effects resulting from exposure to chemical hazards. 

ORS identified four situations of concern due to contact with contaminated soils and 
sediments: 

b Frequent exposure to residents of floodplain properties (people who live in highly 
contaminated areas have the highest possibility of exposure on a regular basis); 

b Occasional exposure in recreational areas; 

b Exposure during participation in Housatonic River cleanup days; and 

b Exposure to people who regularly launch or land their canoes at specific locations 
in the river. 

VlrHY ARE THESE GUIDELINES BEING ISSUED? 

The potential for health effects from PCBs depends on the level of exposure. Although 
the chance of serious health effects from current or future exposures is low given the short term 
cleanup actions to be planned, there are ways to protect yourself and your family from PCB 
exposure. 

Many residents and river users may have been exposed for a long period of time. ORS 
accounted for this in deciding the action levels that would protect health for the short term 
cleanup measures. However, it is impossible to know every person's particular activity patterns 
or situation, and chance of exposure from either previous or future activities. 



DEP and DPH recognize the concern about human exposure to PCBs. Many people may 
not know whether they have been exposed -or if so, to what extent -and may want to avoid 
any further exposure. 

DEP has recommended short term cleanup measures to protect public health until a 
permanent cleanup can be effected. Part of what needs to be done during this interim period 
is to collect additional environmental data. The action levels and short term cleanup measures 
should ensure that people are protected, but potential risks can be further minimized by reducing 
the opportunities for exposure through some of the recommendations offered here. 

These recommendations apply specifically to people who have the potential for soil and 
sediment exposure in the floodplain between GE's facility in Pittsfield and the Woods Pond Darn 
in Lenox. These are the areas where sampling shows the most elevated PCB soil and sediment 
concentrations. 

WHAT CAN I DO TO WDUCE MY EXPOSURE? 

Residential Areas 

Even in floodplain areas where contamination is below the action level, you may still 
want to avoid any unnecessary contact with the soil until permanent cleanups are completed. 
The following actions are recommended to further reduce the possibility of PCB exposure: 

F Minirnize activities likely to produce high levels of dust in areas where soil may 
be contaminated with PCBs. For example, mow your lawn only when the soil 
is damp, and avoid running your mower over areas of sparse lawn. 

F Minimize skin contact with soil during activities such as gardening. 

F Limit the amount of time that children might play in potentially contaminated 
areas to a few days a week. 

F Wash soil sediment from your skin whenever possible. 

F Avoid tracking soil from contaminated areas into your home. 

F 	 If you have a private garden in floodplain soil, you might want to consider 
reducing or eliminating your consumption of homegrown vegetables and fruits. 

Recreational Areas 

People use the river and surrounding floodplains for recreational purposes in many 
different ways, making it difficult to offer specific guidance to everyone. Considering the 
exposures evaluated in the risk assessment, you may want to: 



b 	 Limit recreational visits and access to the river by young children who might play 
in river soils and sediments to approximately one or two days a week. 

b 	 Minimize skin contact with soil and wash your hands and feet after contact with 
sediments. 

b 	 Minimize inhalation of dust from soils by avoiding activities which generate 
excessive dust (dirt biking, for example). 

b 	 Avoid tracking excess soil from contaminated areas into your car or home. 

River Cleanup Activities 

Members of the community have participated in various events to clean up the river. 
These activities are focused on cleaning up trash and other debris to help preserve the river as 
a resource that the public can enjoy. In doing its health risk assessment, ORS was aware that 
two river cleanup events were scheduled for this year. One occurred in early June and another 
is planned for September. People who participate in these events might have two separate one 
day exposures over a three month period, and therefore, the health risk would be negligible. 
However, volunteers and other river visitors could wear protective boots and gloves and 
longsleeved clothing to minimize exposure to sediments. These items should be washed off 
and/or placed in a plastic bag before you get into your car or enter your home. 

Com~etitive Canoeists 

The Decker launch area is used regularly by canoeists, including competitive canoeists 
who use the launch area for intensive training periods. Because of the possibility of frequent 
exposure, ORS is recommending that canoeists minimize direct contact with contaminated river 
sediments as much as possible. Since it's reasonable to assume that canoeists might have some 
contact, any soil or sediment that gets on exposed skin areas should be rinsed clean. Further 
sampling of sediments in this area will be conducted. This information will help determine if 
any further short term cleanup measures are needed. 

WHAT IF I HAW QUESTIONS? 

For additional information, call DEP's Western Regional Office at (413) 784-1100 to 
speak to Alan Weinberg at extension 220 or J. Lyn Cutler at extension 316 to learn more about 
the short- and long-term cleanup plans or the risk assessment work. DEP has also requested 
assistance from Suzanne Condon of DPH's Bureau of Environmental Health Assessment (BEHA) 
at (617) 727-7170 about addressing possible health effects related to past, present, andlor future 
exposures to PCBs. BEHA staff will be coordinating efforts with local health departments and 
will hold a public meeting to discuss citizen concerns in late July or early August 1993. 
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U. S. EPA Region I 

Update # I  

EPA Enters New 
Cleanup Phase at GE 

The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency is in the second phase of a 
permitting process to clean up hazardous 
waste contamination at the General 
Electric Company in Pittsfield, Mass. and 
in the Housatonic River. This action 
comes in response to the 1976 Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 
as amended in 1984. Phase two involves 
issuing a permit requiring GE to investi- 
gate hazardous releases into the environ- 
ment including the plant site and the 
Housatonic River. The first phase, com- 
pleted last fall, assessed the potential for 
contamination. Subsequent phases will 
evaluate and implement methods for 
cleaning up the contamination. 

EPA and Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection are working 
ciosely to ensure coordination between 
EPA's Corrective Action Process and 
Massachusm' Chapter 21E Process (the 
Slate's Superfund Program). 

New EPA Project Manager 
Mary Garren of EPA is heading up the 
RCRA permitting project for the General 
Electric facility. Garren has been with 
EPA Region 1's Waste Management 
Division for three years, and has managed 
numerous RCRA sites in New England. A 
graduate in geological sciences from 
Brown university, Garren is eager for a 
rapid and efficient corrective action 
permitting process at the GE facility. 

Hazardous Contamination 
and Cleanup 

General Electric Facility, 

Pittsfield, Massachusetts 


and the 

Housatonic Rwer 


Public Comments Can 
Influence EPA Action 

Give us your local perspective. That is the 
message EPA wan& to convey as it invites 
the public to take part in the permitting of 
the GE facility. Opportunities for people 
to get informed about the project and give 
their input include: 

Project Updates. Written project 
updates will periodically inform the public 
on the progress of the project and the 
results of investigations. The updates will 
be sent to everyone on the mailing list and 
will be placed in the information 
repositories (seelist of locations on 
reverse side). To get on the mailing l i s ~  
contact Mary Garren. 

Informational Meetings. After the 
draft permit is issued this Fall, two public 
informational meetings will be held - one 
in Massachusetts and one in Connecticut -
to discuss the permit before a formal 
public hearing is held. The public is urged 
to attend these meetings to learn more 
about the permit and the corrective action 
process. 

Summer 1989 

Public Hearing. Within the 45-day 
public comment period after the draft 
permit is issued, EPA will hold a public 
hearing. People are encouraged to attend 
and give EPA comments on the draft 
permit. Comments may also be submitted 
in writing within the 45-day comment 
period to Mary Garren. 

Press Releases and Notices. Press 
releases and public notices will announce 
to everyone on the mailing list, including 
the media, me issuance of the draft permlt 
and the dates, times and locations of the 
informational meetings and the hearing. 
A legal notice of a public hearing on the 
issuance of the permit and the public 
review period will run in the Berkshire 
Eagle. 

Information Repositories. EPA has 
established six information repositories 
where the public can review allpublic 
records on the corrective action process 
for GE's Pinsfield facility. (See reverse 
side for locations.) 



United States 
Environmentd Protection 
Apency
RGglon I 
John F. Kennedy Federa1 Bultdlng 
Room 2203 

Hazardous Contamination and Cleanup 
at General Electric, Pittsfield, Mass. and the Housatonic River 

Update #I 
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Hazardous Contamination 
and Cleanup 

General Electric Facility, 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 

and the 
Housatonic Rver 

Fall 1988 

EPA Investigates 
Hazardous Waste at 
General Electric 

For the past year, the U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency @PA) Region I 
has been investigating the General Electric 
Company facility in Pittsfield, Massachu- 
setts for hazardous waste contamination 
resulting from past disposal and manage- 
ment practices. The investigation is the 
first stage of EPA's process of cleaning up 
hazardous waste from and preventing 
future releases to the environment -
including air, soil, groundwater and 
surface water - at facilities which currently 
treat, store and dispose of hazardous 
wastes. The permitting process is required 
by the federal Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments (HSWA, 1984) of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA, 1976)and is known as the 
"corrective action process." 

In the coming months, the EPA will 
make available to the public the results of 
the year-long investigation and will hold 
informational meetings on the project and 
the cleanup process (see schedule later in 
this fact sheet). A draft permit will be 
issued during this time to General Electric The scope of the current investigation has The purpose of this fact sheet is to 
(GE) requiring the company to further been limited to identifying areas where provide the public with an overview of 
investigate and clean up specified sites hazardous wastes have been and are being EPA's corrective action process at the GE 
and areas contaminated with hazardous handled, and where documented or facility and to describe how the process 
wastes, including the Housatonic River. suspected releases to the environment will lead to cleanup efforts. The fact sheet 

Efforts to examine the extent of have occurred. EPA's current activities, also summarizes previous work which will 
hazardous waste disposal practices at the however, build upon information from be used by EPA, to the extent possible, 
GE facility and the resulting effects on previous federal and state efforts, as well during this process. 
human health and the environment have as from GE-prepared reports, including 
been made throughout the past decade. information on PCB concentrations in the 

Housatonic River. 



The General Electric 
Facility 

General Electric's Pittsfield facility 
encompasses approximately 250 acres 
with five million square feet of covered 
buildings. The site is adjacent to the 
Housatonic River. GE has owned the 
property since 1903 when it acquired the 
site from Stanley Electric which, in turn, 
had purchased a portion of it from the 
Berkshire Gasification Plant. Evidence of 
coal tar wastes from the gasification plant 
remain today. The property slopes towards 
the Housatonic River and includes 
portions of the river's and Unkamet 
Brook's 100-year floodplains. The brook 
flows through the facility and empties into 
the Housatonic River. 

The facility is divided into three 
major production areas: Transformer 
Division, Ordnance Division and Plastics 
Division. Among the products manufac- 
tured are: electrical transformers, capaci- 
tors, regulators, synthetic resins, molding 
compounds, missile-guidance systems and 
other ordnance (military weapon)-related 
systems. From 1932 to 1977, GE used 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 
extensively in the operation of its trans- 
former plant to make pyranol, an insulat- 
ing oil. (Note: EPA banned the manufac- 
ture of PCBs in 1979 because of the 
substances suspected carcinogenic effects 
and environmental persistence.) Hazard- 
ous wastes, including PCBs, were gener- 
ated as a result of these manufacturing 
processes and were disposed of in a 
variety of ways both on and off site, 
including in the Housatonic River. 

What Are PCBs? 

Pyranol, the insulating oil produced at 
General Elecuic, is approximately 60% 
PCBs by weight. PCBs are dense and 
stable organic compounds, approximately 
two times heavier than water. The stability 
of the substance, viewed by industry as its 
most desirable property, is now considered 
to be the reason for its persistence in the 
environment. PCBs bind to soil and river 
sediments. Resuspension of sediments, 
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due to water turbulence, can cause mixing 
and transport of PCBs in the water 
column. Studies of the Housatonic River 
(see below) have found high concentra- 
tions of PCBs accumulated in the tissue of 
fish, frogs and other animals. The poten- 
tial routes of exposure to humans include 
inhalation of dust particles in the air, 
ingestion of contaminated water and food, 
and absorption through the skin. 

