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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joel Agler
R1Housatonic
Proposed Lee, MA PCB Dump
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 11:38:50 AM

Mr. Administrator, The company, GE, is not to be trusted in their record of past
cleanups. The country is littered with instances of their documented pollution of the local
habitat. Pls take into account the track record of GE and the local opposition to the
dump.
Thank you.
Joel Agler
Lee, MA
Joel Agler, CPA
HOCHHAUSER & AGLER CPAs, LLP
Certified Public Accountants
160 West Old Country Rd | Hicksville NY, 11801
(T) 516.681.8833 (T) 516.765.3364
(C) 516.815.0062
(F) 516.681.8826
(E) HACPAS@optonline.net
(W) www.HACPASNY.com
(DropBox – Big Files)
See "News/Resources Section" – News # 1: 2020 Tax Planning Opportunities
(DropBox – Big Files)

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLAIMER: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any tax advice
contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of
(i) avoiding tax-related penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or any applicable state or local tax law, (ii) promoting, marketing or
recommending to another party any transaction or tax-related matter(s) addressed herein.
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this email communication and any attached documentation is privileged,
confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure. It is intended only for the use of the designated recipient(s). It is not intended for
transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized person. The use, distribution, transmittal or re-transmittal by an unintended recipient of
this communication is strictly prohibited without my expressed consent in writing or by email. If you are not the intended recipient of this
email, please delete it from your system without copying, forwarding or printing it and notify me immediately.

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Erika Allison <erika.allison@gmail.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 10:31 PM
R1Housatonic
No PCB dump!

To whom it may concern:
I am a resident of Great Barrington and also an engineer. I began my career at the Dow Chemical Company.
I believe GE and other corporations have to be responsible for the impact they have made on communities as part of
their business operations.
It is not a sufficient solution to dump PCBs, especially in a location so near to our river and water sources. We need to
require companies like GE to pay more to properly clean up and treat the problem they created ‐ not just dump it.
Unfortunately, most companies will not opt to do the right thing unless forced by policy. Even with public outcry, only
policy really changes corporate behavior.
I’m sure this solution of dumping passes EPA standards, but we deserve better than that in this community. We have a
beautiful river that has been toxic and unusable since GE destroyed it. Let’s all do the right thing and require them to use
their corporate power and resources to clean this up properly.
Treat completely, not truck and dump.
Thank you,
Erika Allison
Great Barrington, MA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Denny Alsop
R1Housatonic
A Public Health Disaster
Thursday, September 17, 2020 11:02:21 PM

Hi Guys,
Thanks for hanging in with Concerned Citizens for PCB Removal, HRI, and Heal, your loyal
opposition, and most recently for the Regional EPA Award given to Barbara Cianfarini. I
thought the wording was gracious and a credit to EPA. (I was a recipient in 1988 for my
original Canoe for Clean Water)
The airborne combination of the gas, emitted by creosote in the RR tracks, with a specific
airborne PCB ( #1254) forms a poison far, far more toxic than PCBs themselves. I find cancer
deaths in my Town where the river & railroad & vegetable gardening intersect.
Before you raise the level of airborne PCBs through disturbance, please ask the
Commonwealth to replace the newly installed Creosote laden RR ties in the Rest Of The
River, especially Lenoxdale, with concrete ties.
I am with Brian, in his recent comments about Woburn. I just can't see placing a toxic landfill
in Lenoxdale. Let's work together to leave a better legacy!
Lets drain Woods Pond and armor a curving channel, and then use alternative remediation in
situ for the vast areas which are left untreated in the proposed current remedy. I am a canoeist
and I am for a healthy river too.
Lets have a health study. Why, for example, is Berkshire County ranked #14 out of 15
Counties in Massachusetts in health outcomes? (Robert Wood Johnson Counties Study) Why
is Pittsfield,Lenox, Lee a bladder cancer hotspot? What are our in-utero damage related
outcomes in this valley?
I suggest that GE doesn't leave this Valley until a real health study has been completed.
Best Wishes,
Denny Alsop

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reed anderson <reedandersonstudio@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 9:31 AM
R1Housatonic
My opposition to the PCB dump in Lenox Dale

My name is Reed Anderson and I live between Housatonic and Great Barrington, Massachusetts. I live in a house with
my wife Gretchen, and two boys, Horace and Holiday. This house is some 100 yards from the Housatonic river and yet
another 100 yards from where GE had previously proposed a PCB Toxic Waste dump at Rising Pond. I have previously
submitted photos of my children and wife to the EPA, wth documentation about who they are and what they do now
and aspire to do in the future. While it is true that we are only four people expressing this opinion here, I would ask the
EPA to take another look at those previously submitted photos. Really, go back to the folder and look at them. The
decisions being made now affect not just those four faces, one of whom is writing to you now, but a beautiful
community of thousands of faces, connected to thousands more people, all with hopes and dreams of their own. In
many ways, we are a community in your hands, asking for your protection. Please do not let GE dump in Berkshire
County.
I am writing today to urge the EPA and GE to halt immediately the plan to build a toxic waste dump at Lenox Dale, and or
any part of Lee or Lenox. My paramount reason for this request is that the short and longterm plan for this PCB Toxic
Waste Dump endangers a watershed used by wildlife and the citizens of these towns.
We stand together (whether we like it or not, and regardless of political leanings) at a moment in history, when water
safety is of the utmost importance. As we have seen in several places around our nation people have been poisoned by
water contaminated by corporate money interests coming before public safety.
I can not stand idly by as GE plans to dump PCBs above a watershed that is so vital to so much of Southern Berkshire
County, especially when there was an inadequate opportunity for citizens to participate at the local, state and federal
levels about the permitting process in their very backyard!
I would like to add that while these things are dire there is hope, hope that a PCB destruction technology will be
developed in our time, and that this would be used to clean up the river, and more adequately so than the proposed
plan and at lower cost. However if GE and the EPA continue to deny this PCB destruction technology possibility, I must
insist that the PCBs within the soil and sediment that are removed from the Housatonic River are taken by rail to a safe
federally licensed PCB toxic waste dump.
Lastly, my kids go to school in Lenox Dale at the Montessori School of the Berkshires which is just down the road from
the proposed dump. To those of you with kids, how many of you would feel comfortable sending your children to a
school near a toxic waste dump? Drinking the water from the fountains in a school near a toxic waste dump?
My name is Reed Anderson and I live at 304 Park Street, between Housatonic and Great Barrington, Massachusetts, and
my family and I oppose any plans for PCB toxic waste dump in any part of Berkshire County.

‐‐
‐•••••‐‐•‐•‐ ‐•‐‐‐‐‐••‐ ••‐•‐‐‐•‐• •‐••‐‐‐‐‐‐‐•‐••‐•‐‐•
www.reedanderson.info
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www.filterfund.com
‐‐
‐•••••‐‐•‐•‐ ‐•‐‐‐‐‐••‐ ••‐•‐‐‐•‐• •‐••‐‐‐‐‐‐‐•‐••‐•‐‐•
www.reedanderson.info
www.filterfund.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wednesday, September 16, 2020 12:59 PM
R1Housatonic
object to the Housatonic PCB dump

Dear EPA,
Your own rules state that approval of these dumps require community support, and this is the community stating that
you do not have it!

I‐‐
The information in this email is private property. Per my inalienable rights to privacy, you are prohibited from sharing,
machine scanning and/or correlating the data in this email with any other data without my express permission, which I
withhold. Use of this data without permission will be prosecuted. [innocent bystanders, this is not meant for you, but to
help ensure you're not inadvertently complicit, please remove any personally identifying information associated with
this email from your email address book, contact management software/databases, email lists, etc]
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeffrey Atkin <jeffrey.atkin@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 5:01 PM
R1Housatonic
Treat, don't dump the PCB's in western MA

Dear EPA:
We are homeowners in Lee, MA. We have owned a home in the Berkshires since 1974.
We strongly urge you to treat, and not dump PCB’s in our area.
You may contact me at the phone number below, which also includes the property address of our family (seasonal)
home.
Kind regards,
Jeffrey Atkin

772‐473‐0328
92 Stockbridge Terrace
Lee, MA 01238
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica <jess.moreau@hotmail.com>
Saturday, September 19, 2020 3:32 PM
R1Housatonic
Opposition to pcb dump

My name is Jessica Attoumo. I grew up in Lenox Dale. I just moved back with my family in January, only to find out
shortly after our move that a decision was made to put a PCB dump down the street from our house without any public
input or vote.
To be clear, I oppose a hazardous landfill in Lee, Lenox, Lenox Dale, or anywhere else in our community.
You can not convince me that this receptacle for PCB’s will not leak in the future or that me and my family will not be
harmed by pcb exposure with this dump being down the street from our home. Never mind what this dump will do to
our property values or tourism industry as well.
Insufficient contamination is being removed from the river, riverbanks, floodplain, and residential and commercial
properties, making this plan neither protective of human‐ or environmental health.
I support PCB destruction technology to be used on contaminated sediment and soils at this site to render the toxic
chemical compounds harmless.
If PCB destruction technology is not employed at this site, I support out of state transport by rail of contaminated
sediment and soils to a federally licensed hazardous waste facility.
Thank you,
Jessica Attoumo
27 Lawton St
Lenox Dale, MA 01242
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ben@berkshireveneer.com
R1Housatonic
PCBs in Lee Mass
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 7:25:52 AM

GE caused the problem. THEY need to foot the bill for disposing of their mess. If my dog defecates on my
neighbor’s property, I am responsible for cleaning it up, not someone else who had nothing to do with it. The
neighbor ought not be saddled with the result of my negligence.
Ben Barrett
Great Barrington, Mass
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Peter Peggy Barrett
R1Housatonic
Say no to PCB dump in Berkshire County
Monday, September 14, 2020 5:04:13 PM

Greetings,
I am writing to express my opinions on the latest plan from General Electric and the EPA to
build a toxic PCB dump in LenoxDale/Lee. It is unconscionable that the plan would position a
toxic dump near hundreds of homes, near school and near Lee's water supply.
I support clean up and treatment of PCB-contaminated sediments and soil.
Treat, Don't Dump.
We need a clean, swimmable, and fishable river.
Thank you for your attention and consideration,
Margaret Barrett
Berkshire County
North Egremont, MA

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Iris Bass <ib.lee.ma@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 29, 2020 12:32 PM
R1Housatonic
The Old Shell Game