Historical Perspective 

Housatonic River Studies 

Since the late 1970s EPA and the 
states of Massachusetts and Connecticut 
have been conducting studies and monitor- 
ing programs to detect PCBs in the 
sediments, fish and waters of the Housa- 
tonic River. Mean levels of PCBs in fish 
from the river were found to exceed the 
Federal tolerance level of 2 parts per 
million (ppm). As a result, both states 
have warned against consumption of fish 
from the Housatonic River between 
Pittsfield and the Stevenson Dam at Lake 
Zoar in Connecticut. 

In 1981, EPA and the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Engineering 
(DEQE) issued a Consent Order requiring 
General Electric to conduct the following 
three major studies: 1)documentation of 
the facility's hazardous waste disposal 
practices; 2) examination of the extent of 
existing contamination on site; and 3) 
investigation of contamination of the 
Housatonic River and corrective action 
alternatives. 

To monitor the progress of the studies 
an interagency group was formed, known 
as SEA (State and EPA Agreement). Four 
public meetings were held where progress 
of the studies was presented and dis- 
cussed. Local information repositories 
were established in both Massachusetts 
and Connecticut to enable the interested 
public to review the reports. Periodic 
updates on the studies were prepared by 
EPA and mailed to approximately 120 
interested citizens and organizations. 

The outcome of the studies is a series 
of reports which include, among other 
issues, descriptions of alternative cleanup 

and disposal options. The studies revealed 
the presence of approximately 39,000 
pounds of PCBs in the sediments of the 
Housatonic River. Of this amount, 90% 
are contained in the twelve mile stretch 
between the GE facility and the Woods 
Pond Dam in Lenox, Massachusetts, 
indicating that the facility is the major 
source of PCB contamination in the river. 

In the mid- 1980s, DEQE issued an 
Order to GE, under the Massachusetts 
Superfund Law Chapter 21E, requiring the 
installation on site of groundwater pumps 
to remove oil containing PCBs from the 
top of the groundwater. PCBs collected 
from the pumping are burned in a high 
temperature, thermal-oxidizer incinerator 
on site. (The incinerator, the only one in 
Massachusetts, is permitted by the Federal 
Toxics Substances Control Act.) In 1987, 
GE also installed a slurry wall (a vertical 
wall of low permeable clay) to minimize 
migration of PCBs towards the river. 

In the spring of 1988, DEQE issued 
another Consent Order, signed by GE as 
well as Kimberly - Clark and Thomas 
Garrity (former and current owners of !he 
Woods Pond Dam, respectively), requiring 
the company to install a new closcre 
structure for the Woods Pond raceway 
canal and to make the necessary repairs at 
the Dam to ameliorate future transport of 
PCBs downstream. GE has stated that the 
Dam has since been purchased and con- 
struction of a new dam is underway. 

Soil/Groundwater Contamination: 
Lakewood Area 

In 1980, General Electric discovered 
PCBs in soils and basement cellars in the 
Lakewood area of Pittsfield, the residen- 
tial community closest to the main plant. 
Wells were drilled and PCB-laden oil was 
found. GE purchased a number of the 
properties, and subsequently demolished 
the houses. The properties remain unde- 
veloped. 

Health Studies 

At the same time Housatonic River 
studies were being conducted, potential 
health effects on GE employees from PCB 
exposure were being examined by the 
company. Former employees who had 

worked in the Transformer Division where 
PCBs were used, and their families, have 
expressed concern repeatedly about the 
unusually high rate of cancer, particularly 
bladder, among fellow workers. 

In 1981, GE commissioned a study of 
workers' mortality. The results of the 
study, known as the Wegman Report, 
were expected to be available to the public 
in the following year. The report is still 
not complete, although it is expected to be 
released by the end of 1988. PCBs are 
suspected to be carcinogens. There is no 
conclusive evidence, however, that PCB 
exposure causes cancer in humans. 
Because PCBs remain in the body for a 
long time, there is a latency period before 
any potential effects are evidenced. The 
potential causes of cancer in a person are 
many, both genetic and environmental, 
making it even more difficult to know 
with certainty the exact cause. 

In addition to the Wegman Study, the 
Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health (DPW) has been investigating the 
high rate of bladder cancer in Pittsfield. 
The study has focused on GE employees. 
Results from this study are expected to be 
made public this winter. 

What are HSWA and 
RCRA? 

As previously mentioned, EPA's 
current efforts to clean up the General 
Electric site in Pittsfield and the Housa- 
tonic River are authorized under the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
(HSWA) of the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). In order for 
General Electric to be able to store, treat 
and/or dispose of hazardous wastes in the 
future, the company is required to clean up 
after past practices. The company is 
required to obtain two permits: one from 
DEQE to store, treat and dispose of 
hazardous wastes currently generated, and 
one from EPA to take corrective action 
regarding past disposal. If General Electric 
fails to comply with the conditions in their 
HSWA permit, a variety of enforcement 
options exist, including the revocation of 
the facility's RCRA operating permit. 



The corrective action process consists 
of several components: 

a RCRA Facility Assessment 
(RFA) - available in designated 
information repositories for the 
public to review 
a Draft HSWA Permit, including 
facility-specific conditions 
a 45-day Public Comment Period -
during which time a public hearing 
is held, and a responsiveness 
summary to the comments is 
prepared by EPA 
a Final HSWA Permit - issued 
after all comments have been 
reviewed by EPA 
a RCRA Facility Investigation 
(RFI) -prepared by the responsible 
party according to the permit's 
conditions and approved by EPA. 
The investigation covers hazardous 
waste areas identified by EPA as 
needing further study 

Media Protection Standards 
(MPS) - establishment of standards 
which are site and constituent 

specific and compared to the results 
of the RFI to evaluate remedial 
measures 

a Corrective Measures Study -
examination, in-depth, of the 
cleanup alternatives and technolo- 
gies 
Permit Modification - modifica-
tion of permit to include the chosen 
cleanup technolopy(ies) and 
alternative(s) 

Implementation of Corrective 
Measures 

It is important to emphasize that the 
EPA will not re-do studies that have 
already been done, but rather fill in data 
gaps so that the most appropriate remedial 
action can be chosen for the site as well as 
the Housatonic River. 

Public Involvement Activities Schedule 
for HSWA Permit for 

General Electric Company, Pittsfield, MA 

1988. - - -
J u l y  Aug.  S e p t .  O c t .  N o v .  

Fact Sheet #1 0 


RFA Released 0 
RFA Overview 0 
~ u 6 i cInformation Meeting 0 
Draft HSWA Permit Issued 

Fact Sheet #2 

Public Information Meetings 
(one in MA, one in CT) 

Public Hearing 

Response Summary 

Fact Sheet #3 

Final HSWA Permit Issued 

Advisory Committee Meetings 

Why is €PA Including the 
Housatonic River in the 
Permit? 

After thoroughly investigating 
hazardous waste contamination at the GE 
facility, EPA concluded that cleanup of 
the site must include cleanup of the 
Housatonic River. Because it is an inter- 
state issue, EPA is the appropriate agency 
to direct the dual cleanup of the facility 
site and the river, with cooperation and 
support from Massachusetts DEQE and 
the Connecticut Department of Environ- 
mental Protection PEP). 

Although General Electric no longer 
uses PCBs in its manufacturing processes, 
there continues to be permitted as well as 
non-permitted releases of PCBs into the 
Housatonic River because surface water 
and groundwater, containing PCBs, flows 
from the site into the river. ( Some of 
these releases are difficult to control; 
others are permitted under GE's National 
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Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Permit at low PCB concentrations.) 
Unless the source of PCBs to the Housa- 
tonic River is addressed and eliminated, 
the river can never be clean. 

It is EPA's belief that the best means 
of addressing the pollution of the Housa- 
tonic River is by coordinating the investi- 
gations and cleanup of the river with those 
of the GE facility in one HSWA permit. 
EPA has considered addressing the 
Housatonic River contamination sepa- 
rately through Superfund, but to do so 
would require a wait of at least three years 
before being considered for potential 
listing on the National Priorities List 
(NPL) of sites. If the Housatonic River 
were listed, more years of study would 
follow before cleanup could begin. Thus, 
EPA believes that the current approach of 
including the river in the HSWA permit is 
the most effective and expedient means of 
addressing the situation. 

How Can I Get More 
Information? 

Public information and input will be 
very important steps in EPA's permitting 
of the GE facility. In addition to the 
required public hearing on the draft 
permit (the official forum for public 
comments) and subsequent responsive- 
ness summary, EPA will provide several 
opportunities for the public to remain 
involved and informed. These include: 

RFA Overview: An overview of 
the RCRA Facility Assessment will 
be sent to all on the mailing list 
and to anyone requesting a copy. 
The mailing list consists of indi- 
viduals and organizations who have 
expressed an interest in the project. 
It will be expanded throughout the 
course of the study. 

Fact Sheets: EPA will prepare fact 
sheets, such as this one, periodi- 
cally throughout the corrective 
action process to inform the public 
of progress and findings. 

Informational Meetings: Informa- 
tional meetings will be held before 

and after the Draft HSWA Permit is 
issued. Following the release of the 
RCRA Facility Assessment, a 
meeting will be held in Massachu- 
setts, tentatively scheduled for mid- 
October, to discuss the investiga- 
tion and overall process. After the 
Draft Permit is issued, two addi- 
tional informational meetings will 
be held - one in Massachusetts and 
one in Connecticut - to discuss the 
contents of the permit prior to the 
public hearing. Additional meetings 
will be arranged after the Final 
Permit has been issued. The public 
is encouraged to attend these 
meetings. 

Press Releases/Public and Legal 
Notices: At each critical stage in 
the corrective action process, press 
releases and public notices will be 
prepared announcing the issuance 
of a document or permit and the 
location of public meetings. A legal 
notice on the public hearing 
following the issuance of the Draft 
Permit will be prepared. All major 
media will be sent the notices. 

Advisory Committee: Once the 
final permit has been issued, EPA 
will consider forming an advisory 
committee representing the various 
interests in the project. The 
committee will meet routinely with 
EPA and GE officials and provide 
recommendations on specific 
courses of action. 

Information Repositories: The 
following six information reposito- 
ries have been established by EPA 
to contain all public records on the 
HSWA permitting process of 
General Electric's Pittsfield facility. 
The public is encouraged to use the 
repositories throughout the process. 
(See box) 
Contact Person: 
Gecrge Furst 
U.S. EPA, Region I 

Mass. Waste Programs Section 

JFK Federal Building, HRR-3 

Boston, MA 02203 

(617)573-5746 or 

Dorothy Allen 

(617)573-5766 


Information 
Repositories 

'MA Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Engineering 
136 Dwight Street 
Springfield, MA 01 103 
Attn: Kevin Sheehan 
(413) 784-1100 
Mon. - Fri. 9 AM - 5 PM 

CT Dept. of Environmental Protection 
Water Compliance Division 
122 Washington Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 
Attn: Charles Fredette 
(203) 566-2588 
Mon. - Fri. 9 AM - 5 PM 

Berkshire County Regional Planning 
Authority 
10 Fenn Street 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
Attn: Karl Heckler 
(413) 442-1521 
Mon. - Fri. 9 AM - 5 PM 

Housatonic Valley Association 
Box 28, Jct. 7/45 
Comwall Bridge, CT 06754 
Attn: Lynn Werner 
(203) 672-6678 
Mon. - Fri. 9 AM - 5 PM 

Woodbury Town Library 
Main Street 
Woodbury. CT 06798 
Attn: Jill Smith 
(203) 263-3502 
Mon., Weds., Fri., Sat. 10 AM-5 PM 
Tues., Thurs. 10 AM-9 PM 
Oct. - May; Sun. 1 PM-5 PM 

Lenox Library 
18 Main Street 
Lenox, MA 01240 
Attn: Mr. Denis Lesieur 
(413) 637-0197 
Mon. - Sat. 10 AM-5 PM 
Oct. - June; Tues., Weds., Fri., Sat. 
10 AM-5 PM; Thurs. 10 AM-8 PM 
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WHERE WOULD THE DISPOSAL SITES BE? 
S" $,) 

If dredgingisthe selected clean-up method, a report prepat ed for the EPA concluded the two most suitable locations for a 
PCBsediment disposal landfill are old gravel pits located in Lee, Massachusetts. The sites were evaluated for their accessibility, 
soil coml)onents, and environmental impact. The sites share some strong points; they have good soil components, and they are 
connected to an adequate transportation network. The sites also share weak points; they are near houses, cultural resources 
and are close to the water table. 

7 ,  e 

DREDGING QUESTIONS AND ISSUES 
If the river were to  be dredged, would there still be a PCB problem? 
Some PCB's would remain in the river system, as the proposed dredging project only applies to sediments with a 50ppm 

and greater PCB content. Also there is PCB contamination is surrounding wetlands, and possibly in floodplains 

downstream. 


Could a PCB landfill leak and contaminate the disposal site area? 

There is a possibility that eventually there will be leakage, but with proper monitoring leakage will be controllable. 


What is the potential danger to those living along the truck route to the disposal site? 

Other thanan unlikely major accident, there may be an increase in truck traffic and there might be PCB dust leaking from 

improperly sealed trucks. 


How long would the river be disrupted by dredging? 

According to Blasland and Bouck Engineers, the river would be disrupted for 3-5years. 


OTHER QUESTIONS AND ISSUES 
Which costs more; removing the PCB's from the river now, or leaving them there for future generations? Which choice is 
right? 
If we want the Housatonic to be a swimmable and fishable rcver, what kinds of inconvenience, unpleasantness and risk are 
we willing to put up with? 
How much should be spent for clean-up? 
Should GE be responsible for all costs or should the public share the expense? 

For more information contact: 

~e rksh i r eCounty Regional Planning Commission 
Mass. Department of Environmental Quality Engineering 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Fun& for this fact sheet and accompanying radio spots were provided by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Quality Engineering through the Berkshire County Regional Planning Commission and Galileo Studios. October 1987. 
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Here are some important facts about the PCB 
contamination in the Housatonic River. Radio announce- 
ments and programs may have referred you to this 
additional information. 

INTRODUCTION 
The estimated 39,400pounds of PCB's clinging to the 

bottom and backwater sediment of the Housatonic River 
accumulated over a 40 year period. The PCB's came 
primarily from the General Electric Company, Pittsfield 
plant, which discharged the chemicals into the river 
thinking them harmless - the accepted opinion until 
about 20 years ago. PCB's were banned from virtually 
every use in 1977. 

PCBk are a sythetic chemical. Those that escape 
into the environment are resistant to natural breakdown. 
Unless there is remedial action, PCB's witremain in the 
Housatonic River for years to come. 

Federal, state and local agencies, as well as 
commercial and industrial companies are studying the 
effect of PCB's on humans and the environment. General 
Electric has in recent years invested millionsof dollars in 
PCB cl'eanup at its Pittsfield plant, and in studying river 
contamination and cleanup options. 

HEALTH CONCERNS 
Experts have yet to establish a direct link between 

PCB's and human cancer. Long-term health effects are 
not fully known. Studies have shown that PCB's: 

cause adverse health effects in laboratory animals, 
including cancer and reproductive disorders. 
accumulate in the fatty tissues of fish, animals, and 
people who eat them; 
affect the metabolism of fatty compounds and 
provoke enzyme changes in the liver and other 
organs; 
are connected with Chloracne, a skin disease 
associated with occupational exposure to PCB's. 
create a long-lasting environmental concern since 
they decompose slowly. 

WHERE ARE THE PCB's? 
Because PCB's bind to river sediments, they move 

when sediments are washed downstream. It is estimated 
that less than ten pounds of PCB's per year are flushed 
out of Woods Pond, a small lake created by the first dam 
downstream of G.E., in Lee and Lenox. 

TABLE 1 
LOCATION AND ESTIMATED WEIGHT OF HOUSATONIC RIVER PCB's : -.I

IN MASSACHUSETTS 
Location Lesgth of River Mile Amount ' ,  ' ,.",t,*f*G.E.facility to 

2 

,%%,4
M'New Lenox Road Bridge 7.81 8,510 lb., ,4;;ci*e 

New Lenox Road Bridge to '. %"it$; 

headwaters of Woods Pond 4.4 19,500 Ibs. 

Woods Pond 

including holding pond .38 7,400 Ibs. 

Total 35,410 lbs. . ;tl$"y 
Samples from Woods Pond sediments range as high as lOOppm PCB, with average concentrationsof 24ppm.Thetop foot 

of sediment contains 80 percent of the PCB's. Concentrations up to 2 ppm PCB have also been fcund in Housatonic River fish 
and sediments in Connecticut, particularly in Lakes Zoar and Lillinoah. 

1 I/' 4 '  

WHAT ARE THE REGULATIONS? 
In 1973 the Federal Food and Drug Admmistration (FDA) established a limit of five parts per million of PCB's for theedible 

portion of fish and shellfish. Parts per million (ppm) is the common measurement for PCB's. One ppm is equivalent toonedrop 
of dye in sixty-four quarts of water. The FDA set the tolerance level at 5 ppm in 1973 upon discovery that PCB's were a 
widespread contaminant in foodstuffs. The FDA, knowing littleabout PCB toxicity set the 5ppm limit because the DDTlimit 
was 5 ppm, and the FDA perceived PCB's and DDT to be similar. 

In 1984 the FDA reduced the tolerance level in fish and shellfish to 2 ppm. This change resulted as the FDA evaluated 
studies on PCB's. Only the perceived adverse effect upon the fishing industry prevented the FDA Commissioner ,from 
reducing the tolerance level to 1 ppm. i 

A 1980 study of PCB levels in Housatonic River fish from a 62 mile area found trout to have the highest concentration of 
PCB's. Their levels ranged from 3.3 ppm to 240 ppm depending on their location. That means that those fish contained up to 
120 times the federal limit for PCB's. Even sunfish, the least contaminated spectes studied, had an average 2.9 ppm level of 
PCB's. 

WHAT CAN WE DO? + 
General Electric, under a consent order from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering 

(DEQE) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), contracted an engineering firm to evaluate different 
methods of clean-up for the Housatonic River. The three major types of proposed solutions are: 
METHOD BENEFIT DEADVANTAGE RISK 

DREDGING: 
Removing sediments from 
river and storing at local site 

Will remove much of 
polluted sediments 

Expensive, need disposal 
site. 

Might send sediments 
downstream. 

BIODEGRADATION: 
Breakdown of PCB's by 
introducing "PCB eating" 
bacteria to river system. 

STOP LOG 

Performed without dredging. New and undeveloped 
method, could take years to 
research. 

Unknown byproducts of the : 
biodegradation, the spread -
of bacteria. .. tt i, 

STABILIZATION: - *  6 d ? , ;  

A temporary solution of 
blocking sediments from 
moving downstream. 

Low cost and easily 
implemented. 

Temporary solution which 
leaves PCB's in river. 

Possible weakening of the ' 

dam. .: *+ i.,cr-~ 
a , s..e'i 
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PCB studies and findings 

Over a quarter million dollars has been spent by the 
Stateol Connecticut to study PCBs in Housatonic River 
sediment, toanalyze PCB levels in  Housatonic River 
fish.and tostudyblood samples and the health of 
oeoole who consumed Housatonic River fish. The 
. ~ ~ - 7  

results of these studies have provided some of the most 
uselul inlormat~on on the Housaton~c PCB problem. 
and are .-..01 oartlcular ocal interest. Now the PCB studv -. Y - ~ ~ ~~ 

effort has shifted to General Electric, in cooperation 
with the US. Environmental Protection Agency and 
Massachusetls Department of Environmental Ouality 
Engineering. 

almllon: Whno a n  the hlgh.lt concanlmtlons of 
PCBs In the Housalonic Rlver? 

Findlngs: 0 1  the eptlmated 22.200 total pounds of 
PCBs in the riversediments, roughly 60% are in the 
Massachusetts portion, and are located primarily in 
Woods Pond. About4W ofthe PCB total is found in 
Connecticut, with roughly 30% in Lake Lillinonah and 
10% in LakeZoar. Samples from Woods Pond 
sediments range from 20-75 ppm, with up to 2 ppm 
In Zoar and Liiiinonah. Downstream movement of 
PCBs occurs primarily during high flow periods of 
the river. 
Sourox Connecticut Agricultural Experiment 

Station. the US. Geological Survey and the 

Connecticut Department of Environmental 

Protection, 1982. 


Qunllon: Wh l t con~n t ra l i om  of PCBs are lound In 
Housatonlc Rlwr flsh? 

flndlngs: Fish fmm the Housatonic River in 
Connecticut contain high levels of PCBs, wllh the 
largest valuesat 25 ppm ina smallmouth bass. 
28 ppm in a carp. and 28ppm in a white sucker. Of 
the fourteen differentspeciescaughl and analyzed 
lor PCBs, all but largemouth bass, black crappie. 
p~ckerelandsunfish had PCB levels which exceed 
the Federal standard of 5.0 ppm. Species with hlgher 
levels of PCBs Includesmallmouth bass, carp. white 
catfish, American eel, whlte perch. brown trout and 
rainbow trout. Fish caught further upstream in 
Connecticuttend lo have hlgher levels 01 PCBs. 
although carpexhibited high levels in  ell locations. In 
tests conducted in 1977 and 1979 by the State of 
Connecticut. PCB levels were found as high as 
43ppm and 38 ppm respectively. In the trout 
sampled, average levels in the 15-20 ppm range were 
common. 

Source: "PCBs In Housatonic River Fish- 
Statistical Analysis." Connecticut Department of 
Health Services. 1982. 

Question: What Is the dunger 01 smllng flsh caught In 
the Housatonlc Alver? 

Flndlngs: Persons who consumed Housatonlc River 
fish are likely !o have higher PCB levels in their blood 
than those who do not consume the fish. No acute 
health effects were discovered in the persons who 
had eaten fish from the Housatonic, although Iong- 
term effects remain unknown. The Connecticut 
Department of Health Servicesand Massachusetts 
DEOE recommend that Housalonic fish not be eaten. 
Source: "Housetonic River PCB Study-Statistical 
Analysis." Connecticut Department 01 Health 
Services. 1981. 

Querllon: Have Ihe PCBs In the sediments o l  Woods 
Pond moved Into nearby aroundwaler as Ihe result of .-
well pumping? 

Flndlngs: An industrial well located withln 50 feet of 
Woods Pond has been used sincethe late 1960s. 
Eleven monitoring wells were installed bctween the 
well and Woods Pond to withdraw water at depths 
ranglng from 6 to63 feet below theslrface 01 
Woods Pond. 

No PCBs were detected in any of the groundwater or 
sediment samples. However, according to the Final 
Evironmental Impact Stalemenl lor the Washington 
Mountain Brook Watershed Project (19811, tests 
conducted in 1977 detected the presence of PCBs In 
some wells close to Woods Pond. and the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Ouality 
Engineering has, accordingly, noted the possibility of 
PCB contamination of groundwater in this area. 
Becauseof the wide range of test results, the 
conclusions are in question and further tests will be 
made. 01 turther importance. USGS has determined 
that if the groundwater were pumped lor over 180 
days, water would eventually be drawn from Woods 
Pond, an area with contaminated sediments. 

Source: U.S. Geological Survey in cooperation with 
Mass. Division of Water Pollution Control. 1981. 

Querllon: Whlt effecl hag exposure l o  PCBs had on 
lnduslrlal workem? 

Findlngs: Studies of three groups of workers 
occupationally exposed to PCBsshowedsignificantly 
higher levelsol PCBs in the blood than the general 
population. No adverse human health effects or 



clinically detectable diseases were tound in the 
workers. though high PCB blood levels i n  these 
workers correlates significantly with symptoms 
suggestive of mucous membrane and skin irritation. 
of systemic malaise, and of altered peripheral 
sensation. The liver was shown to be affected by PCB 
exposure. with long-lerm health significance 
unknown. Also, the study emphasized that changes 
in cholesterol levels in PCB-exposed workers may 
have adverse long-term cerdiovascularsignificance. 

Source: "Melabolic and Health Consequences of 
Occupational Exposure to PCBs." National Institute 
of Occupational Safety and Health. 1981. 

Quntlon: What I*the elleet on repwdudlon and tho 
newborn i n  rhesus monkeys exposed to low levels 
of PCB? 

Findings:The monkeys were fed adiet consisting of 
2.5 ppm and 5.0 ppm PCB for seven months. and 
their health monitored. 