Dear sir or madam,
Speaking as an 18-year Lee homeowner, I am vehemently opposed to both the proposed dumping in Lee of
toxic waste from the Housatonic River—and the manner in which that deal was contracted.
Surely EPA's own staff have had at least one personal experience with even a small leak or water runoff on their
property. You know how far just a small amount of water can go, and how destructive it can be. Now, multiply
that by a million cubic yards of waste. And multiply that by how noxious that waste is (PCEs are known to
cause liver, endocrinal, neurological, and reproductive damage as well as cancer). And by how many people,
animals, and properties within Lee or neighboring towns could become irreparably harmed by even a “small”
accidental or eventual release of PCB-contaminated material during transport or storage. Especially because I
doubt that there is a level piece of land anywhere in our considerably hilly county.
Whose responsibility would it be when land (including commercial crops and private edible gardens) and
buildings become damaged and/or residents (and creatures, be they pets or wild ones local to our region)
become negatively affected or even die? GE’s? the Town of Lee? And are you folks just fine with the
underhandedness of the Lee government employees who signed that contract behind the back of its citizens and
business owners, without the matter ever being raised at a town meeting, much less presented as a binding
referendum via which the people of Lee could express their vote as individuals, to not depend on the heavily
nepotistic district reps who do the voting at town meeting to do their research and do the right thing for those
they represent and not their buddies and relatives (let’s just say Lee IS a small town…)?
Well, I propose an experiment: Do not allow GE to go through with this deal unless every Lee signer of that
contract agrees, before any further PCE removal is done, to have, say, a 50-gallon “sealed” drum of the
Housatonic’s tainted waste buried in their respective yard, preferably right next to their water main or, even
better, beneath their kitchen or bedroom windowsill. Let a few seasons of our sometimes extreme weather go
by, then test their ground and air and water. But I doubt that last step will be necessary. Because even the
prospect will send them into shrieking “NIMBY!!!”
Well, even at a mile or two away, the proposed dump is in MY backyard, and in that of many other taxpayers in
this fairly tightly settled town. As it is, we’ve been living for far too long with the stench that arises from the
river when the airflow is just right. Heaven only knows what kinds of mutations and diseases the fish and ducks
stupid enough to swim in it have developed. I don’t want to be the next experiment when the PCBs are merely
redeposited in another place in town, from which it could travel invisibly to other locations. Not unlike the
similarly invisible Covid-19 (though this virus ironically destroys one’s sense of smell!), this toxic agreement
threatens the lives of elderly people…those with health conditions…babies and pregnant women (and those
who hope to become pregnant)…and everyone else who, perhaps healthy now, may not be for long if this
agreement goes through as planned. Sure, it’s a cheap solution. But at whose cost?
GE created the mess, GE should own it: to transport the PCEs its business produced totally out of Lee to some
remote area that is. and is likely to remain, uninhabited forever. Period. I beg the EPA to live up to its name—
Environmental Protection Agency—and do its job to ensure that a true cleanup occurs, not just a game of
1

Three-Card Monte that simply shifts the problem to another site in Lee. Because the deal, as contracted, is
nothing more than a scam to put our lives and land at risk while GE saves its money and runs.
Sincerely,
Iris Bass,
homeowner since June 2002 at:
167 West Park Street
Lee, MA
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andy Bazelle <andybazelle@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 8:30 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in Lenoxdale

I live at the Villages of October Mountain condo complex and My
community is extremely concerned about the PCB dump in Lenoxdale.
Below are some of my thoughts on the subject:
‐The selectmen votes should reflect the sentiments of the community.
This was not the case when it comes to the management of PCBs. Look
at the number of signs against the dump. How is it possible that the
selectmen voted against the people’s sentiment? More time is needed
to insure a fair and representative vote.
‐My condo complex is white in 2 miles of the dump. Imagine living near
a site that will bring trucks hauling this toxic and dangerous material in
our neighborhoods, potentially leaking onto our streets.
‐Our children and grandchildren need to stay safe. We live here full
time. This is a beautiful place with the great outdoors available to
everyone. Don’t poison our families. There has been enough
correlation between PCBs and many types of cancers. We don’t need
any more examples of fatal illnesses related to toxicity.
‐Our property values may decrease as knowledge of this dump and its
toxicity spreads.
‐The dump will eventually leak into the water supply and river. Even
with the best intentions, time and time again the world has seen toxic
dump leakage. This is not new news. And it cannot be denied.

Andy Bazelle
880 East Street #6B
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Daniel Bellow
R1Housatonic
comments on Housatonic river cleanup plan
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:44:41 AM

Dear EPA Region 1 Administrator Dennis Deziel,
When General Electric proposed to dig the PCBs out of the Housatonic River and dump them
on the banks, I laughed. I thought it was a joke, because everybody knows water flows
downhill, and whatever is left on the bank of a river eventually ends up back in the stream,
because it rains. This, I said to myself, is just a diversionary tactic. Everyone will pretend to
debate this silly idea for several years while the company’s bottom line is spared the
inconvenience and expense of actually undertaking the cleanup. It’s cheaper to spend a million
or two a year on clever high-priced lawyers who will tie everything up in a regulatory process
with no clear end in sight, than to spend hundreds of millions on trucks and shovels and
railroad cars.
Indeed, this has been GE’s strategy since I first started watching them in 1988. I was part of
the team of reporters from The Berkshire Eagle who brought to light the existence of Hill 78, a
pile of toxic debris that is still located just outside the outfield fence at Allendale Elementary
School. “PCBs buried in dozens of unreported Pittsfield locations,” said the headline, and it
was true. People whose garden tomatoes tested positive for PCBs told us unbelievable stories
of malfeasance and neglect from the bad old days, but the EPA actually did kind of do its job
in Pittsfield. A consent agreement was signed that was not totally unfair, and contractors from
GE put the river through a hose and dug up its entire bed as it runs though the old plant. My
friend’s mother had her front yard excavated to a depth of eight feet, and the soil all went off
in a truck out to Love Canal in western New York, which as you know is the economic
sacrifice zone where anything really bad from around here is customarily sent.
It cost GE hundreds of millions, but that is the price that must be paid for fouling the river that
runs through all our towns. W.E.B. duBois, who remembered it from the days before GE got
its hands on it, called it “a golden river,” and indeed it is so pretty as it flows through our town
past the spot where William Stanley invented the alternating current transformer. Your
agency, heir to other government officials who once told GE just to go ahead and dump it in
the river, although not listed as a potentially responsible party helpfully posts signs that say
“don’t eat the fish.” I appreciate this: I won’t let my dogs play in the river, let alone my kids.
Perhaps the cleanup in Pittsfield lulled me into a false sense of security that the bad old days
really were over. I figured the Kabuki show would go on, but there was no way any competent
honest environmental regulator would agree to GE’s joke about dumps on the riverbank.
Imagine my surprise and dismay when the plan was unveiled. I suspect it, and perhaps your
appointment, owes something to the election of President Donald J. Trump, another bad joke
that has come true. I must admit I do not expect you to be persuaded by this letter.
You and I both sat in the Lee High School auditorium at the last public meeting. I have been
watching meetings like this in this place for 32 years, and I don’t know about you but I never
saw such angry neighbors as those from Lee and Lenox Dale. I didn’t think they were
overreacting either. Their health will be endangered, the value of their property utterly
destroyed by the construction of a toxic waste dump on their street. Certainly, any settlement
should buy out the neighbors on the east side of the river, so they can go rebuild their lives

somewhere else. For the amount GE spends on legal bills in a year, they can make these
people whole. To do otherwise is a great injustice.
The idea of a dump above the river is fundamentally unsound. You told us that It will be
constructed with a liner according to the most modern standards, and monitored in perpetuity
at GE’s expense, but this also seems unrealistic. A corporation is nothing but a pile of money
to which certain people pledge their allegiance, but perpetuity is a long time and a pile of
money can be depleted until it is booted off the Dow Jones, as GE was in 2018. What is our
guarantee that this dump will not wind up on our hands? GE should be compelled to take its
filth away from Berkshire County, while it still has two nickels to rub together.
Daniel Bellow
17 Railroad Ave. Great Barrington.

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Toni Bergins <toni@journeydance.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 10:02 PM
R1Housatonic
Don’t dump toxic waste in the Berkshires

To whom it may concern,
I chose to raise my children and run business in the Berkshires because of it lush beauty and nature.
I am ABSOLUTELY HORRIFIED to hear that GE will continue to pollute our rivers and lands and threaten the safety of our
children. GE is a known polluter and should be investing all their knowledge and expertise into clean up!! Not further
dumping.
GE was once a company of innovation. YOU must stop
this and make GE find new clean solutions as their top priority.
As a Berkshire resident I am sharing my opinion in common with MANY others.
Thank you,
Toni Bergins
Local business owner and mother

✨✨✨

✨✨✨
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jess <jgbmspt@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 09, 2020 4:39 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in Lenoxdale/Lee MA

We do NOT want a PCB dump in our town.
Jessie Berrick

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Aaron Biasin <abiasin1221@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 4:44 PM
R1Housatonic
New Proposal for PCB dump in Lee-Lenox

Hello my name is Aaron Biasin and i am a resident of Lee, Massachusetts and I would like to propose the "do nothing
method" instead of dredging the river and creating a toxic dump in the town. I believe that a one time settlement could
be reached for the towns and the residents with properties along the river that were directly impacted by the pollution. I
have personally worked on a dredging project in the Indian River Lagoon in Florida while working towards my master's
degree in Environmental Science. What we found is that even after a couple years the microorganisms from our soil
samples in areas where dredging had occurred still had not recovered to the point of the control areas where levels of
pollution were low to non‐existent. We used transects to calculate percentage of plant life as well and again the results
were not in our favor. My fear is that it might take longer for the river to recover when it has been over a decade that it
has already started to recover from initial PCB pollution.
Dredging can shift the natural course of the river causing new erosion along banks that have not been exposed to the
flow of the river. Thus creating chances for more nutrient pollution. In a study by Terzaghi, Alberti, et al. they measure
the half life of PCBs in soil, which they concluded to be around 5 years. There are so many productive types of
microorganisms in the top layers of soil that can help speed up the biodegradation of PCBs in the environment. So if we
let nature run its course there shouldn't be a need to dredge and take one problem and move it somewhere else. If it is
too expensive to properly remove the PCBs we shouldn't touch the river until technology gets better.By then the levels
could be low enough that it poses less of a threat to the wildlife.
I understand that the microorganisms eat the PCBs and the small fish eat them, the big fish eat them and the birds and
so on. I also understand biomagnification. I suggest that towns do a better job of putting up signs and meetings to
educate people on the dangers of PCBs. Let people know it's not the water that is the problem, PCBs are not very water
soluble. It is the dirt, but it has been about 15 years since this problem surfaced and we are seeing fish kills or a
completely bare river bottom. Nature appears to be weathering the PCB storm. It still has to deal with all the other
potential chemicals and such from all the treatment plants and mills discharging into the river. PCBs have a low acute
toxicity, that is why the river has life now. I have read studies that show what PCBs found in fish can cause. Some fish
will die prematurely from cancer, some won't. The same thing happens in our lives when we use our cars or eat
processed/preserved food. Chemicals go into our bodies the same way and have similar effects. The housatonic river has
a lot of life in it. Sadly it has been impacted, if we just let nature take its course the river will respond and probably in my
lifetime there will be a significant decline in the levels of PCBs.
Dredging portions of the river won't even be a guarantee the majority of the contaminated soil will be removed. But
then you will still have a toxic waste dump in a town that doesn't want it. so then you will have two problems that are
not fully solved. Money will be spent to monitor both of them. As of right now we know where the problem lies.
Creating a dump will open up a series of potentially new problems in a different way. It will devalue the surrounding
land, people's investments will lose money, the constant activity the dump will require will just cause more money to be
spent. The do nothing alternative could help GE in the long run. Pay up now and not worry down the road.
Furthermore if the liners rips that is money in repairs to fix it plus groundwater contamination and the bills will just keep
piling up with each new problem the dump could bring. The dump would also impact more people that weren't
affected by the pollution originally. That would be a whole new group of people that will have to deal with the pollution.
Would it really be worth it to keep dealing with it down the road. I just think it might be better to leave the river as it is
and let nature fix it. This way we don't have to further impact the ecosystem more than it already has.
1

Thank you for taking the time to hear my opinion,
Aaron Biasin

‐‐
Aaron Biasin
abiasin1221@gmail.com
413‐441‐8645
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JOHN BLAISDELL <blaisdellj@msn.com>
Saturday, September 05, 2020 4:40 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in Lee, Mass.

To whom it may concern.
As residents of Lee for the past 47 years we would like to express our concern for the PCB dump in
Lee. As long time residents, we did not have a vote in this matter which will effect our health, property value
, and not to mention the safety of all of the residents in our town. We do not want this dump in our town and
feel that it has been imposed on us without our vote. WE DON'T WANT THIS DUMP.
Cheryl and Jack Blaisdell

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

mblau87@aol.com
R1Housatonic
The PCB Dump
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 8:50:42 AM

My husband and I have been fans of the Berkshires for nearly fifty years.
The first 35 years we came out for a weekend every year. We grew to love it
there so much that we bought a condo at October Mountain 15 years ago.
We enjoyed the cultural events, the beautiful outdoors, the museums, the
restaurants, etc. for those years.
We were horrified to learn that you are considering putting a PCB Dump just
2 miles away from our vacation sanctuary. We bring our daughter and her
11 year old twin sons there every summer and winter too.
That will not happen if this plan goes ahead. Why would I put youngsters in
harm's way like that? If this plan passes, we will likely sell our condo as
soon as we can. We will not be alone; many others in Lee and Lenoxdale
will do the same. Both of these areas have worked hard to become
attractive destinations for those of us getting out of a city. Why would we
expose ourselves and our family and guests to such a plan? The answer is
that we won't!
Both my husband and I are cancer survivors. We have worked hard to stay
alive and we won't let a PCB Dump take that away from us. In my case,
since my cancer proved not to be genetically linked, I was told that the
cancer was caused by environmental factors.
I beg of you not to be tempted by financial gains or fast talking opportunists.
We have enough stress and uncertainty with the Pandemic.
We do not need one more thing to worry about.
Since we live in the Boston area, we will not be able to attend tomorrow's
meeting but you may share this letter publicly if you so choose.
Thank you for your consideration of our request.
Dianne & Michael Blau

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jen Bloesch <jen.bloesch@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 10:07 AM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River Cleanup

To whom it may concern at the EPA,
I am emailing to submit my comments for the "Rest of River" permit proposal being discussed at the public hearing on
September 15th, 2020. I am a full‐time resident of Great Barrington.
I am opposed to the use of disposal as the primary method of cleaning up the Housatonic River. While I am strongly in
favor of cleaning up the materials, I am concerned about the safety of transport of the PCBs and the long‐term viability
of the disposal facilities. I strongly believe that disposing of these PCBs, rather than remediating them, only transplants
the problem to another location, whether that location is in our own community or to another state. I am in support of
remediation technologies that eliminate the substances in question, rather than move them to another location. While
remediation technologies may be more expensive upfront, they will reduce costs down the road of maintaining the
disposal facility as well as preventing other costs (financial, to human and ecological health, etc). I am opposed to the
permit proposal as it is currently written.
Thank you for taking my comments.
Jen Bloesch
24 Silver St. Great Barrington, MA 01230
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lorita Bosworth
R1Housatonic
Toxic Dump
Monday, September 14, 2020 8:47:55 PM

We are opposed to building a toxic PCB dump in Lenoxdale/Lee near hundreds of homes, near schools
and Lee's water supply.
Please consider another safer alternative.
Sincerely,
Tom and Lorita Bosworth
135 Hubbard St.
Lenox, MA 01240

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

bragdoncannon@aol.com
Friday, September 11, 2020 10:35 AM
R1Housatonic
Don't Dump

It appears that Lee and the surrounding area once again is faced with an overwhelming challenge. Having lost
employment in years past not only at the GE when it closed, but also the local mills, our livelihood was impacted greatly.
Now we again face the facts that our area, our homes near the river, and our local economy will be directly affected by a
dump for PCB's. While I admire the authorities and the time spent trying to come to an agreement, I feel there must be a
better way - better for Lee and the areas in the vicinity. I am not one to stand up and make a statement, but I do think this
is important enough for all of us to ask you to reconsider - please, for the sake of our future and the health of our
community.
Teresa Bragdon
bragdoncannon@aol.com
650 Stockbridge Road
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janice Braim <jbraim@roadrunner.com>
Saturday, July 25, 2020 12:54 AM
R1Housatonic
I say NO to GE's Toxic Waste Dump in Lee and Lenox

To Whom It May Concern,
I am outraged at the proposed Rest of River clean up project proposed for the Housatonic
River. GE's corporate malfeasance and lack of concern for public safety are outrageous!
There is no good reason to force a toxic waste dump upon the people of Western
Massachusetts. As the motivation of this project seems to be saving GE money, if allowed to
happen, it is inevitable that they will cut corners and cause irreparable harm to the economy and
public health of Western Massachusetts. It will spread PCB's downriver all the way to the Long
Island Sound causing needless death and damage to the people of Massachusetts, Connecticut
and New York.
The communities along the Housatonic River and Superfund Site have been victims of large
scale corporate pollution from GE for almost a hundred years. Please do not make our suffering
extend indefinitely We deserve a clean river, we deserve to properly be rid of the scourge of
PCBs. PCB's need to be destroyed, not buried in a pit outside town.
I ask that the current Rest of River plan be scrapped and a new plan which includes an
emphasis on public safety be considered.
Janice Braim
35 Church Street
Lee, Mass 01238
413-717-1248
Sent from my iPhone
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JBRAIM@roadrunner.com
Friday, July 24, 2020 4:19 PM
Conway, Timothy
extension

We need an extension on the comment period:
I would likeyou to extend the comment period until later in November.
The EPA has allowed GE to drag its feet for DECADES so why are we, the people, being rushed for such a short comment
Period.
Please extend this also we are dealing with COVID‐19.
Janice Castegnaro Braim
35 Church Street
Lee, MA 01238
(413)717‐1248
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JBRAIM@roadrunner.com
Sunday, August 02, 2020 5:29 PM
Conway, Timothy
Please extend commit period

Dear Tim, Can you please extend the commit period. We should be able to do this face to face. Alot of people do even
have computers. We got this dump thrown on our laps and we need to extend this until we can have a public
meeting. Face to Face.
Thank You!
Janice Castegnaro Braim
35 Church Street
Lee, MA 01238
413‐717‐1248
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Rachel Branch <branchnotes@gmail.com>

COMMENT ON HOUSATONIC REST OF THE RIVER AGREEMENT IN RE GENERAL
ELECTRIC PCB DISPOSAL IN LEE, MA...
1 message
Rachel Branch <branchnotes@gmail.com>
To: r1 housatonic@epa.gov
Bee: "Rachel I. Branch" <branchnotes@gmail.com>

Fri, Sep 18, 2020 at 1:10 PM

Dear Environmental Protection Agency (EPA):
I am Rachel I. Branch of North Adams, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and claim
standing to comment as a United States citizen and a resident of Berkshire County_ I
am TOTALLY OPPOSED to the plan to remove polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB's) from
the Housatonic River and dump those toxins in Lee, Massachusetts.
General Electric has had the capacity and economic resources to delay, obfuscate and
continue to NOT clean up the Housatonic River and leave those residents severely
affected _in a multi-year long sta~e of animat~d suspension. , It's arrq~~~ to do so is ,. . ..,
an egreg10us example of economTC power agarnst We the· P~f'l",P.~
i~ ~~ ~.,
the proposed site for disposal of toxins caused by the PCB's dumped by General
Electric.
As General Electric's financial stability continues to decline with their unloading of
various corporate entities and dismissal of employees, I fear that its corporate agenda
is to reach a place where it will be able to declare bankruptcy to avoid the
unquestioned responsibility it has to those living near the river; and, particularly now,
to the residents of Lee.
The people of Lee, Massachusetts, deserve and have an inherent right to reject the
dump in their residential neighborhood. The fact that those residents were not
allowed a majoritY. presence at the table, the right to hold a town vote, and to have
the unconditional ability to effectively stop the onslaught by those in other
communities ... who claimed the power to put their lives in extreme
jeopardy... thwarts their right to life, liberty and pursuit of happiness as guaranteed
by the United States Constitution.
For those who sat at the table as well as those who volunteered to sit at the table
and voted to declare the compromise the best solution to this multi-year legal
entanglement to solve what GE knows is its responsibility, I find disgraceful,
despicable, and reeks of lack of moral and ethical responsibility. Notably and
flagrantly missing from presence at the table of those non-public meetings were the
residents themselves of Lee. That is egregious and smacks of tyranny and a mindset
that considers the low numbers of residents of the neighborhood primarily affected as
expendable.
https:l/mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=44c9112b6a&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar4869039406874668613&simpl=msg-a%3Ar-83260437. . .
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The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was established to protect Americans
from the effects of any and all toxins in our environment. It was NOT established to
act in collusion with corporations or entities that cause harm, health consequences
and/or death to members of our communities, especially the most vulnerable,
economically disadvantaged or politically unrepresented .. .This is environmental
suppression, oppression, and suppression by omission of their inherent rights to be
protected from those committing the atrocities to our earth and their neighborhoods.
Those in elected positions who are supposed to represent our communities have
dramatically failed the residents of Lee and appear to have chosen the easy way out
with an alarming monetary benefit to their own cities with total disregard for
the residents of Lee NOT IN MY BACKGROUND screams out profoundly. Not one life
or the loss of one person's health can justify this outrageous compromise agreement.
One only needs to follow the money and see the millions that have been spent on
legal fees, etc., and what appears to be an obstruction of justice over all these
years. This agreement is just plain wrong!