Female mews monkeys were far more adversely 
affected by low level PCB exposurethan mate 
monkeys. Thestudy shows adramatic impact on 
reproductive heallh of the females, as well as severe 
eflecls on the newborn. 

Souree: "Reproductive Dysfunct~on in Rhesus .. - . . .... , ..>.Monmeys t ~ p o s e o  10LOW Lwels or rus, unlverslry 
of Wisconsin. 1975. 

Queslton: What is General Electric dolng aboul the 
Housalonb PCBsiluatlon? 

Sludy: In 1981. General Electricsigned an agreement 
with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Quality Engineering and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. General Electric agreed to report 
on major PCB problems: past and present hazardous 
waste disposal practices, including estimates of the 
amount of PCBsstored on-siteor disposed off-site. 
and amounts of PCBsdischarged into the,Housatonic 
River; future plans for PCB storage, treatment, and 
disposal; a study of the dislribution of PCBs in 
the Housatonic River; an analysisof PCB transport: a 
sampling and testing program of PCB levels in fish. 
frogs, and other aquatic life normally consumed by 
humans: and an analysis of PCDFconcentrations in 
lhreesediment and tour fish samples from 
Massachusetts. 
Based on the results of these studies. General 
Electric will submit a proposal of alternative courses 
of remedial action for Woods Pond. These 
alternatives include dredging, in-place cbntainment. 
treatment, or noaction. 



Introduction . . 

Increaslngly, PCBs make news: What are they?Are 
they a health hazard? What is being done about them? 
HOW is thegovernment addressing the concerns of 
Housatonic valley residents? What studies are being 
made. and whal do these studies show? 

PCBs. which are listed In the U.S. Toxic Substances 
Control Act of 1976,arecurrently found thtoughout the 
Ho~saton~cRiverecosystem in tha river sediment, and 
In river f~sh and wildlife. The PCBs weredmharaed 
into the Housatonic for over40years by the ~ e n i r a l  
Electric Company. Pittsfield planteas well as other 
industriesalong the river in bolh Massachusetls and 
Connectlcut. 

The Stateof Connecticut. along with the U.S. 

Geological Survey and the Connecticut Agricultural 

Experiment Station. has worked lor many years to 

determine the extent and significanceof PCB 

contamlnation. These studies have analyzed river 

sediment. fish.and blood of people who consume 

Housatonic River fish. 


General Electric Company has. in recent years, 

Inrested mllllons of dollarsin cleaning u p ~ ~ ~ s a t  
Its 
Plttsfield site. and in studying river contamlnalion. The 
company hasalsoagreed to study and report on two 
major local PCB problem areas: hazardous waste 
disposal practices and Housatonic River contamlnation. 

Many other agencies-federal, state, local. private. 
Industrlal-are also studying the possible effects of 
PCBson animals and humans. A fewof the most recenl 
studiesare summarized later in this brochure. 
panicularly those concerning the Housatonic valley. 

This brochure is a progress report regarding PCB 
investigations and potential future action. While the 
concerns about PCBs are extensive, we are 
encouraged to find that cooperation in resolving the 
problem isevidenl and we note that this brochure was 
written through the mutual interest and cooperation of 
government agenciesand citizen-suppported water- 
shed associations. 

As the PCB issue conlinues to beevaluated, 
Housatonicvallev residents have a riaht to be keot 
Informed of any &dy results and aci;on, or inaciion. 
which may affect us and our use of the river. 

ForaddlUonal InfonaUon contsct: 

Bsrkrhlre County Reglonal Planning Commtsslon 
4131442-1521 

Connecticut Department of Envlronmental Protection 
203/566-3245 and 203f566-4630 

Housatonlc River Watershed Association 
4131637-1342 

Housatonic Valley Association 
2031927-4649 

Mass. Dept. of Envlronmental Quality Engineering 
4131785-5327 

Mass. Oeparlmentof Public Heallh 
617/727-2660 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

6171223-5600 


Where did PCBs come from? 
PCBs, or polychlorinated biphenyls. are a family of 
stable and persistent chemical compounds manu- 
factured in the United States from 1929 to 1977. They 
were used chiefly as a coolant In electrical 
Iransforrners, capacitors, and heat exchangers. Other 
uses included the production of paints, adhesives, auto 
parts, carbonless copy paper. rubber products, printing 
ink, and plastic wrappers. It isalso known that waste oil 
containing PCBs was used asa road covering lo 
conlrotdust, 

The manufacture and useof PCBs, other than in certain 
electrical equipment. has been banneqn the United 
States since 1977. Other than some possible leaching 
from landfill disposalsites, there is currently little flow 
of PCBs into the river. 

Why are 

PCBs a 

concern? 

Long-term health implications of PCBs are not vet 

known, though recenl studies have shown no direct link 

between PCBsandcancer In humans. However, 

additional concerns include: 


PCBs at elevatedieveh in  the bloodhave been linked 
to two health eflects, chloracne and liver enzyme 
changes. particularly among industrially exposed 
workers. 

PCBs have been shown to cause adverse health 
elkcls in laboratory animals, including cancer, skin 
disorders, gaslrlc disorders, and serious repro- 
ductive complications. 

PCBsdecompose slowly in the environment. 

creating a long-lasting concern. 


PCBs build up in  the foodchain. As PCB- 
contaminated flsh and inseclsareeaten by other 
flsh, fowl. turtles or frogs, concentrations increase 
and, at the end of the food chain, man may consume 
significant amounls of PCBs. 

PCBs are dillicr~lt andexpensive to dispose olsalely. 
One method of destroying virtually all PCBs is by 
incinerating them at temperatures of at least 2200 
degrees F. Another safe d~sposal method is burial in 
specially designed landfills. In the past. a major 
disposal method was burial In town dumps, which is 
now illegal. G.E. has been incinerating low 
concentrations (less than 500 ppm) of PCBs In 
Pittsfield for $&era1 years, and has recently started 
incinerating hlgher concentrations (up to 
20.000pprn) of PCBs, one ot only three high- 
concentration PCB incinerators in the United States 

PCDFs-a new concern 
As more sophisticated technology is used to study 
PCBsand theiroccurence in the environment, 
scientists now believe that very toxic impurities 
associated with PCBs. particularly PCDFs 
(polychlorinated dibenzolurans), are a major concern. 
Since traces ol PCDFs have been found in fish caught 
in Woods Pond, it is important that the health hazards 
of lhese even more toxic chemicals beevaluated. 



The following is known about PCDFs: 

PCDFs can form when PCBs are burned at 

temperatures too low to destroy them. 

PCDFs are up to 1000 times more toxic than PCBs. 

PCDFs probably entered the Housatonic River in 

PCB mixtures discharged by General Electric. 

PCDFs are found in minute concentrations in 

Housatonic River fish. 


Where are PCBs found 
in the Housatonic River? 
PCBs in the Housatonic are found in aquatic life 
(particularly fish and aquatic insects on the bottom), 
water, and sediments. PCBs are essentially insoluble in 
water, are heavier than water. and tend to accumulate 
in riversediments. PCB levels in the riverare high 
among sedimenl samples and show a strong relation to 
the distribution of finesedimenls. The Stateof 
Connecticut has found lhat the concentration of PCBs 
in river sediments increases gradually with increasing 
distance upstream in Connecticut, and then increases 
sharply in Woods Pond in Massachusetts, the first 
impoundment below Pittsfield. 

The principal source of continued flow of PCBs in 
the Housatonic River into Connecticut appears to be 
from the sedimenls in Woods Pond in Massachusetts. 

Although PCBs are found mainly in the 
Massachusetts portion of the river, particularly 
Woods Pond. they arealso found in the downstream 
river impoundments, including Lakes Zoar and 
Lillinonah in Connecticut., . . 
In the New Milford Bay area of Candlewood Lake, 
where water is pumped into the lake from the 
Housatonic River, PCBs have been detected in fish 
and sediment at levels quite low compared to Lakes 
Zoar and Lillinonah. 

How are PCB 
concentrations measured? 
PCBs are commonly measured in parts per million 
(ppm) or parts per billion (ppb). One ppm is the 
equivalent of one drop of dye in 64 quarts of 
Housatonic River water, and one ppb is the equivalent 
of one drop of dye in 400  barrels of river water. 

Current allowable human exposure levels for PCB 
consumption aresel by the Federal Food and Drug 
Administration at five parts of PCBs per million (Sppm) 
parts of fish, shellfish.and the fat portion of poultry, 
and 2.5 ppm in the fat por!ion of milk and dairy 
~roducts. 

How are Housatonic 

valiey residents directly 

affected by PCBs? 


Persons who consume Housatonic Rlver flsh hake 
shown above-average PCB levels in thelr bodies. 
Many fish in the river are contaminated wlth PCBsat 
levels which exceed federal standardsfor human 
consumption. 

Fishing. frog hunting and waterfowl huntlng nre 
popular sports in many areas of the Housatonlo. 
PCBs concentrate in the food chain, with fish having 
higher PCB levels than thelr water environment. fleh 
accumulate PCBs through their gills and while 
feeding; as other fish, blrds and mammals consume 
PCB-contaminated aquatic life, each acquires a 
higher level of PCB Concentration. finally ending up 
in the bodies of persons consuming such fish and 
wildlife. 

Frog hunting and the sale of frog legs Is a mlnor 
industry in the Woods Pond area. While tests show 
high PCB concentrations in frogs, PCB levels have 
not been studied in peoplewho haveconsumed the 
frogs. P 

The states of Massachusetts and Connectlout 
continue to recommend that Housatonic River fish 
not be eaten (except at Candlewood Lake and below 
Stevenson Dam). 

Industrial workersexposed daily to high levelsof 
PCBs generally have higher PCB concentrationsin 
their bodies than those exposed to low level PCBs by 
eating fish. The health effectsof occupationally 
exposed workers range from virtually no apparent Ill . 
effects to skin eruptionsand internal dlsorders. 

PCBs disposed of in the ground and in  landfills hwe 
the potential to contaminate groundwater and wells. 

Conclusion 
PCBs may or may not be dangerous to your health; the 

jury is still out. The only well-documented adverse 

health disorder is chloracne, a skin ailment associated 

with occupational exposure. Both industrially exposed 

workers and persons who consumed PCB-laden fish 

have higher lhan average levels of PCBs in their bodies. 

but have not shown a higher rate of cancer and other 

serious illnesses. 


PCBs and PCDFs may be a substantial danger l o  health 

and the environment, and are currently belng studled in '-

the Housatonic. Clearly, progress Is being madeon 

determining theeffect of PCBs and PCDFson the 

Housatonic River and ils watershed. When the studies 

are completed, we will know more about the extent of 

PCBcontamination in the river, what todo about It, 

and what additionai studies are needed. 


More than 1OOOstudies on various aspectsof PCBs 

have been made worldwide, nationally, and locally 

since PCBs were first recognized to be a publlc health 

hazard in the 1960s. Government agencles on all levels. 

industry, health commissions, and prlvato groups are 

studying the problems. The major findings of afewof 

the most important Housatonic River basin studies and 

other pertinent studies follow on the reverse side. . 


This brochure was prepared by the Berkahim Cwnly Rsglonat 
Planning Commi~sion. the Houaatmic Rlrer Wnmrshed Ass0cImlon. 
and the Housalonmc Valley Association. In Cooparallon with the U.S. 
Environmental Proleclion Agency. !he Connecticut Dsparlmsnlof 
Environmental Protection, and the Massachucelts Department Of 

Enwronrnental Quality Englneering. 

Althowh thlsmporl has been funded In par( byhs  U.S. EPAthmuph 
grant #P00105$Ql-Bto Ihe Bakrhirs County fbgional flannlnp 
Commission, it has not been wbjeclsd lo EPA'a rsquiredwrand 
polity review,and it d mnot necessarily rsflscl Ihevlewr of I b a p l n y  
and no ollicial sndorsament should be inlerred. 
November. 1982 
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GE/Housatonic River Project Community Relations Plan Draft Final 

ATTACHMENT I 
GE/HOUSATONIC RIVER PROJECT CHRONOLOGY 

�� 1903 – General Electric Company (GE) purchases Stanley Electric’s 
transformer manufacturing facilities located in Pittsfield along East 
Street. 