ectfullJ ~
R

el I. Brandi
P. 0 . Box 382
North Adams, MA 01247
Cell/Text: 413-346-7262

https:f/mail .google.com/maiVu/0?ik=44c9112b6a&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar4869039408874868613&simpl=msg-a%3Ar-83260437...
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dan Bross <Dan_Bross@outlook.com>
Wednesday, September 09, 2020 12:01 PM
R1Housatonic
Robert Cundall
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments

We own a home in Lenox, MA and oppose the plan to build/locate a PCB dump in Lenoxdale/Lee. The proposed site is
near hundreds of homes, schools and Lee’s own water supply. The site is situated 1100 feet directly above the
Housatonic River.
Please record our opposition to this proposed site and include our comments in the public record.
Thank you.
Daniel T. Bross and Robert S. Cundall
131 Main Street
Lenox, MA 01240
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jean R Brown <jeanrbrownmsw@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 10:50 PM
R1Housatonic
Rest of River cleanup plan

To Whom It May Concern:
As residents of 245 Maple Street, Lee, MA we are writing to object to the current “settlement” between GE, EPA, and
effected towns.
The dumping of dredged contaminated sediments is a primitive solution. Dumping out of state does not solve the local
PCB problem and shifts the problem to other states.
A local dump in a sand and gravel pit in Lenoxdale/Lee is near the river, near residential neighborhoods and near
workplaces. Dumps are known to leak over time. Removing PCBs from the river and burying them above the river will
eventually re‐contaminate the Housatonic and risk airborne contaminants in hot weather.
It is mistaken to choose a plan based on cost to GE when there is scientific evidence of a microbial treatment of the
contaminated sediments which can be done in situ.
We strongly urge you to reconsider a 21st century solution decision and reject a plan for dredging the river and dumping
the sediments.
Sincerely yours,
Jean R Brown
Jeffrey Liebowitz
Sent from my iPad

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lynn Browne <cormbrowne@msn.com>
Tuesday, August 04, 2020 12:52 PM
R1Housatonic
No PCB Dump in Lee!

Greetings, I am a lifelong resident of Pittsfield. My Dad worked for GE like most of the other Dads. A lot of the
good things of my life came from that: beautiful home, good college, nice vacations, magical Christmases, etc.
I don't deny that. However, GE also left a toxic waste dump in my beloved Berkshires when they pulled
out. There is already a toxic waste dump in Pittsfield. Why not put the rest there so there is only ONE dump
in the Berkshires that awaits the technology to be cleaned and removed forever. Why wreck Lee too? I just
don't get it. It seems like a no brainer. It originated from Pittsfield. It can't cost that much more to truck or
train it to the existing pcb site in Pittsfield. I love Pittsfield and I don't relish more toxic waste here, either, but
use some sense. Why trash two places instead of one? Please, rethink your plans. Lynn M. Browne, Pittsfield
MA

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michele Burger <micheleburger11@icloud.com>
Saturday, September 12, 2020 6:01 PM
R1Housatonic
No PCBs in Lee and Lenoxdale, MA

Hi,
I am writing to ask that you listen to the community who is saying clearly and repeatedly No PCBs in our backyard!
You all know the dangers of PCBs. Why are you putting our lives at stake? Our children and their children will get cancer
from this poison. This is a pristine and beautiful area, why pollute it?
Seriously, where is the long term planning for the well‐being of families and businesses?
Our opposition to the PCBs is based on a scientific evidence that toxic chemicals cannot be contained.
Please: NO PCBs in Lenoxdale and Lee!
Sincerely,
Michele Burger
Village at October Mountain
Unit 9A

Sent from my iPhone

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

t"s
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in Lee, Ma.
Monday, September 14, 2020 1:19:25 PM

I oppose the method of the dump and ask for an alternative method that will not harm the environment.
resident of Lee, Ma C. Buttacavoli 880 East St. 4D

September 9,2020
75 Laurel Street
Lee, MA 01238
To:
GE- Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code S~MD-07-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
To begin, we feel the Lee Select Board should have first consulted the
residents of Lee before agreeing to accept statements from GE and the
EPA about locating a PCB dump in Lee.
As indicated several months ago in a town meeting on the subject of
eliminating PCBs, there was overwhelming and vocal disapproval of the
EPA-GE proposal.
Further, it seems the residents whose environment has been damaged
by an outside group, i.e., GE, should determine the means of remediation
to be enacted, not the offending group - GE.
The people in Lee have clearly indicated that PCBs removed from the
Housatonic River and then buried underground in a dump in Lee is
unacceptable - for a variety of reasons: some dumps of this sort in other
locations have leaked, exposing residents living nearby to the toxic
components contained in PCBs. Others feel that their properties, located
near a dump, will lose considerable value. And, very likely, those living
near a dump will feel the positive aesthetic value of living in a pleasing
environment will have been destroyed. This has certainly happened in
so many locations where all sorts of industries have established
themselves in the midst of residential communities.
Tihank you for listening,
Laurel Caluori
Mario Caluori

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John Campbell <jcamp10@hotmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 10:28 PM
R1Housatonic
Rhonda LaBombard; Rene Wood
GE-HOUSATONIC RIVER SITE PUBLIC COMMENTS

[By the way, I own stock in GE. Not much, but thought I should mention it. I inherited it from my father; he had inherited
it from his uncle. The dividends are worth 1 cent per share right now.]
I also realize that the EPA is being torn right now between caring about rich people’s pockets and poor people’s well
being, but, here are my hopeful reasonings and pleadings anyway :
Please leave the River alone.
Dredging will only mess up the ecology that is there. The fish and all the other little creatures living in and around the
river bottom seem to have adjusted to their new life and its health limitations and are surviving. People like to fish and
release. Fishermen know that is what they have to do. And it is fun.
The signs along the River remind us :
1) Be careful. Obey the signs.
2) We as a people were greedy. We screwed up. And you have to bear the consequences. Sorry. But hopefully we will
learn from this and not do it again. Oh, that that would be true. You can make it true.
We all know where the PCB’s are now. They are in the River. Leave them there. You would never get them all out
anyway. Don’t go spreading them around more and making it worse. Dripping them along the way as you go......as you
go to dump them in a place that will leak some day soon and then they will drain back into the River again.....after
ruining children’s lives because it is also near a school. Why do people always come up with the crazy idea that a toxic
dump would be good near a school ?!!
Also, the Housatonic overflows during flood season. You can’t dredge all the low fields along the River too.
Save your money. Save GE’s money. Make them pay a large yearly fine instead.
Use the money for :
1. EDUCATION
a]. Education so people know how to protect themselves :
Don’t swim. Don’t eat the fish....
b]. Education so polluting the River does not happen again. Educating people and companies on human decency, like
caring about others. Not being greedy. Unfortunately TV and capitalism sorta encourage greed, and they need to be
checked and harnessed morally to create a place where life is fair and truly successful. Teach kindness and caring. I
know, we show have learned it in SandBox 101. Apparently we didn’t.
2. HELP for those that have already been hurt, like MEDICAL EXPENSES & LAWYER FEES.
3. MONEY to fight GE so that they don’t ever do it again, here or anywhere.
Mt Water Systems has its water shed in this area that you wish to contaminate. They cover Sheffield. You should talk
with them :
www.mountainwatersystemsinc.com
888‐230‐4251
1

37 Northwest Drive
Plainville, CT 06062
Thank you for listening, Grace
Sent from GraceFrenchCampbell, Sheffield, MA ♪

♪
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Moriah Carroll <mkcarroll6@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 10:04 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River cleanup

Concerns from:
Moriah Carroll
60 Maritta Ave
Lee, MA 01238
Under the current administration there have been at least 90 EPA clean air and water act regulations overturned. That is
not acceptable and that is why we must wait for a new administration with a new head of the EPA, one that is not on the
side of the corporate polluters.
The EPA is notorious for being a revolving door for corporate lobbyists. So the corporation in question for polluting
always has a leg up.
The EPA has numerous failures in cleanups, unsatisfactory failing plans that can’t be executed properly and litigation
lawsuits leaving a bigger mess than when they started, example the Hudson.
The comment period and open hearings have been rushed through during an unprecedented Covid‐ 19 pandemic. The
citizens wanted in person hearings so that we can face you. We asked for an extension in order to do so. We already
waited 70 years what’s another few months.
Governor Baker courts GE to move their headquarters to Boston, after they pollute the entire Housatonic River and have
over 90 super fund sites across the United States. GE is not a welcome neighbor. The Governor uses our tax payer dollars
to subsidize GE so they do not have to pay any federal or state taxes.
The EPA, GE and town selectman have conducted secretive back room negotiations over a 2 year period. The EPA in
cahoots with GE and their lawyers pitted the selectman of each town against each other using scare tactics.The least
educated selectman from LEE got the short end of the stick, (The Toxic PCB Dump), after you dangled a golden carrot in
from of them. Great Barrington no longer gets a dump, but instead 149 acre park on top of polluted land. Pittsfield gets
land donated to them and a take down of buildings plus 8 million dollars. The citizens that live in these towns did not get
to vote on putting a dump in the Berkshires and in their backyards.
The EPA estimated the clean up cost in 2016 to be 600 million, now that would be 700 million. But GE is now getting a
bargain for only 400 million, a 200 million dollar discount!
They only have to clean up a portion of the Housatonic 20 ‐30 percent and then get to dump the PCBs in a beautiful
town, the gateway to the Berkshires, scarring the landscape forever. GE must be held fully accountable. We demand a
vote.
What I don’t understand is if we are first having a virtual hearing and comment period now, how could the 5 Berkshire
towns already have accepted and received the 63 million dollar payout? That seems to be blatant corruption, for we the
people did not have a say. This comment period is just a dog and pony show for the record and is meaningless, held
after the towns already put the money in the bank. Instead, the people would like the money to be pooled and to go
into a fund that we then can use to treat the PCBs properly with new technologies, not dredge and dump.
The Housatonic River Initiative and river keepers were the only educated group that have been involved with the
cleanup of the Housatonic River for decades. They were pushed aside because they know this is not the proper way to
clean the river, and they couldn’t be bought. The EPA knows this, GE knows this and the town selectman certainly knew
it, until they were bought off.
The proposed dump will be 20 football fields high at the base of October Mountain which is the largest state forest in
MA. Placed just 15 feet above the river. That is enough of a reason not to put a dump there. You have not even taken
account climate change, storm surge, floods, hurricanes, and possible tornados that would be detrimental.
The liner that you propose to use must be compatible with toxic PCBs. There is no manufacturer that will give a warranty
for such use. The PCBs will end up leaking right back into the river and the water table, that is guaranteed.
1

There is no reassurance for the safety of dump trucks traveling throughout the Berkshires past our homes and schools
that PCBs will not go airborne. Those trucks will be passing through our towns for at least 10 years. What happens when
the inevitable accident happens and the truck over turns? Where exactly is the other dump site out of state going to be?
These are all reasons why we need to stop the dump and treat the PCBs in the river instead.
There were numerous books and documentaries made over the years about the corruption of GE and their horrendous
track record of poisoning land, waterways, humans and animals. Why should we trust that they will do the right thing
now?

2

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patrick Casey <Casey_Patrick@msn.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 10:08 AM
R1Housatonic
Toxic Waste Dump Lee-Lenox

I am strongly opposed to creating this dump and the digging and transport of toxic waste in a beautiful residential area,
near people, wells, homes, schools, and tourist attractions just to save a few dollars.
General Electric created this problem over many years and the PCBs are where they are now‐ in the Housatonic River.
Moving them just creates greater problems and damages the heart of the Berkshire region at great expense. A dump is
an archaic approach. It will eventually fail and the area will be permanently ruined and unhealthy. PCB is a carcinogen.
Let seek and find new chemical treatment and biologic degradation solutions that will mitigate or eliminate the problem
instead of moving it and destroying the place where people now and in future will live.
It’s foolish and criminal to purposely move toxic waste closer to people.
Michael P Casey
40 Mandalay Road
Lee, MA 01238
518‐894‐2786

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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James Castegnaro
111 Woodland Road
Lee, MA 01238

Via fax# (617) 918-0028 & Regular pt class mail

August 26, 2020
United State Environmental Protection Agency
GE Housatonic River Site Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (mail code SEMD~07-0l)
Boston, MA 02109

Re; Proposed Revised Rest of River Clean-up
To Whom It May Concern:
Environmental Protection Agency.

Kind of an oxymoron considering what you're contemplating to allow G.E. to do in the Town of
Lee. It's anything but protecting the environment.
I grew up In the neighborhood, bordering your proposed PCB dump. I was so proud that my
hard work had paid off and I was able to buy a home, in the neighborhood I grew up in1 for my

wife and myself.
I then became a single father to two (2) out of my three (3) children. I worked long days to be
able to provide for them and keep them safe. This now looks like a promise I now many not be
able to keep.
I have since purchased more land, adjacent to my home, with the hopes that my newly found
daughter would bu!ld there and I'd be close by and get a chance to watch my grandchildren
grow up. Thts will never happen if the dump comes.

If you allow.this dump to go through, you are destroying lives, many who have worked hard and
long to be able to have their dreams of a safe and happy future, will be gone.

09/01/2020

11:57AM
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White Wolf
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I'm not sure how you can possibly sleep at night satisfied that this is the best solution?
Especially, when you know there are safer ways to clean the river, without contaminating our
neighborhood.
One question, Would you want this dump 1,800' from your property line and you're family??

Well, NEITHER DO I Ill
PLEASE think long and hard on what's best for the people of the neighborhoods, their
livelihoods and their families; futures.

Sincerely,

James Castegnaro

08/21/2020

07:45AM
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James Castegnaro
111 Woodland Road
Lee, MA 01238

Via fax# (617) 918-0028 & Regular pt Class mail

August 19, 2020

United States Environmental Protection Agency
GE Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1

5 Post Office Square (mail code SEMD~07-01)
Boston, MA 02109

Re; Proposed Revised Rest of River Clean-up
Dear E.P.A.1
I am writing to you to let you know that a PCB dump will destroy the Town of Lee and all of
Berkshire County.
Lee had nothing to do with polluting the river. S0 1 why would you want to contaminate 100
clean acres of land on the gateway to the October Mountain State Forest??

The area Is a natural aquafer, as well as being next to a young and growing neighborhood, with
lots of children, There are three (3) schools within a 1-2 mile radius of this proposed dump.

Basically, you want to destroy a river that Is working on deaning itself, three neighborhoods,
two towns, October Mountain and Berkshire County, to try to save the river. In the end 1 the
river will not be cleaned. You will be lucky to get 30% of the PCB's out of the river. This does
not make any sense to do it. Clean it blologlcally and leave it until you can
Look@ the Hudson dean~up. All they did is stir up the PCB's. Now everybody Is suing
everybody. It Is NOT dean. WHAT A MESSS!!!!

08/21/2020
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You have no plan for air, smell, noise and truck traffic control. All you're doing is spreading the
PCB pollution.
Every time the wind blows, are you coming down to my house to clean up the PCB dust in my
house???
Don't let G.E. off the hook. There are companies WIiiing to come out, for no charge, to show
their technology on how to remediate the PCB's in a MUCH safer manner, with NO DUMP! I
The Town of Lee Selectmen were not supposed to sign anything until they brought it to the
Town Representatives for a vote. I would sc:iy this Is illegal to start wlth. In fact1 the whole
process doesn't pass /(the smell test''. This should be on hold until we're able to hold open

meetings,
If this Is shoved down our throat, the people of Berkshire County will use all necessary means to
stop this. We will work with every local and outside environmental groups, militia and other
clubs to put and end to this nonsense. You can also count on hundreds of lawsuits, which are
already being drafted.
The E.P .A. is supposed to protect the environment. Does that incl4de human beings, also??
Are you going to protect the environment and the people or G.E.?? We will see.
I hope the Environmental PROTECTION Agency does their job 1111
Sincerely,

James castegnaro

j~ .•
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mario Cavalcanti <mariorcaval@yahoo.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 8:24 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in Lenoxdale

I live at the Villages of October Mountain condo complex and My community is extremely
concerned about the PCB dump in Lenoxdale. Below are some of my thoughts on the subject:
‐The selectmen votes should reflect the sentiments of the community. This was not the case when
it comes to the management of PCBs. Look at the number of signs against the dump. How is it
possible that the selectmen voted against the people’s sentiment? More time is needed to insure
a fair and representative vote.
‐My condo complex is white in 2 miles of the dump. Imagine living near a site that will bring
trucks hauling this toxic and dangerous material in our neighborhoods, potentially leaking onto
our streets.
‐Our children and grandchildren need to stay safe. We live here full time. This is a beautiful place
with the great outdoors available to everyone. Don’t poison our families. There has been enough
correlation between PCBs and many types of cancers. We don’t need any more examples of fatal
illnesses related to toxicity.
‐Our property values may decrease as knowledge of this dump and its toxicity spreads.
‐The dump will eventually leak into the water supply and river. Even with the best intentions, time
and time again the world has seen toxic dump leakage. This is not new news. And it cannot be
denied.
Thanks !
Mario Cavalcanti
880 East Street #6B
Lee, MA 01238
Sent from my iPad
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Comments to EPA regarding Proposed
PCB Dump in Lee Massachusetts

September 17, 2020
Gail Ceresia

To: EPA

1. Please do not allow General Electric (GE) to create a new Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)
dumpsite in Lee or in any other town in the Berkshires.
2. Please require GE to provide funding for bio/chemical remediation in situ or lab research
(suggested Ideas will be outlined further on in this letter).
3. Please require GE to discontinue leaching PCBs and other contaminants into the Housatonic
river from upgradient areas above the proposed Rest of the River Dredge Areas (such as Silver
Lake in Pittsfield) and other areas identified by other individuals and HRI (Housatonic River
Initiative) in Berkshire county.
4. Please require review by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MassDEP) for this or any other future proposal with the appropriate public hearings and
scientifically based review.
5. The townspeople should be involved in the review and approval, not just representatives.
6. “Silver Lake in Pittsfield along with other sites upgradient continues to leak PCB’s into the
River. Why is this not being addressed in the proposal? It is common sense to stop leakage
into the riverine system upstream before one would attempt to remove PCB’s downstream.”
If the remediation upstream has not been successful, why are we allowing this proposal!
7. Normal peak discharge and highwater table events in addition to climate change events can have
a catastrophic effect on capped landfills, capped riverbeds, and engineered riverbank.
My family and I are opposed to the dumpsite in Lee, Massachusetts for the following environmental
reasons:
1. The site is currently clean and free of contaminants. GE has dump PCBs in several areas
throughout Berkshire County. Why is the EPA allowing GE to contaminate another area
in Berkshire County? This is not wise and demonstrates a disregard to the health of
residents of Berkshire County as well as environmental health.
2. The area EPA and GE selected consists of highly permeable sands / with a perc rate of
<2minute per inch, and a highwater table below grade (5 feet to 30 feet below grade).
3. The proposal relies on the use of two liners separating the contaminated soil from the
clean substrate below. The liner warranty is void if it is used for chemically
contaminated soil.
4. GE recognizes the soils will become contaminated based on their proposal that the
residents should go on town water supply.
5. Once the PCBs reach the water table, the contaminant will reach the river again and will
potentially pollute the Lee town water supply aquifer. Studies have not been done or
released for public review regarding this concern.
6. GE proposes to hydraulically carry PCB-laden sediment up to lined cells which,
theoretically, will be closed at the end of each day.
Hydraulic lines can break/ become clogged / the lined cells can become
overfilled due to human error, and a higher concentration of PCB and other
chemical contaminants can be pumped into the proposed cells. There is no way to
determine hot spots in every area especially where hydraulic removal is involved.
In addition, PCBs were dumped all over Berkshire County at a time when GE
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knew they were burying and dumping waste illegally. How can we trust GE to
dump so called “lower levels of PCBs” into these lined cells? Hydraulic lines
may be used successfully for beach replenishment where leakage or line breaks
are not as much of a concern.
7. The proposal calls for trucking PCB-laden sediment through six towns in the Berkshires.
Residents are being told the trucks are not leak proof and the PCBs can become airborne.
This will allow the contaminant to spread throughout Berkshire County for at least
10 to 15 years with the town of Lee citizens suffering the greatest impact!
8. The proposal claims that lower levels of PCBs will be disposed into the dumpsite. PCBs
bioaccumulate. So, while the PCB laden spillage is being trucked and spewing all over
Southern Berkshire County, the flora and fauna and residents will be breathing and eating
PCBs. The PCBs will collect and be stored in our bodies and throughout the biota.
9. If dredging is the best idea EPA and GE can come up with, the hazardous waste sediment
removal, then the contaminate soils should be carried away, by way of railroad in leak
proof containers to an EPA Certified dump site. Each town should have a designated site
to place the PCBs into the contained rail cars. Lee should not be the universal collecting
point. The sediment should be passed over the shortest amount of road as possible.