�� 1932 – GE begins to use polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) transformer 
oils at the Pittsfield, Massachusetts plant. 

�� 1952 - PCB-contaminated oil is discovered on East Street residential 
property. 

�� 1968 - Collapse of a storage tank at Building 68 releases PCB oil into 
the Housatonic River. 

�� 1972 - A thermal oxidizer is constructed to destroy PCB-containing 
liquids. 

�� 1974 – GE was first issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit. To satisfy permit requirements, GE begins 
the installation of oil/water separators to reduce oil discharge to 
Silver Lake, Unkamet Brook, and the Housatonic River. 

�� 1977 - The GE Pittsfield facility discontinued PCB use in the 
manufacture of transformers. 

��August 1980 to June 1981 - Removal of contaminated sludge from 
former waste stabilization basin at Unkamet Brook. The basin is filled 
and capped. 

��May 27, 1981 - GE and Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Quality Engineering (DEQE) (currently Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection [MDEP]) sign Administrative Consent 
Order. PCBs and other contaminants in the Housatonic River, Silver 
Lake, Unkamet Brook, and at the GE facility are to be evaluated. GE is 
required to propose a sampling and monitoring program for the 
Housatonic River and for contamination and disposal practices at the 
facility. 

��December 1982 - GE issues Housatonic River Study (prepared by 
Stewart Laboratories) covering 1980 and 1982 investigations. 

�� 1982 - Signs warning against consumption of fish, frogs, and turtles 
are posted along the Housatonic River. 
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GE/Housatonic River Project Community Relations Plan Draft Final 

PROJECT CHRONOLOGY 

��December 1982 - Frink Study documents PCB transport and 
distribution in Housatonic River. 

�� February 1983 - Harza prepares report documenting September 1982 
inspection of dam during repairs by Kimberly Clark Corporation. 

�� 1984 - Gay & Frimpter U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) issue report 
demonstrating no impact of Woods Pond sediments on adjacent 
aquifer. 

��March 1984 - GE issues report entitled “Report on Initial Screening of 
Housatonic River Remedial Alternatives.” 

��April 1984 - Stewart Laboratories issues report documenting 
additional investigations performed during 1983. 

��May 1984 - GE issues report entitled “Report on Proposed 
Engineering Evaluation of Selected Housatonic River Remedial 
Alternatives.” 

��October 1984 - GE issues 45-Day Interim Report evaluating potential 
sediment disposal sites. 

�� February 1985 - GE submits 90-Day Interim Report evaluating river 
channelization, in situ impoundment, and flow and sedimentation 
control. 

��April 1985 - GE issues Notice of Intent Permit Applications to Towns 
of Lee and Lenox to allow for Velocity and Sedimentation Control 
Pilot Study activities. 

��May 1985 - GE submits 135-Day Interim Report evaluating sediment 
removal and local disposal, river channelization, in situ 
impoundment, flow and sedimentation control, and biodegradation. 

��May 1985 - GE accepts bids for construction of stop log baffle system 
at location of existing slots in raceway channel at Woods Pond. 

�� June 12, 1985 - Town of Lee Conservation Commission issues Order of 
Conditions providing local approval of Velocity and Sedimentation 
Control Pilot Study. Town of Lenox does not respond. 

�� July 1, 1985 - DEQE authorizes GE to proceed with Velocity and 
Sedimentation Control Pilot Study. 

�� July 1, 1985 - GE prepares to initiate Velocity and Sedimentation 
Control Pilot Study; however, access issues prevent study from 
beginning. 
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�� September 1985 - Berkshire County Regional Planning Commission 
retains Malcolm Pirnie to evaluate wet dredging techniques. 

��October 1985 - GE submits Revised Notice of Intent document 
incorporating comments from DEQE regarding possible air emissions. 

�� 1985 to 1986 - Feasibility study of river remediation alternatives - 
dredging tabled; biodegradation and dam reconstruction studies 
proceed. 

��May 23, 1986 - EPA and DEQE issue Conditional Approval of 
135-Day Interim Report. 

�� June 1986 - GE responds to DEQE Conditional Approval with 
conceptual descriptions of monitoring plan. 

��August 1986 - GE prepares contract for construction of stop log baffle 
system at existing sluice gate structure in raceway channel at Woods 
Pond. 

��August 1986 - EPA requests additional details on monitoring plan for 
Velocity and Sedimentation Control Pilot Study at Woods Pond. 

��August 1986 - GE issues 135-Day Interim Report Addendum 
responding to EPA 5/23/86 comments (more details on dredging, 
biodegradation, and resampling plan). 

�� September 1986 - GE issues letter indicating schedule delay due to 
possible dam stability concerns at Woods Pond and failure to reach 
agreement with pipeline owners and property owner. 

��October 1986 - GE retains diver to evaluate timber crib dam abutment. 

��October 1986 - GE issues report which documents dam stability 
concerns. 

��October 1986 - GE proposes relocation of stop logs to sluice gate 
structure. 

��November 1986 - EPA commissions U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) to perform Dam Stability review. 

�� February 1987 - GE collects additional sediment cores for cesium 
(CS)-137 dating and biodegradation assessment. 

��March 1987 - GE transmits to EPA revised report “Velocity Control 
and Sediment Control Alternatives - Stop Log Baffle System 
Monitoring Study Overview.” 
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��April 1987 - EPA issues PRC report which identifies potential local 
sediment disposal sites. 

��April 1987 - EPA issues letter outlining comments on draft monitoring 
plan for Velocity and Sedimentation Control Pilot Study. 

�� June 1987 - GE issues Work Plan for Housatonic River - Velocity and 
Sedimentation Control Pilot Study. 

�� September 1987 - USACE issues Woods Ponds Dam, Phase I 
Inspection Report. 

��October 23, 1987 - EPA authorizes GE to proceed with Velocity and 
Sedimentation Control Pilot Study baseline activities. 

��October 1987 - GE collects preliminary baseline data for Velocity and 
Sedimentation Control Pilot Study. 

��March 1988 - GE issues Housatonic River Remedial Action Selection 
and Scope of Work for Woods Pond dam rehabilitation. 

�� June 1988 - GE collects second round of baseline data. 

�� June 1 to 3, 1988 - GE issues Woods Pond Dam, Phase II Inspection 
Report. 

�� June 9, 1988 – GE, Kimberly Clark Corporation, L.B. Corporation, and 
Valley Mill Corporation sign an Administrative Consent Order (ACO) 
with MDEP to perform an investigation and rehabilitate and/or 
replace the dam and raceway structures associated with a former 
power generating facility at the Valley Mill Dam at Woods Pond. 
MDEP requires the parties signing the ACO to perform this work to 
prevent future downstream migration of PCB-contaminated 
sediments that have accumulated behind the dam at Woods Pond. 

��August 1988 - Velocity and Sedimentation Control Pilot Study First 
Status Report is issued. 

�� September 1988 - GE collects third round of baseline data, initiates 
“Controlled Flow” and water column monitoring. 

��October to December 1988 – A closure structure is constructed across 
the existing raceway channel located east and downstream of the 
existing Valley Mill Dam at Woods Pond. The work entails the 
construction of a closed-box sheetpile structure and a mid-channel 
structure with concrete stoplogs, and placement of dumped and 
grouted riprap in selected areas to stabilize an embankment between 
the headrace canal and the river channel.  The new closure structure 
will provide a means of emergency release or reservoir drawdown. 
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��October 12, 1988 - GE issues Operation and Maintenance Manual for 
Woods Pond Dam. 

��October 12, 1988 - GE issues Dam Safety Plan and Emergency Action 
Plan for Woods Pond Dam. 

��March 1989 - Issuing of Velocity and Sedimentation Control Pilot 
Study Second Status Report. 

�� June to December 1989 - GE initiates and performs extended water 
column monitoring program in accordance with replacement 
activities for Woods Pond Dam. 

��August 1989 - GE collects fourth round of velocity data. 

�� September to December 1989 – Construction of a replacement dam at 
Woods Pond approximately 100 feet downstream of the existing old 
structure and adjacent to the closure structure constructed the 
previous year.  A crest spillway is constructed in the main river 
channel in conjunction with a non-overflow section between the 
headrace channel and the river channel. Construction of the new dam 
is required to ensure dam safety and integrity over the long term to 
prevent further downstream migration of PCB-contaminated 
sediments. 

��March 16, 1990 - MDEP establishes GE sites as Public Involvement 
Plan sites under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan, thereby 
establishing a formal plan for the public to be informed of and 
involved in response actions. 

��April 24, 1990 - Public meeting to present MDEP Draft Public 
Involvement Plan, site updates, regulatory history, and MDEP 
Consent Orders. 

��May and July 1990 – Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (MDEP) executes two Administrative Consent Orders with 
GE to evaluate the nature and extent of contamination in the 
Housatonic River, Newell Street I, East Street Area I, East Street Area 
II, Hill 78 Landfill Area, the GE facility, and related sites, in order to 
evaluate and select remedial alternatives. The Administrative Consent 
Orders are executed on May 22 and July 2. 

�� June 1990 - Final Public Involvement Plan is issued. 

�� 1990 to 1991 - Discovery and capping of PCB-contaminated soils at 
Allendale School as a Short-Term Measure under the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan. 
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�� February 8, 1991 – EPA issues Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) Corrective Action Permit to GE facilities. 

�� Summer 1991 - Hill 78 Landfill is capped to prevent stormwater 
infiltration. The cap is inspected semi-annually. In addition, perimeter 
wells are installed. They are monitored to track leachate migration. 

��October 1991 - GE constructs wastewater treatment facilities to 
improve the quality of the groundwater and stormwater at the GE 
facility before its discharge to the Housatonic River. 

�� 1991 to 1994 - EPA and the MDEP negotiate a Memorandum of 
Understanding to coordinate regulatory activities and oversight of 
cleanup work. The MOU is signed in 1994. 

�� 1992 to 1999 - Under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan, GE 
samples and evaluates potential imminent hazards on 69 recreational 
and residential properties in six communities along the Housatonic 
River’s 10-year floodplain. Short-Term Measures are implemented on 
19 properties. The measures include removal of PCB-contaminated 
surficial soils, posting of warning signs, and planting of vegetative 
barriers to restrict access to wooded areas. 

��March 24, 1993 - Public meeting is held by representatives of MDEP, 
EPA, and GE at the Lenox Town Hall to discuss the status of remedial 
investigations of the Housatonic River Site. 

��March 24, 1993 - Informational meeting is held by MDEP at the 
Berkshire Athenaeum (Pittsfield) to address concerns and answer 
questions from property owners who have recently had their 
floodplain properties tested by GE for PCB contamination. 

��April 7, 1993 - Representatives of MDEP hold an informational 
meeting with owners of affected residential floodplain properties. 

��April 14, 1993 - Representatives of EPA and MDEP hold a public 
meeting at the Berkshire Athenaeum to provide an update on the 
status of remedial investigations at the GE Pittsfield and Housatonic 
River sites to explain differences between MDEP’s and EPA’s 
regulatory authority (i.e., the Massachusetts Contingency Plan and 
the RCRA Corrective Action Permit, respectively) and to gather input 
regarding proposed modifications to the existing Public Involvement 
Plan. 

�� July 15, 1993 - Representatives of MDEP and EPA conduct a public 
meeting at Berkshire Community College to discuss the status of 
sampling and short-term measures at the floodplain residential 
properties in Pittsfield and Lenox. 
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�� July 29, 1993 - Representatives of MDEP and EPA meet with 
Housatonic River Initiative (HRI) members in Lenox to discuss the 
status of remediation at the GE/Pittsfield and Housatonic River sites 
and to introduce new project managers at EPA and MDEP. 

�� September 23, 1993 - A public meeting is held in Lee, MA, with 
representatives of MDEP and EPA to discuss PCB toxicity and 
associated health risks and initiate the environmental health 
assessment process. 

��October 12, 1993 - Representatives of MDEP and EPA hold a public 
meeting at the Reid Middle School in Pittsfield to discuss the 
proposed RCRA Corrective Action Permit. 