Suggested Ideas
Proposal: General Electric shall provide funding for biological/chemical remediation in situ or
scientific lab research.
For years HRI and other individuals of the public have called for PCB remediation. GE has been allowed
to drag their feet and call the shots.
Individuals or small companies would most likely be fined and/ or go to jail for causing such a negative,
large-scale impact on the community. We are only asking that the corporation be held to the same
standard and take full responsibility for the pollution and related health risks it has caused. GE should not
be calling the shots. The people affected by GE actions should be calling the shots.
Alternative proposal:
1. GE shall compensate each of the 6 towns, 6 million immediately and an additional 1 million
yearly until a remediation solution is found.
2. GE should be required to fund a minimum of 6 different research initiatives to come up with
biological and/or chemical remediation in situ or in a lab.
3. Solutions to PCB remediation should be looked at from several sources around the world. At least
3 universities in United States should be funded yearly to do studies on PCB remediation. At least
3 outside/ non-profit or for-profit research companies should be funded for onsite research. The
credentials of these selected universities and research companies should go under review by
qualified citizens (scientists, chemists, biological background etc…) of Berkshire County, and
Massachusetts DEP personnel with no ties to GE. GE should not be involved in the selection of
scientists and/ or universities or companies to conduct the research.
4. GE shall not be involved in the approval of the remediation process selection. The enzyme
treatment studies HRI has promoted must be included within the scope of this research. HRI
should not be excluded because they were the whistle-blowers. This type of treatment happens
all to often in our society. The institution that finds an acceptable solution shall be rewarded
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with an acceptable amount of money for discovery. More than one type of remediation may be
implemented for best results.
5. When a solution is found, then GE will pay no greater than 30% to 40 % above cost for the clean
up. The people are not trying to sink GE, we just want a reasonable and affordable solution.
6. An appropriate organization will hold the funding and make payments for the research and or
contractor involved in remediation. The contractors will not answer to GE. This way there will be
little or no pressure to look the other way. A minimum of 50% of the bio-remediation funding
will go to employment of Berkshire County residents, companies, and scientists.
7. The citizens of Berkshire County must be involved in the final approval of the proposal before it
is signed off on, not alerted after the fact.

In conclusion, the citizens of Berkshire County have been attending meetings for the pass 30 to 40 years
regarding biological and chemical remediation. In this technological age, scientific biological/ chemical
and engineering research and information is being shared rapidly for the greater good of our society.
University researchers are at the precipice of discovering solutions and creating new inventions at a
higher rate than when former GE CEO, Jack Welch, who was also a chemical engineer, was trying to find
a solution for PCB breakdown. This is the age of the Green New Deal and climate change – we must not
revert back to antiquated ways.

I look forward to your response to this letter and thank you for your attention to this crucial
environmental, social justice, and public health issue.

Sincerely,
Gail E. Ceresia
Professional Wetland Scientist, Registered Sanitarian, Soil Evaluator
Berkshire Wetland Services
161 West Park Street
Lee, Massachusetts
berkshirewetland@live.com
geceresia@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

roselle chartock <roselle.chartock@gmail.com>
Saturday, September 12, 2020 6:53 PM
R1Housatonic
housriverkeeper@gmail.com
Please no dumping pcb’s

Dear GE and EPA,
For the sake of the health and safety of the Berkshires ‐ a beautiful and uniquely clean environment ‐ I urge you to
reconsider your plans for building a toxic dump in the LenoxDale/Lee area. There has to be a better way to deal with
these poisons than to dump them near hundreds of homes, near schools and Lee’s own water supply.
Thank you for your serious attention to this urgent request. Berkshire residents ‐ as well as the thousands who visit each
year ‐ will be most grateful.
Sincerely,
Roselle Kline Chartock
Great Barrington, MA

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael Chiappone <mikechiappone@yahoo.com>
Saturday, September 12, 2020 7:09 PM
R1Housatonic
Opposition to PCB Dump Site, Lee Mass.

To Who It May Concern,
As a resident of Lee Massachusetts I am whole heartedly opposed to the area used as a waste disposal site for such a
severely toxic material. There is no safe PEL for PCB’s and the probable risk for introducing the material back into the
surrounding environment is not at an acceptable level. The primary concern is the health of my family and families that
live in the area.
Please block this short term solution for a far reaching effect on our environment.
Sincerely
Michael Chiappone
880 East Street
Lee, MA 01238
Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Abigail Childs <abigail.e.childs@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 8:50 PM
R1Housatonic
Proposed GE PCB Cleanup in Berkshire County, MA

Hello,
I'm a resident of Lee, MA. I've lived in the Berkshires almost all my life and, for most of my adult life, I've worked as a
gardener, farmer, and/or service industry worker. Many of our livelihoods, especially in south county, are tied to the
health of our land and its aesthetic appeal. Tourists visit this area because of its beauty and perceived ecological health.
These tourists pay our bills. GE has greatly marred the health of this area, severely polluting a major waterway and with
it, destroying hundreds of human and countless animal lives. Our community demands that GE ship its PCB waste out of
this area, not store it in shoddy dumps with uninsured, untested plastic lining. We demand that the EPA recognize that
this community DOES NOT give permission for these dumps to be constructed. We demand that GE pull up their pants
and accept full responsibility for their gross violation of ethics and of environmental law. We will not haggle or bargain
with them and neither should you.
Don't compound the damage that GE has done by bowing to them.
Berkshire County says no.
Sincerely,
Abigail Childs

‐‐
413.429.7088
www.abigail‐childs.com
Pronouns: she/her, they/them
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Childs <marykchilds@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 10:14 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonice River GE "Dump"

“Your own rules state that approval of these dumps require community support, and this is the community
stating that you do not have it!”
I am stating this because of:
Outstanding complaints to the Attorney General about the open meeting law violations it took to shove this
through, comment period rushed through during a pandemic without in-person hearings, a hollow
permitting plan, the inevitability of the dump leaking, rushed through after decades under an
administration that is actively undoing environmental protections and instructing the EPA to settle with
corporations- ALL of this to save one of the ugliest businesses in the world some money, they who
polluted the river to begin with, a crime against humanity and nature.

Mary Childs
marykchilds@yahoo.com
220 Prospect Street
PO B0x 233
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

fittercritters <fittercritters@aol.com>
Thursday, September 10, 2020 11:13 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump

My husband and I are opposed to the dumping of pcbs in our Community.
We are Lee residents and had no vote or say in this dangerous matter.
The solution of a dump is not a solution and the long term effects are hazardous and potentially deadly.
Alternatives need to be determined because this is unacceptable to the residents of surrounding communities.
We need safer remediation...WE DO NOT WANT THIS DUMP!!!
Jody and Tim Chiquoine

Sent from Samsung tablet.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jill Cimini
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in LenoxDale/Lee, Massachusetts
Monday, September 14, 2020 5:02:24 PM

Hello,
I am writing to voice my opinion regarding the PCB Dump in LenoxDale/Lee, MA. I am
vehemently against the dump and am angry at the way the decision to locate it in
LenoxDale/Lee, MA was reached. The residents did not have a vote! Selectman and other
officials made a bad decision for all the residents without our knowledge. The widening of
Walker Street in Lenox/LenoxDale, MA was most likely the beginning of this project and I
believe the project began before the town hearings ever took place.
I am appalled at this situation. Berkshire County is one of the loveliest places for the residents
and the multitude of visitors we get each year. Berkshire County is no place for a toxic PCB
dump. No place is a good place for a toxic PCB dump!
General Electric needs to take responsibility for dumping PCBs in Pittsfield, MA years ago. I
grew up in Pittsfield and my father worked at GE and I was so proud of him. It is a shame that
GE went down this path but it is their problem. Please do the write thing for the residents of
Berkshire County.
Sincerely,
Jill Cimini
32 Old Stockbridge Road
Apartment 6C
Lenox, MA 01240

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Neil Clarke <nfclarkelee@gmail.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 12:40 PM
R1Housatonic
Question regarding PCB Dump in Lenoxdale

Greetings,
Having just viewed the presentation about the Housatonic River cleanup, I have a comment and question for your
consideration and response. It was noted that "GE remains responsible for landfill operations, maintenance, and
monitoring over time." This certainly smacks of the fox guarding the henhouse and given the track record which has
resulted in the current dilemma, it would seem more prudent to at least have an independent party doing the
monitoring. Also, shouldn't GE post a significant bond or provide some significant monetary assurance that, should
problems occur or future technologies arise to better address the situation, funds are available to apply?
Sincerely,
Neil Clarke
85 Orchard St.
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Neil Clarke <nfclarkelee@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 10, 2020 6:58 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River Cleanup

Greetings,
Being unsure of multiple elements of the process, unaware of the particulars involved in the deliberations which have led
us to this juncture, and unfamiliar with the science involved as well as being unable to grasp the apparent level of
expertise to be comfortable if not confident in the current agreement I'd like to thank you for the opportunity to comment
and hope that it's not just an exercise in window dressing.
Proclaiming the obvious (I think) to start, no one wants to live in any reasonable proximity to a toxic dumpsite. Also, the
clean up of the Housatonic River has been an ongoing debacle for decades now. Attempting to move a monumental
agreement to its conclusion during a pandemic is problematic in itself and, technologies like Zoom notwithstanding, should
merit suspension at least until affected residents can safely assemble to democratically address their questions and
concerns.
Regardless of your preference for news sources, politics are inextricable from policy and if bureaucrats can survive the
occasional purges, implementing current policy may be quite different in a few years, regardless of science and expertise.
So, waiting a few months more to push ahead should not impact the nature of the contamination but may significantly
impact outcomes.
It appears that a major driver of the mediation agreement was based on what the worst-case scenario could be versus
what we could reach by compromise - looked at as at least a better outcome if not best that could realistically be
expected. The outcome is reminiscent of teams playing to lose as little as possible thereby conceding the view that one
dump is better than three, some remaining toxicity is better than all levels remaining, and possible/probable future
leaching of lower-grade toxins is worth the trade-off concessions by GE despite, at minimum, the losses of those in close
proximity to the toxic dump (not to mention the images and reputation of the Berkshires in general and Lee in particular).
Of course, whatever the ultimate outcome, the questions remain as to who and how the agreement/outcome will be
effectively enforced...will corporate welfare trump public health with the fox guarding the henhouse, and to what degree is
the general public health and welfare negotiable?
While having confidence in the intentions of those representing the local towns and organizations involved, and being
thankful for their years of service as well as believing that (despite examples of past EPA site cleanup failures, promising
alternative solutions not being attempted, conflicting expert opinions regarding danger levels of PCBs, etc) they achieved
the best they could in the process as it evolved. Yet, how can I agree to establishing a toxic dump in my town, injuring my
neighbors, leaving behind toxins "caped" in the river, concentrated in a dump which cannot guarantee permanent
isolation, all because the original agreement which alleviated all of these was too expensive for the culprit (which remains
a multi-billion dollar enterprise)? If the EPA wants to be a partner and protector in this process then perhaps the
government should help in picking up the part of the tab that our poor corporate friend (remember, corporations are
people too), can’t seem to afford because I cannot support this agreement.
Sincerely,
Neil Clarke
85 Orchard St.
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Neil Clarke <nfclarkelee@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 6:30 PM
R1Housatonic
Clean Up