�� 1994 – GE invokes dispute resolution proceedings under the MDEP 
Administrative Consent Order disputing MDEP’s requirements for 
Short-Term Measures on the residential floodplain properties. 

�� 1994 - EPA RCRA Corrective Action permit becomes final. 

�� 1994 - The Massachusetts Department of Public Health (MDPH) 
initiates studies on exposure to and health effects of PCBs on 
residents of Berkshire County. 

�� January 13, 1994 - MDPH presents a health forum at the Berkshire 
Medical Center. The focus of the forum is the subject of breast cancer 
in women as related to PCB exposure. 

��April 26, 1994 - Meeting held at Reid Middle School to present 
MDEP’s Draft Revised Public Involvement Plan and to provide an 
update on remedial actions at the GE/Pittsfield and Housatonic River 
sites. 

��April 30, 1994 - MDEP and EPA participate in two public involvement 
activities concerning the GE/Pittsfield and Housatonic River sites. 
The first activity is the “Great River Mapping Project,” which is 
sponsored by HRI and attended by schoolchildren and county 
residents. Participants use a large map of the river as a canvas for 
portraying their dreams for future use of the river. The second activity 
is a GE Open House. Tours are conducted of the wastewater 
treatment plant, the groundwater treatment plant, and the thermal 
oxidizer. 

��May 4, 1994 - Representatives of MDEP and EPA hold a meeting with 
the Pittsfield City Council to present status updates of the 
GE/Pittsfield and Housatonic River sites, including the Draft Revised 
Public Involvement Plan. 
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�� June 16, 1994 – MDEP, EPA, and GE hold a public meeting in 
Springfield to present to the public a proposal for the Preliminary 
Investigation of Corrective Measures which outlines a variety of 
remedial strategies under consideration for cleanup of the river. 

�� July 8, 1994 - HRI sponsors a meeting and canoe trip on Woods Pond. 
Senator John Kerry and representatives of MDEP, EPA, and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
participate. 

��August 4, 1994 - HRI sponsors an educational forum for local officials 
from the towns that border the Housatonic River. This meeting is held 
to inform local officials about the cleanup process and to enable them 
to ask questions concerning the remediation process. Representatives 
of MDEP and EPA participate. 

�� 1994 through 1995 - Formation of state and federal interagency 
workgroup to coordinate remediation and restoration and Natural 
Resource Damages (NRD) issues and concerns. 

�� 1994 through 1997 - EPA and MDEP provide HRI with monthly 
written status reports concerning remedial investigations and 
activities at the GE/Pittsfield and Housatonic River sites. 

�� 1994 to 1997 - Agencies participate in numerous workshops, public 
meetings, and forums to update citizens, property owners, officials 
and environmental groups and to engage public discussions of 
assessment work, remedial alternatives, and treatment/disposal 
options for facility, river sediments, and floodplain soils. 

��May 1994 to Present - MDEP awards Technical Assistance Grant and 
other account funds to HRI. These funds are used by HRI for technical 
outreach and education projects, including publishing newsletters 
and sponsoring educational forums, and working with local citizens 
to disseminate information about the cleanup process and risks 
associated with the sites. The technical assistance funding is used to 
hire a technical consultant to review reports, attend technical 
meetings, monitor the remediation process, and provide and 
coordinate review comments on technical site-related reports. 

�� 1994 to Present - Several meetings are held with the Pittsfield City 
Council, HRI, and the Tri-Town Board of Health. 

��April 13, 1995 – EPA, MDEP, and GE hold an informal poster and 
question and answer session at the Lenox Town Hall to present data 
collected to date for the Housatonic River Site (including GE split 
samples) and to present GE’s revised Proposal on the Preliminary 
Investigation of Corrective Measures for the Housatonic River.  Status 
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updates for the remaining sites are presented in the form of written 
summaries. 

�� 1995 to 1996 - Attempt to engage GE in “global” negotiations fails. 

�� 1995 to 1996 - HRI, MDEP, and EPA hold several PCB global focus 
group meetings. The purposes of these meetings are to discuss 
strategies for expediting certain PCB remediation projects for the GE 
Pittsfield and Housatonic River sites, to foster cooperation between 
the agencies and GE, and to solicit public input and commitment in 
achieving long-range solutions to the problems associated with the 
sites. 

��December 1995 to July 1996 - The thermal oxidizer is closed. 

�� 1996 - Discovery of high levels of PCB soil contamination in Deming 
Street neighborhood at site of former impoundment; residential 
backyards and riverbank removal work is undertaken. 

�� January 1996 - Attorney General holds public meeting in Pittsfield to 
hear community concerns regarding the site. MDEP and EPA 
participate in the panel. 

��March 1996 – During the investigation of the East Street Area 2 site at 
the GE facility, discovery of a “hot spot” of PCB contamination in 
Housatonic riverbank soils and sediments adjacent to Building 68. 
MDEP/EPA order GE to remove PCB-contaminated sediments and 
bank soils. 

�� June 11, 1996 - Representatives of EPA and MDEP meet with HRI 
representatives. 

�� June 16, 1996 - A public meeting is held at the Northeast Utilities 
headquarters in Pittsfield by GE, EPA, and MDEP to present GE’s 
revised Proposal on the Preliminary Investigation of Corrective 
Measures for the Housatonic River. 

��December 18, 1996 – EPA and MDEP order GE to clean up 
contaminated riverbank soils and sediments adjacent to Building 68. 
EPA issues a CERCLA order to regulate the work. 

�� 1997 - EPA proposes listing the GE facility/Housatonic River on the 
National Priorities List (NPL) under CERCLA (Superfund). 

�� 1997 - Discovery of contaminated fill on non-floodplain residential 
properties, city playground, and other properties in several areas of 
Pittsfield; other properties identified in Pittsfield and other Berkshire 
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towns (Richmond, Cheshire) as suspected of receiving fill from GE are 
under investigation. 

��March 27, 1997 - MDEP Housatonic Watershed Outreach Meeting 
held in Pittsfield City Council chambers. 

��April 2, 1997 - MDEP Housatonic Watershed Outreach Meeting held 
in Great Barrington. 

��April 2, 1997 - EPA and MDEP representatives are panel participants 
at the HRI’s Community Meeting held at the Berkshire Athenaeum. 
MDEP and EPA provide updates on current issues. Meeting includes 
Tufts University Computer Simulation, EcoLogic presentation on 
various technologies for PCB remediation. 

��May 7, 1997 - Representatives of MDEP, EPA, and GE hold a public 
meeting at the Northeast Utilities headquarters in Pittsfield to present 
updates on the Pittsfield Brownfields Pilot Project (a project to 
facilitate the cleanup and reuse of the GE facility), remediation 
activities at Building 68, computer mapping of contamination in the 
Housatonic River, and status updates on remedial investigations at 
the GE Pittsfield sites. The purpose of the meeting was also to discuss 
citizens’ concerns over PCB-contaminated fill at residential properties 
in Pittsfield. MDEP announces a toll free number ‘1-888-VIOLATE’ 
that citizens can call to provide information to MDEP about potential 
PCB fill properties. 

�� June 17, 1997 – A public meeting held by MDEP, EPA, and GE at the 
Pittsfield City Council chambers to discuss residential fill issues. 

�� June 1997 to July 1999 - Building 68 removal action is performed 
under CERCLA Order. Approximately 5,000 cubic yards (yd3) of PCB-
contaminated sediments and 2,330 yd3 of PCB-contaminated bank 
soils are removed. The river channel is armored and restored and the 
riverbanks are revegetated and stabilized. 

�� July to August 1997 – EPA conducts community interviews in the 
Pittsfield area. 

�� July 1997 - EPA Regional Administrator and MDEP Commissioner 
meet with constituent groups about PCB contamination at the site. 
The constituent groups include environmental leaders, community 
activists, and business leaders. 

��August 1997 - EPA Regional Administrator issues a press statement 
announcing that EPA will start the process for including the site on 
EPA’s NPL and will also start negotiating with GE. 

MK01|O:\20122246.001\CRP_DRFIN\CRP_DRFIN_ATI.DOC I-10 04/11/02 



GE/Housatonic River Project Community Relations Plan	 Draft Final 

PROJECT CHRONOLOGY 

��August 7, 1997 – EPA, MDEP, and GE hold a public meeting at the 
City Council Chambers to discuss issues related to properties 
contaminated by PCBs in fill material received from GE (“residential 
fill” properties). 

��August 7, 1997 – EPA and MDEP publish two fact sheets – one about 
PCBs and one about questions and answers on residential fill issues. 

��August 1997 - MDEP establishes a toll-free telephone hotline for the 
public to relay information about GE-related fill material to the 
agencies. 

�� Fall 1997 - EPA opens a satellite office in Pittsfield and begins 
Wednesday morning office hours to address the public’s concerns 
regarding contaminated residential fill. The weekly office hours 
continue through 1998. 

��October 1997 – EPA, MDEP, and GE agree to renew discussions 
toward overall settlement of remediation, restoration, and 
redevelopment issues with the assistance of mediator. 

��October 1997 - EPA issues a letter and fact sheet from EPA’s Regional 
Administrator and MDEP Commissioner to residents of Pittsfield 
regarding the PCB issues. 

��October 23, 1997 - The League of Women Voters sponsors a panel 
discussion related to the toxicological and health effects associated 
with exposure to PCBs. The meeting is held in Lee, and various health 
experts participate, including those from DPH and MDEP. 

��December 8 and 9, 1997 – Focus Group Meetings are held in Pittsfield, 
MA, with groups of residents affected by the GE Pittsfield site. The 
purposes of the Focus Groups are to gather information from 
residents about their concerns, needs, expectations, and perceptions of 
EPA; to learn the measures for evaluating EPA’s success in 
communications and outreach; and to obtain feedback on the written 
questionnaire currently being tested. 

��Winter 1997/1998 - EPA conducts telephone surveys with local 
residents. 

�� 1997 through 2001 – GE samples 315 residential properties in 
Pittsfield for PCB contamination. PCB-contaminated fill is removed 
from 164 residential properties. 

��	 Prior to the commencement of remediation activities, MDEP and 
EPA provide fact sheets describing the proposed remedial 
activities to most of the affected neighborhoods. Fact sheets are 
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distributed by door-to-door hand delivery and by mail. (August 
1997) 

��	 MDEP provides to public interest groups geographic information 
system (GIS)-generated maps that indicate the locations of the 
properties that have been sampled. 

��	 Upon request, MDEP provides public interest groups with 
updated status lists for residential fill properties that have been 
sampled and/or remediated to date. 

��	 In fall 1997, representatives of MDEP and EPA begin holding 
office hours 1 day per week for residents dealing with the 
contaminated fill issue. These office hours are established to 
enable the public easy access to MDEP’s and EPA’s 
representatives regarding residential fill-related issues. The office 
hours continue through mid-October 1998. 

��	 1997 to Present - Meetings among GE, property owners of the 
affected residential fill properties, and MDEP are held. Owners of 
properties designated for sampling are interviewed and 
premobilization discussions take place prior to remediation. In 
addition, MDEP’s representatives oversee the cleanup activities 
on all affected parcels by making visits to each site two or three 
times per week. 

�� January 1998 – The EPA Regional Administrator meets with 
Connecticut environmental and river recreational groups to discuss 
the proposed NPL listing of the site. 

�� January 1998 - EPA and MDEP staff meet with representatives of 
South Berkshire County communities to discuss the proposed NPL 
listing of the site. 

�� January 1998 - EPA and MDEP conduct a public meeting to discuss 
the residential fill property issue, and to provide information and a 
general update on GE/PCB-contaminated sites in the Pittsfield area. 

�� February 5, 1998 - The MA Attorney General’s Office sponsors a 
public health workshop at MDEP’s regional headquarters in 
Springfield. The purpose of the workshop is to review past major 
health studies which are connected with the GE Pittsfield and 
Housatonic River sites and to discuss the types of additional studies 
or information that would be useful to address Berkshire County 
residents’ health concerns. Experts in the public health field, members 
of HRI, homeowners of affected residential properties, and 
representatives of the MDPH, EPA, and MDEP participate. 
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��March 1998 - EPA and MDEP issue an Environmental Update for the 
Berkshires which updates the community on cleanup activities and 
highlights the process for residential property cleanups. 