Could you please let me know when, where, and how many sediment samples were last taken from the Housatonic
River, what the results were and what level of contamination is considered safe according to what standards? Also, what
happens to the leachate from the landfill? Finally, since the higher level contaminate is going out of state to a permitted
site, is it the additional cost of including all of the contaminate which caused locating and creating a local disposal site?
Thank you,
Neil Clarke
85 Orchard St
Lee, MA 01238
nfclarke@yahoo.com

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Neil Clarke <nfclarkelee@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:24 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River

Hello Again,
Commenting once again as the 9/15 virtual hearing is taking place and since it is "sold out" (interesting terminology
given the sentiments of many townspeople...), I submit the following:
The process appears to have landed us in a situation in which the signatories to the agreement have structured a
process that explains what they want to have people focus on ‐ the "positives" as they see them, if you will. Despite the
appearance of a number of "gains" there is also the appearance of a willingness to accept "collateral damage" to those
living closest to the toxic dump. Indeed, the "compromise" will result in compromising local residents, their health
(physical and mental), and economic welfare at the least. The process of these "hearings" does not allow for the
answering of the questions that residents have but only the ability to make comments.
It was stated in the presentation that the EAB found that the original finding was to remove all the PCBs out of state to a
licensed facility was "not fully supported." What does that mean? By whom, by what?
It was stated during a radio broadcast regarding the situation that the current agreement cannot be amended, despite
the history of modification in 1994, 200, and 2007, so is the only recourse for those against the current agreement to file
suit?
In an era of distrust of government and leaders who don't believe in science, this decision and even the process does not
help. I humbly submit that all of the toxins be removed by sealed railcars to a Superfund site out of state where they can
be treated by new technologies as they develop.
Thank you,
Neil Clarke
85 Orchard St
Lee, MA 01238
nfclarke@yahoo.com
413‐243‐3649
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Clough <cloughdg@gmail.com>
Saturday, September 12, 2020 3:24 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump

My wife and I live in the Village at October Mountain in Lee, and we are opposed to the plan to dump PCB waste in our
neighborhood. We don't understand why the overwhelming opposition by residents of this community is not persuasive
to the Selectmen who voted for the site in our community. If they truly represented us, they would have decided it
made more sense to look for a better long and short term solution. Once the rivers and water supply are polluted and
contaminated by the PCBs, there is no going back. Let's stop the catastrophe before it happens this time. Its a lot
cheaper to do so.
Thank you.
David Clough
880 East St, Unit 15C
Lee, MA 01238.
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

deidreconsolati <deidreconsolati@gmail.com>
Monday, August 03, 2020 7:27 PM
R1Housatonic
PROPOSED TOXIC DUMP SITE IN LEE

Dear EPA
I was born in Lee in 1941 and lived inside GE's widespread pollution bubble all through these years. I walked over the
bridge at Center Street every school day and wondered why, on some days, the river changed color, sometimes blue,
sometimes green etc. Days when the river foamed pink were my favorites, for the water matched my naive childhood
fancy for pink apple blossoms.
Some days the odor was horrific. In the 1950s neighbors who lived around The Cove, not far from Eagle Mill, frequently
complained. I woman I knew, Catherine "Cass" Connelly, often came in to pay her grocery bill in the office at Lee Super
Market, where I worked as bookkeeper. During visits she detailed her troubles and poor health: her house on The Cove
lay directly in the wind which brought the suphurous odors into her living space. Over time she grew frail. She
mentioned holding the millowners accountable for her illness.
Then she died. I believe she sued, much to the company's dismay; if one searches the archives of the local newspaper,
the story of Catherine Connelly would probably come up.
The millowners tore down her home after death, and Cass has probably been forgotten by all but her few remaining
neighbors at The Cove. I could probably recall a name or two.
In 1983 I moved to the downtown where I live today. The river runs past my apartment, not 200 feet away.
In his early years, my son Dmitri (who loves to fish) often went down to the inviting shorefront that is lined with
massive sycamore, ash and maple and strewn with boulders. It was a magical world to him.
Imagine my pain in explaining to him that it was a bad thing to fish there; how the river was poisoned by pcbs; how
frogs and other creatures he loved had died; what the signs posted on the trees said, and how the water might seep into
his waders and expose his skin to rashes.
He fishes elsewhere to this day.
I believe I have done my part to accommodate my family's life to this terrible reality of GE's destruction. No one, and
ESPECIALLY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE TOWN OF LEE should ask for more from me or any Lee neighbor.
I soundly reject the proposed toxic dump within our community. Our EPA who purports to speak for all citizens in the
state of Massachusetts, urgently needs to do the same.
Deidre Consolati
Town Representative
District Five
57 Main Street
Lee MA 01238
413 243 2318

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

deidreconsolati <deidreconsolati@gmail.com>
Monday, August 03, 2020 11:18 PM
Conway, Timothy
COMMENT PERIOD IN LEE

Dear Mr Conway
I am writing to request that you extend the comment period for the proposed PCB landfill in Lee by another 30 to 60
days, so that Lee abutters and neighbors can respond appropriately to a project that will indelibly alter the future of the
town.
Thank you for your consideration.
Deidre Consolati
Town Representative
District Five
57 Main Street
Lee MA 01238
413 243 2318

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jess Cooney <jess@jesscooney.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 8:58 PM
R1Housatonic
Lee Dump

We would like to write this letter to state that we are against the toxic waste dump in the town of Lee,MA. We believe
that this town is suffered enough from GE and all of its toxic waste.
Please reconsider this. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
JESS COONEY
CEO /LEAD DESIGNER
C: 413 .329 .6535
O: 413 .645 .3456
JESS COONEY INTERIORS
J ES SCO ONEY. COM

1

Draft Revised 2020 Permit Comments Rest of the River Cleanup
I’d like to remember all the families, friends, and residents that have suffered and died from the
negative health effects of the PCB’s in and around the Housatonic River.
I am a lifelong resident of Lee, a Town Representative, and a member of the Town of Lee’s
Conservation Commission. I also have a great interest in seeing the Housatonic River cleaned
after all these years. I try to educate myself with science-based facts, and have been attending
EPA meetings and presentations with companies that have been working on alternative
mediation techniques to break down PCB’s for many years. I have not heard of or seen
evidence of a practical silver bullet yet, but I am hopeful that may happen some day and that
the proposed landfill site at Lane’s can be safely mitigated in the future. Having this material
contained in one location as safely as possible may be beneficial to provide an opportunity to
treat this material. If a viable technology is developed to render PCB’s harmless in the future.
I would like to remind people that we have a highly contaminated river running though the
center of our communities right now and it has been putting people at risk and making people
sick for over 40 years and continues to do so to this day.
I feel that it is time that we finally address cleaning up the toxic waste dump that has become
the Housatonic River. We need to decrease the exposure level of the people that live at risk
next to the river, along with the people that use the river as a recreational resource. In my
opinion we are being irresponsible for not trying to stop, as soon as possible, the PCB’s that are
continually traveling down the river, and causing more exposure to people and wildlife along
the way.
I greatly appreciate all the time and effort the group involved in the mediated agreement has
spent over the last 6 years. For better or worst I truly believe that they all had the best interests
of their respective towns and the environment in mind while making some very hard decisions.
I’m not sure what would have happened if the parties did not agree to mediation or could not
work out an agreement. Maybe there could have been a better result, but I do know that the
outcome could have been much worst. It would have been great if there was no landfill in
Berkshire County at all, but one site with low level PCB’s is an improvement over having three
dump sites with higher levels of PCB’s.
I have my doubts that the proposed landfill could contaminate the Town of Lee’s water supply,
as it is approximately 600’ higher in elevation and over 2 miles away from the proposed landfill.
If that were the case, the Town of Lee’s municipal landfill would have already contaminated it.
Never the less, I hope this has been sufficiently studied and that the EPA can alleviate any
concerns of this possibility.
Air quality during any excavation, moving, and transportation of any contaminated materials
needs to be of the utmost concern. There needs to be continuous monitoring of air and strict

action limits to eliminate any airborne contaminates during the removal or transportation
process. In my opinion air tight containers should be used to ensure any contaminated soils or
liquids cannot be unintentionally spread throughout the communities of Berkshire County.
I can see where the idea of pumping material form Woods pond and areas above the pond has
merit as it will reduce truck traffic and require less handing of contaminated materials. The fact
that the material will be in a slurry should also alleviate some of the concerns of airborne
contaminates. Dewatering operations and testing of PCB levels is another area of concern
pertaining to air quality at this sight and treatment of waste water from the dewatering
process. This also needs to be closely monitored to ensure that only low levels of contaminates
are landfilled locally, and that only uncontaminated water returns to the river.
The area of the proposed landfill currently is a barren gravel bed, hopefully the surrounding
area will be revegetated where practical, along with making the land fill area practical and safe
to accommodate future solar development.
John Coty Jr
PO Box 74 Lee MA
(413) 243-2813

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kate Coulehan
R1Housatonic
01242
Thursday, September 17, 2020 8:22:58 PM

Dear EPA,
I have an obligation having grown up in Berkshire County to create a record of great concern
regarding the proposed PCB site in Lenoxdale, MA and an offsite, out of state location. I am
curious to know why the PCB's, (after most but not all of the PCB's) are removed from the
sediment and ground running along the Housatonic River and other affected areas should be
moved to other sites, and not treated and neutralized. There are options.
As it has been explained to me in town meetings, the polluted waste will be excavated from
some of the affected areas in Berkshire County and transferred to a site out of state, and also
to a site designated for Lenoxdale MA. The proposed sites in Lenoxdale and out of state are
less than perfect. Model City is not perfect. Toxic dumps are such a terrible result of cutting
corners.
I can't find any reason for any moving of these toxins to toxic dump sites, rather than finding
and funding the technology to neutralize them. The cost of this technology will be less
expensive than the costs of the cancers, illnesses and deaths that have torn families down in
our communities and in the wildlife here. GE can afford to improve their reputation. We
should let them. And we have been waiting for decades.
The task of creating a solution for not just PCB's, but other toxins which have been released
into our rivers and air is paramount, as we pray for redemptive actions to reverse Climate
Change, and even as we pray for a vaccine for COVID. We are all feeling vulnerable and the
future all seems so unsure, I don't want to die, and you don't want to die, but without
addressing this issue completely, we are not going to find solutions. Accepting that GE has
created these dangerous and toxic environments in our community as they made tremendous
amounts of money is easy. Accepting the loss of life both in our community and environment
as a result of GE's early manufacturing practices and the remediation attempted since, which
resulted in further pollution rather than actually remediating is glaring and failed. GE company
has the funding to invest in counter damage technologies to be responsible for the cancers,
deaths and other illnesses without sweeping the toxic substances they have created under the
rug.
The world is changing right now, and it is time to go back to the drawing board and become
part of what is necessary to create long term solutions.
Sincerely,
Kate Coulehan
93 Hubbard Street
Lenox, MA 01240
(413) 214-1609