��March 2, 1998 - EPA and MDEP hold a public meeting at the Pittsfield 
High School auditorium to provide an update on activities at all the 
GE/Pittsfield and Housatonic River sites while focusing on 
investigation and cleanup activities at the residential fill properties. 

��March 1998 - The EPA Regional Administrator conducts a series of 
community meetings with Pittsfield groups to discuss issues related 
to the site. 

��April 6, 1998 - EPA releases “An Action Agenda for Environmental 
and Economic Recovery in Pittsfield and Berkshire County.” The 
Action Agenda announces EPA’s plans for remediation of 
contamination, restoration of natural resources, and redevelopment of 
property. In conjunction with releasing the Action Agenda, the EPA 
Regional Administrator and the MDEP Commissioner conduct 
community meetings regarding the Action Agenda. 

��April 21, 1998 – EPA conducts interviews with residents in 
neighborhoods where PCB contamination has been found. 

��April 29, 1998 - EPA and GE hold a public meeting at Pittsfield High 
School to discuss GE’s request for a modification to the RCRA 
Corrective Action Permit. The proposed permit modification will 
allow inclusion within the permit’s scope of certain areas near the 
facility (such as the Allendale School property and certain former 
oxbows) that were not previously covered under the permit. 

�� June 3, 1998 - EPA announces Enforcement Order and other steps for 
PCB cleanup of Housatonic River in Pittsfield; reissues invitation to 
resume negotiations. 

�� June 1998 - The EPA Regional Administrator conducts a town 
meeting to discuss the cleanup of PCBs in Berkshire County. 

�� June 1998 - The EPA Regional Administrator and the MDEP 
Commissioner conduct additional community meetings regarding the 
“Action Agenda for Environmental and Economic Recovery of 
Pittsfield and Berkshire County.” 

�� June 1998 - EPA issues a letter from the Regional Administrator and 
an accompanying fact sheet to Pittsfield residents along the 
Housatonic River on the health risks associated with exposure to 
PCBs in Housatonic River sediments. 
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�� July 1998 - EPA, MDEP, GE and the other government agencies 
involved in the government/GE negotiations host a community 
session to receive input on the issues being negotiated by GE and the 
governing bodies. 

��August 1998 - EPA begins second round of residential sampling in 
Pittsfield. 

�� September 24, 1998 – The EPA Administrator issues statement 
concerning EPA/GE negotiations. 

�� September 24, 1998 - After a year of mediated negotiations, an 
Agreement in Principle is signed among GE, EPA, MDEP, 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP), MA 
Office of the Attorney General, CT Office of the Attorney General, 
U.S. Department of Justice (U.S. DOJ), NOAA, U.S. Department of the 
Interior (U.S. DOI), MA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, 
and the City of Pittsfield. The Agreement in Principle formalized the 
decisions reached during negotiations and established the framework 
for the Consent Decree. 

��October 7, 1998 - EPA releases to the public a Summary of the 
Agreement (Agreement in Principle) relating to preliminary 
agreements among the parties, which provides details on Cleanup of 
Specific Areas, Brownfields Redevelopment and Economic Aid, 
Restoration of Natural Resources, Recovery of Government Costs, 
Effect and Form of the Consent Decree, and Enhanced Public 
Participation. 

��October 21, 1998 - The Natural Resource Damage (NRD) Trustees 
hold a public meeting in Lee, MA, to present an overview of the 
natural resource damage assessment and restoration process. 
Representatives of EPA and MDEP attend. 

��October 1998 - EPA and MDEP staff meet with community groups to 
explain the Agreement in Principle regarding remediation, 
restoration, and redevelopment between the governments and GE for 
the site. 

��November 4, 1998 - EPA and MDEP initiate the Citizens Coordinating 
Council (CCC) to provide a focus for the community to receive 
information and provide feedback to the agencies and GE on the 
various cleanup and restoration activities at the site. The CCC is 
comprised of over 30 environmental, business, and community 
leaders, representatives of the regulatory agencies, local 
municipalities, and GE. The CCC meetings are open to the public. The 
CCC has met monthly since November 1998 on a range of different 
cleanup and site-related issues. 
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��November 1998 - Representatives of EPA and MDEP meet with 
interested parties from southern Berkshire County at the Stockbridge 
Town Hall to obtain input on proposed locations for sampling 
floodplain soils and river sediments for the portion of the river south 
of Woods Pond. 

��November 1998 - EPA staff meets with environmental groups from 
New York State to explain the Agreement in Principle for the site. 

��December 1998 - EPA and MDEP staff meet with selectmen from 
southern Berkshire County towns to explain the Agreement in 
Principle. 

��December 2, 1998 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss 
GE’s Conceptual Work Plan for the Upper Reach of the Housatonic 
River (½-Mile) and GE’s Source Control Work Plan for the Upper 
Reach of the Housatonic River (½-Mile). 

��December 3, 1998 - Representatives of EPA and MDEP hold a meeting 
at the Lenox Town Hall to brief southern Berkshire County officials 
on the specifics of the Agreement in Principle that was signed in 
September 1998 by the federal and state agencies, the City of 
Pittsfield, and GE. 

�� 1998 through 1999 - MDEP and EPA participate in several 
informational meetings with members of public interest groups such 
as Citizens for PCB Removal and Get REAL. Representatives of 
MDEP and EPA also participate in informal neighborhood meetings 
with residents of impacted areas. 

�� 1998 through 1999 - EPA conducts extensive studies south of the 
Confluence of the East and West Branches of the Housatonic River. 
The studies consist of sampling sediments and bank and floodplain 
soils, biological and ecological investigations, and modeling to 
provide data for human health and ecological risk assessments and to 
predict rates of river recovery under different cleanup scenarios. 

�� 1998 through 2000 - EPA undertakes an Engineering Evaluation/Cost 
Analysis (EE/CA) to evaluate remedial alternatives for cleanup of the 
1 ½-mile stretch of the Housatonic River from Lyman Street Bridge to 
the Confluence of the East and West Branches. 

�� January 1999 - MDEP and EPA issue a “reach-out” letter to residential 
property owners who had requested sampling, but for which no 
credible information presently exists relative to GE-related fill. The 
letter advises the public that efforts are continuing toward evaluating 
new data and information in regard to their requests for sampling. 
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�� January 6, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss the 
Restoration Planning Process for the Housatonic River. A 
presentation is given by the Natural Resource Damage (NRD) 
Trustees. An update on drum removal activities at the Pittsfield 
Landfill is also provided. 

�� January 21, 1999 - MDPH holds a public meeting to announce the 
composition of and mission statement for an expert panel that has 
been convened to study health effects related to exposure to PCBs. 
The public meeting is held to obtain input from Berkshire County 
residents on their health concerns related to contamination at the GE/ 
Pittsfield and the Housatonic River sites. Representatives of MDEP 
and EPA attend. 

�� February 3, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss the 
Removal Action Work Plan for the Upper ½-Mile Reach of the 
Housatonic River. GE’s consultants make the presentation and 
respond to questions and comments. 

�� February 11, 1999 - A special CCC meeting is held to further discuss 
the Removal Action Work Plan for the Upper ½-Mile Reach and other 
aspects of the Agreement in Principle, including the on-site 
consolidation areas. EPA brings in an outside technical expert from 
USACE to respond to questions from CCC members concerning the 
use of a cap in the river. 

�� February 1999 - GE receives feedback from the CCC on its draft Work 
Plan for remediation of the Upper ½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic 
River, which has been submitted to the CCC members for review. 

��March 1999 to Present - Additional source control measures are 
implemented at East Street Area II, Newell Street Parking Lot, and 
Lyman Street Parking Lot sites. Measures include adding borings to 
determine the extent of LNAPL and DNAPL plumes, installing wells 
to evaluate the efficacy of the source control measures and to recover 
oil, and installing Waterloo sheetpiling to prevent oil plumes from 
reaching the Housatonic River. 

��March 3, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss the 
Supplemental Investigation Work Plan for the Lower Housatonic 
River. EPA presents information on ecological characterization, the 
human health risk assessment, the ecological risk assessment, the 
hydrodynamic modeling, and the peer review process. 

��May 1999 - EPA announces a public comment period from May 5, 
1999, to June 4, 1999, on a proposal for implementation of cleanup 
work, which GE agreed to implement prior to Consent Decree entry, 
at the Allendale School, the Upper ½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic 
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River, and the On-Plant Consolidation Areas.  GE’s work plans for 
these activities are made available to the public for comment. EPA 
responds to public comments received during the comment period in 
an October 1999 Responsiveness Summary. 

��May 12, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss the 
proposal for implementation of work at the Allendale School and the 
Upper ½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic River in Pittsfield, MA. This 
proposal would allow some time-critical work to take place before the 
Consent Decree is actually lodged. The Consent Decree lodging and 
entry process are also explained. The CCC meeting also serves as a 
public meeting on the proposal and the meeting is advertised 
appropriately and public participation by non-CCC members is 
encouraged. 

��May 17, 1999 - Public meeting is held to discuss work to be conducted 
during summer – pre-Consent Decree, ½-Mile Reach, Allendale 
School, and Consolidation Areas. 

�� June 2, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to solicit the group’s input on 
future agenda items and evaluate the CCC process. 

�� June 17, 1999 - MDEP hosts Residential Fill Properties Investigation 
and Cleanup project public meeting at the Pittsfield City Hall. 

�� June 23, 1999 - MDEP and EPA participate in a community meeting to 
discuss the proposed removal action for the Allendale School. The 
meeting is hosted by the Allendale School Council at the school. 

��August 4, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss 
updates on the work at the Allendale School, preparation of the 
consolidation areas, work in the ½-Mile Reach, economic 
development plans for portions of the GE site, and cleanup on the 
residential fill properties. 

��August 1999 - EPA mails to the public an update on the ongoing 
cleanup of the Allendale School. 

��August 1999 - EPA’s sampling shows highly elevated concentrations 
of PCBs in duck breast and liver tissue. The MA Department of Public 
Health issues a public health advisory for consumption of mallards 
and wood ducks in the Housatonic River from Pittsfield to Great 
Barrington (Rising Pond). 

�� Summer 1999 - Allendale School property cap and 41,000 cubic yards 
of contaminated subsurface soils removed. Playground facilities are 
restored and enhanced in the fall 1999. 
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��October 6, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss the 
following: a health forum being put on by one of the active citizens 
groups (Get REAL) with funding in part by MDEP; site updates for 
ongoing work at the on-site consolidation areas, Allendale School, ½-
Mile Reach, and Newell Street Parking Lot; the Consent Decree, the 
settlement between the MA Attorney General’s Office and GE; the 
excavation of a portion of one of the Newell Street commercial 
properties by the owner; and the status of testing for contamination in 
Pittsfield parks. 

��October 7, 1999 - A Consent Decree among GE, U.S. EPA, U.S. DOJ, 
U.S. DOI and NOAA, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the State 
of Connecticut, the City of Pittsfield, and the Pittsfield Economic 
Development Authority is signed and lodged in District Court. The 
Consent Decree regulates the investigation and cleanup of the 
Housatonic River and other GE Pittsfield sites, provides a 
compensation package for natural resource damages, and provides a 
brownfields redevelopment project for portions of the GE facility. 

��October 8, 1999 - EPA  and GE finalize details of cleanup agreement. 

��October 26, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss the 
following: the Consent Decree and Scope of Work overview, a 
Natural Resource Overview, and the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts’ issues concerning the Settlement of the Information 
Case and Administrative Consent Order (i.e., covenant not to sue, 
contribution protection). EPA, U.S. DOJ, NOAA, MDEP, and the MA 
Attorney General’s Office attend this CCC meeting to explain the 
proposed Consent Decree. 

��October 26, 1999 - Notice of the proposed settlement is published in 
the Federal Register, and the United States initiates a public comment 
period on the settlement and the reissued draft RCRA Permit. Public 
meetings are scheduled. The comment period is extended twice and 
closes on February 23, 2000. 

��October 28, 1999 – Public comment period for GE/Housatonic River 
Consent Decree begins; public meetings are scheduled. 

��October 30, 1999 – Representatives of EPA and MDEP participate in a 
forum entitled “Health Risks Associated with PCB Exposures.”  A 
panel of PCB experts from across the country give presentations on 
their research and answer questions. 

��October 1999 through Present - PCB-contaminated sediments and 
soils are removed from the riverbanks and channel of the ½-Mile 
Reach from the Newell Street Bridge to the Lyman Street Bridge on 
the Housatonic River. The channel floor and lower portions of the 
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banks are capped and armored; upper banks will be revegetated. 
Habitat enhancements will be provided. 

��November 3, 1999 – The Natural Resource Trustees present to the 
environmental community an overview of the natural resources 
restoration components of the Consent Decree.  This meeting is held 
at the MDEP Watershed Team Office at the Conte Federal Building in 
Pittsfield and is attended by representatives of EPA and MDEP. 

��November 3-4, 1999 - EPA and MDEP staff hold a 2-day office hours 
session, and meet informally with numerous individuals or groups to 
explain the proposed settlement. 

��November 4, 1999 – An evening forum, sponsored by Get REAL, is 
held at the Berkshire Medical Center.  The forum, entitled “An 
Update on PCBs in Pittsfield” includes representatives from the 
University of Massachusetts School of Nursing who present a review 
of current research on the health effects of PCBs. Representatives 
from MDEP, EPA, and DPH present updates on the residential fill 
properties, the GE plant site, and DPH’s public health activities, 
respectively. 

��November 17, 1999 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss 
how to address residential fill removal issues, to schedule upcoming 
CCC work resulting from the Consent Decree, and to discuss 
committee formation by CCC members. 

��November 1999 to January 2000 - EPA holds formal public meetings 
regarding the Consent Decree in Pittsfield, MA; Stockbridge, MA; and 
Kent, CT. At these meetings, EPA explains the provisions of the 
Consent Decree, answers questions, and receives additional 
comments from the public. 

��December 2, 1999 - EPA holds a public hearing on the proposed 
Consent Decree and the proposed reissued RCRA Permit. 

��December 9, 1999 - The Natural Resource Damage Trustees hold a 
meeting in the Stockbridge Town Hall with representatives of the 
environmental community from Southern Berkshire County. 

�� 1999 to 2000 - EPA enhances public participation in relation to the 
Consent Decree by using many additional mechanisms, including the 
following: 

��	 Mails a summary of the Consent Decree to the active EPA mailing 
list for the site. 
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��	 Places the Consent Decree and Statement of Work for the Removal 
Actions Outside the River (“Statement of Work”), as well as the 
Summary of the Consent Decree, on the EPA web site devoted to 
the site. 

��	 Places the Consent Decree and all appendices in four repositories 
in Berkshire County, as well as with the Berkshire County 
Chamber of Commerce, the Housatonic River Initiative office, the 
Housatonic Valley Association office in Connecticut, and upon 
later request, at three additional public repositories in 
Connecticut. 

��	 Provides to requesters individual paper copies of the Consent 
Decree, or paper or CD/ROM copies of the Statement of Work. 

��	 January 20, 2000 - Hosts a Lenders Forum for property owners 
who would be affected by the work at the GE facility and 
Housatonic River sites. 

��	 In addition to these more formal mechanisms, through the last 
several years, EPA and MDEP staff have been available to meet 
with the community informally at virtually any time. 

�� January 5, 2000 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss a 
natural resource damage restoration update, an update on the 
investigation of the West Branch of the Housatonic River, an update 
on CCC work related to the Consent Decree schedule, and the results 
of the Residential Fill Ad Hoc Committee’s meetings. 

�� January 18, 2000 - Comment period for GE/Housatonic River Consent 
Decree is extended a second time to February 23, 2000. 

�� January 18, 2000 – EPA hosts commercial lending forum for the GE 
Pittsfield/Housatonic River site. The forum is held at the Crown 
Plaza Hotel in Pittsfield to allow property owners to hear lenders’ 
views on the effects of the proposed Consent Decree on lending.  The 
property owners attending are those who would be affected by the 
work at the GE facility and Housatonic River sites. 

�� February 2, 2000 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss 
updates on the following: ½-Mile Reach; work by the Natural 
Resource Damage Trustees; demolition work at the GE facility areas 
known as the 20s, 30s, and 40s complexes; the status of ongoing 
studies by the MDPH; a report by the Housatonic River Restoration 
Group (composed of some members of the CCC); and an update from 
the Residential Fill Ad Hoc Committee. 
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��March 1, 2000 - A CCC meeting is held to present and discuss the 
Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for the 1 ½-Mile 
Reach of the Housatonic River. Three independent technical experts 
answer the public’s questions concerning the proposed work. 

��April 12, 2000 - A CCC meeting is held to present updates on Consent 
Decree motions to intervene; demolition activities in the 20s, 30s, and 
40s complexes; residential fill property remediation and results of Ad 
Hoc committee meetings; ½-Mile Reach DNAPL issues; the West 
Branch sampling proposal; MDPH activities; and Natural Resource 
Damages. 

��May 3, 2000 - A CCC meeting is held to provide updates on the issues 
covered at the April 12 meeting and also to discuss methods to make 
the CCC more effective in providing input into the remediation 
planning process. 

��May 23, 2000 – EPA and MDEP host informal meetings with property 
owners along the Upper 1 ½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic River 
whose properties will be affected by work under the EE/CA. 

�� June 7, 2000 - A CCC meeting is held in Stockbridge, MA, to facilitate 
participation of groups from Connecticut. EPA offers an update on 
“Rest of River” investigations, human health and ecological risk 
assessments, and hydrodynamic modeling. Connecticut DEP officials 
give updates on sediment and biota sampling efforts occurring in 
Connecticut. Natural Resource Damage updates and GE site 
remediation updates are also provided. 

�� June 7 and 8, 2000 – EPA and MDEP host informal meetings with 
property owners along the Upper 1 ½-Mile Reach of the Housatonic 
River whose properties will be affected by work under the EE/CA. 

�� July 20, 2000 – EPA, MDEP, and GE take the CCC on a tour of the GE 
site in lieu of a monthly meeting. The tour includes Building 19, the 
Hill 78 and Building 71 On-Plant Consolidation Areas, and the ½-Mile 
Removal Action Area. 

�� July 25, 2000 – EPA and MDEP hold public informational meeting at 
the Berkshire Athenaeum Public Library Auditorium. The purposes 
of the meeting are to summarize the results of the EE/CA, to update 
the community on the investigation progress, and to answer 
questions about the investigations and findings. 

��August 18, 2000 – CCC receives updates on EPA, MDEP, and GE 
activities and a presentation on the newly designed EPA Web site for 
the GE project. CCC members decide to not meet again until October. 
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��August 9, 2000– EPA and MDEP hold public information meeting in 
Kent, CT, on the EE/CA. 

��August 15, 2000 – EPA holds a public hearing to accept verbal 
comments on the preferred alternative as presented in the EPA fact 
sheet on the EE/CA. 

��October 4, 2000 – Presentation to the CCC on the Consent Decree. 

��October 2000 – EPA announces proposed modeling framework for 
assessing Housatonic River cleanup. 

��October 27, 2000 – Federal Judge gives final court approval to the 
Consent Decree that presents the cleanup plan for the Housatonic 
River and other GE Pittsfield sites. 

��November 1, 2000 – EPA announced its policy regarding homeowners 
with contaminated property, providing to those homeowners the 
opportunity to obtain a letter of clarification from EPA that EPA is not 
pursuing them for liability at the Site. 

��November 2000 – Revised Administrative Consent Order (ACO) 
executed by MDEP and consented to by GE on November 13, 2000. 
Revised ACO supersedes two 1990 ACOs between MDEP and GE and 
provides for continued assessment of remediation of off-site 
properties contaminated with fill from the GE Pittsfield facility 
(including East Street Area 1-South) and includes a streamlined 
process for the residential fill properties. 

��November 21, 2000—GE - Pittsfield CCC Connecticut Subcommittee 
Meeting—The first organizational meeting of the GE - Pittsfield CCC 
Connecticut (CT) Subcommittee. Meeting discussion included the 
purpose of this initial meeting, background on the CCC, the 
establishment of the CT Subcommittee, and a brief introduction to the 
cleanup issues and the Consent Decree.  As a result of input from 
Connecticut representatives on the CCC, CCC decided to explore the 
formation of a CT Subcommittee that would meet in Connecticut. 
The purpose of the subcommittee is to improve Connecticut 
stakeholders’ ability to learn and comment on the cleanup of the 
Housatonic River and related areas covered by the Consent Decree. 
EPA, CT DEP, and the CT NRD trustee made presentations to the 
group and answered questions. The group also discussed the CT 
Subcommittee mission and procedures and decided that the 
subcommittee would meet on a quarterly basis. 

��November 27, 2000 – EPA issued its Action Memorandum for cleanup 
of the 1 ½-Mile Reach of the river. The cleanup outlined in the Action 
Memorandum includes removal from the river and off-site disposal of 
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approximately 90,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediments and 
bank soils. 

�� January 5, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—Updates by 
GE, MDEP, the NRD representative, and EPA. In addition, a 
presentation was made on the first meeting of the CT Subcommittee. 
As a result of the subcommittee meeting in Connecticut, the group 
reached a consensus that the name of the CCC should change to “GE-
Housatonic River CCC” without the word “Pittsfield” in the name 
any longer. 

�� February 7, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—Updates 
presented by GE, MDEP, the NRD representative, and EPA.  Updates 
included work in the river and the commercial properties and 
residential cleanup program. EPA announced a 2-week extension of 
the comment period for Connecticut residents to comment on the 
Biota Consumption Advisories on the River. There was a discussion 
whether the West Branch and entire watershed should be posted with 
consumption warnings.  MDEP updated the group on activities at the 
King Street Dump, in the West Branch of the river, and sediment 
sampling in Goodrich Pond. 

��March 26, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC CT Subcommittee 
Meeting—EPA presentation on the preliminary evaluation of a wide 
spectrum of data gathered from the Rest of River Reach and a status 
report on the ecological characterization of the Connecticut 
Housatonic River Valley to map habitats, to identify animal use, and 
to develop baseline conditions that describe the ecological setting.  A 
discussion about production and posting of fish consumption signs 
on the Connecticut portion of the Housatonic River ensued. 

��April 4, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—EPA 
presentation to the group on the Human Health Risk Assessment 
Process with a discussion following. Updates on site activities by GE, 
EPA, MDEP, and the NRD representative and an update on the 
March 26, 2001 Connecticut Subcommittee meeting. 

��April 25-26, 2001 – EPA holds public peer review session regarding 
the Modeling Framework document for the Rest of River. In the peer 
review, a panel of independent experts reviewed EPA’s proposed 
framework for modeling the fate, transport, and bioaccumulation of 
PCBs in the Rest of River. 

��May 2, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—Updates by GE, 
EPA, and the NRD trustee. The Peer Review Meeting on the 
Modeling Framework Design document for the Rest of River was 
summarized and discussed. 
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�� June 6, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—In lieu of a 
regular meeting, the CCC was given a tour of the GE site. Brief 
updates were made by EPA and MDEP, and a GE representative led 
the site visit, including a tour of work in the ½-Mile Reach of the river, 
the water treatment plant, and the Hill 78 Consolidation Area. 

�� June 25, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC CT Subcommittee 
Meeting—The “Purpose Statement and Operating Guidelines of the 
CT Subcommittee” were reviewed by the group.  EPA updated the 
group on the analysis of data collected from the Rest of River, 
including the review of more than 30 reports previously produced by 
federal and state agencies representing data from the past 30 plus 
years. A discussion followed the presentation. Updates were 
presented by CT DEP and the NRD representative. 

�� July 24, 2001—GE-Housatonic River CCC Meeting—EPA presentation 
on the “Ecological Risk Assessment for the Housatonic River: Initial 
Field Study Results.” The presentation included the role of the 
ecological risk assessment in the Rest of River project, EPA’s 
approach, the role of field studies in the assessment, the initial results 
from the field studies, next steps, and a schedule. A discussion on the 
Ecological Risk Assessment followed. Updates were made by GE, 
EPA, MDEP, NRD, and CT Subcommittee. 
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