Virus-free. www.avast.com

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer Crews <jennifer@jencrews.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 12:19 PM
R1Housatonic
RE: Housatonic River - resend with address

Hi. I forgot to provide my address: 19 Cliffwood Street, Lenox, MA 01240
Regards,
Jennifer
Jennifer Crews
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jennifercrews/
M: +1 201 248 2264
O: +1 844 821 9150

From: Jennifer Crews
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2020 12:08 PM
To: r1housatonic@epa.gov
Subject: Housatonic River
To Whom it May Concern,
I strongly fee that it is incumbent upon GE to clean up the mess they made – and profited from – when they allowed the
by‐product of their manufacturing to pollute the Housatonic River. The adverse health effects of PCBs in the river, air
and water tables is well‐documented, and the EPA needs to protect citizens by requiring GE to pay whatever costs are
necessary to have this toxic substance moved to a superfund site where it will be properly treated and/or stored.
Personally, I am disheartened by the degree to which I have witnessed our national, state, and local governments
putting profits before people. Please show us that we can count on you to stand up for what’s good for citizens and not
just what’s good for large corporations.
Thank you.
Regards,
Jennifer
Jennifer Crews
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jennifercrews/
M: +1 201 248 2264
O: +1 844 821 9150
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Noreen <noreen@faeryspirit.com>
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 8:11 AM
R1Housatonic
epa.gov/ge-housatonic

Dear People;
The best plan for the PCBs dumped into rivers by GE is to require GE to fund how to extract the PCBs from the waters
and soils they polluted and render the PCBs harmless, using new technology. GE should be required to fund a multi‐
billion dollar research program, to be conducted by other entities not associated with GE. These synthetic chemicals will
not go away. A PCB dump just puts the life living in the dump area at risk.
We should not be allowing GE and other companies that used and dumped PCBs so irresponsibly to simply fund PCB
dumps for some municipalities to house and to no doubt leak, as so many hazardous waste dumps have done over time.
GE made billions of dollars over the years they were committing their crimes against people, wildlife, rivers, and society.
Dumping the PCBs does not constitute justice. Paying for a solution that renders PCBs harmless does. The solution is out
there; it will take funding to find it. The companies such as GE that forced this pollution on the ecology should pay for its
complete resolution, not for a dump.
GE should not be allowed to throw PCBs away. There is no “away.” They should pay for storing the PCB‐contaminated
sludge in a secure indoor facility until research develops a way to break down PCBs to be harmless. If there were money
to be made doing this, a way would be found. GE must provide the funds to provide the incentive to finally resolve the
horrors PCBs have and continue to cause.
Noreen Palladino Cullen
30 Delmar Road
Glastonbury, CT 06033
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jennifer Daley
R1Housatonic
Comments on the Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of River
Friday, September 18, 2020 11:43:31 PM

Hello,
I'd like to submit my comments regarding the revised permit for the "Rest of River Cleanup"
and corresponding PCB dump in Lee, MA.
My comment is more of a question. In researching this issue and how it will impact my
family, I am wondering if there has been any consideration to the economic development of
the town, and the PCB dump's derailment of the town's lifeblood, tourism.
The Massachusetts median income is approx. $77,000 per household. Lee, Lenox, and Great
Barrington are below the median income for Massachusetts, between approx $56k-66k a year
per household (American Community Survey, 2017). In the same year, visitors in the
Berkshires generated $517 million of spending at local businesses throughout the county, This
spending returned almost $27 million to the state in tax revenue, and Berkshire
communities received an additional $14.9 million to use for local services (Massachusetts
Office of Travel and Tourism). If the reputation of the Berkshires as a tourist destination does
not precede itself, these numbers should provide further insight into what keeps the local
economy relatively healthy.
Forcing another PCB dump in Berkshire County could have severe economic consequences
for the people of the Lee and the surrounding towns, such as: a reduction in property values,
tourism, and employment. The ripple effects of which will be felt in every family in the
Berkshires. The proposed $25 million to the towns will not compensate for the economy lost.
There are many topics to consider regarding this plan, but Lee is a blue collar town and cannot
afford to fall victim to environmental injustice in their backyard. The same backyard that
attracts more than 2.6 million tourists per year, for the purpose, among other things, of
connecting to nature.
Best Regards,
Jennifer Daley
--

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Henry Davidson
R1Housatonic
PCB Dumps in Lee
Monday, September 14, 2020 4:24:44 PM

To whom it may concern,
My name is Henry Davidson, I currently live in Lee, MA. Please do not allow the PCB dumps
in Lee to happen. I am currently able to drink my tap water and I would like that to remain the
case.
Sincerely,
Henry Davidson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Emmy Davis <ekmcmanmon@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 5:38 PM
R1Housatonic
Lee Dump

Hello I am writing this on behalf of myself and my family.
I have lived in Lee most of my life & now raise my three children & own The Starving Artist Cafe in town. I was so
disturbed by the plans to have a toxic PCB dump in our town. Its such a slap in the face of the hard working community.
We already have a river that runs through down town that has been destroyed by GE now you are going to allow them
to create a dump and destroy the future of our town also.
It is completely absurd that the town was not allowed to vote on this matter. Owning a business in town in order to do
anything like put up a sign, get a liquor license ex… it has to be brought to an open meeting and voted on…this is no
comparison to a Toxic PCB Dump that’s will never be moved! Where is the town vote???
There is a online group with over 5,000 members who are against the Dump. Where is their voice. How can you only
have virtual meetings? Not everyone has access to WIFI, computers ex…Why is there such a rush to push this all
through? Something so important needs to be done with the support of the town, not by 3 Selectmen who made this
deal behind closed doors. If you didn’t know one of those selectmen was just voted out because of the dump deal! The
rest will be next when their term is up.
How can you give GE a deal that screws over a working class town when you know they do not have the financial means
to fight it. Aren’t you the ones that are suppose to protect us from this crap?
I will continue to fight his Dump as long as it takes for the future of my town, family & friends.
Sincerely,
Emmy Davis
Starving Artist Cafe

1

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michele Dawson <mkatdawson@hotmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 8:44 PM
R1Housatonic
Hazardous landfill

EPA
To Whom it May Concern:
I currently live in Lee, MA with my husband and my 11 year old son, and we oppose a hazardous landfill in Lee, Lenox,
Lenox Dale, or anywhere else in the watershed.
My son, who has special needs, attends Lee Elementary School, which, along with our home, is very close to site of the
proposed hazardous landfill.
There was inadequate opportunity for citizens to participate at the local, state, and federal levels relating to all decisions
made during this permitting process. Insufficient contamination is being removed from the river, riverbanks, floodplain,
and residential and commercial properties, making this plan neither protective of human‐ or environmental health.
I support PCB destruction technology to be used on contaminated sediment and soils at this site to render the toxic
chemical compounds harmless.
If PCB destruction technology is not employed at this site, I support out of state transport by rail of contaminated
sediment and soils to a federally licensed hazardous waste facility.

Thank you for your time.
Michele Dawson‐Macchi
Lee, MA resident

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Phil Deely <phildeely@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2020 2:26 PM
R1Housatonic
GE Disaster

On behalf of my entire household, please don’t allow GE to dump PCB’s in our neighborhood. This region is world
famous for its beauty and clean environment. Tens of millions of $ flow to this region from tourists seeking a toxic free
setting.
There are sites purpose‐built for PCB disposal but GE cries poor. They made this mess and they can clean it up the right
way.
Thank you,
Phil Deely

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dayton DeLorme <daytonsharon@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 15, 2020 6:54 PM
R1Housatonic
Comments

Although my preference is to leave the river alone until a non dredging solution is developed, I submit the following
questions and comments.
Questions I would like explored :
1) what % of the river clean up is in Lee
2) what were the factors that determined the monetary split by Town
3) why was dump sited in Lee vs one of the other Towns
4) why was 90 % of the soil cleared from the river hauled to a single dump site In Lee
Comments:
‐ since the major road damage will occur in Lee why was Lenox given the same amount of money as Lee?
‐ what will be travel route be for hauling contaminated soil from the other Towns to the Lee dump site?
‐ what time of day and days of the week will the hauling be scheduled?
Dayton DeLorme
Lee, MA

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Marcy Derouin <marcy.derouin@yahoo.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 6:55 PM
R1Housatonic
GE rest of river cleanup Lee Lenox Dale

my name is Marcy Derwin and I live in Becket Mass.
I am writing in to oppose the Hazardous landfill in Lee Lenox Dale or anywhere else in the Watershed of Berkshire
County.
I have resided in Berkshire County for decades with my children and grandchildren. My Daughters and grandchildren
live in Lee, Mass. I have a huge concern for Airborne pcbs affecting the health of my family and grandchildren.
Please hold general electric accountable for the Decades of dumping and poisoning people through pcbs with cancer‐
causing carcinogens.
there are new technologies for remediation and not making a dump of chemical substances in the berkshires.
The residents had no vote.
There was no notice to the abutters.
There was no impact study made on behalf of the residents of the neighborhoods near the site.
Do not allow a chemical PCB dump in Berkshire County ever again.
You the EPA is supposed to be protecting us for our health and well‐being.
Marcy Derouin
200 Lancelot Lane
Becket Mass 01223
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Denise Devereaux <devereauxacupuncture@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 12:26 PM
R1Housatonic
Pcb clean up comment

I would like to add my voice to those opposing the epa's plan to dump toxic waste in the town of Lee from the
housatonic river clean up. You know this is wrong. We know this is wrong. Please don't do this.
Denise Devereaux LicAc
413‐464‐3589
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Justin Dezess <justindezess@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 8:05 PM
R1Housatonic
NO PCB DUMP IN LEE, MA

To whom it may concern;

My name is Justin DeZess, I am writing in for my comment to go on record concerning The Rest of River Clean up Plan for
the proposed chemical PCB dump site above Woods pond on October mountain in Lee Mass.
The Virtual hearing held by EPA was not inclusive to all of the public that would be affected adversely by this proposed
chemical dump site. The Berkshires has a vast amount of areas that don't have internet service. There for excluding a
very large chunk of the public to Express their concerns. The hearing concerning the rest of river cleanup plan needs to
be extended after November 20th, 2020.
Though I do not live in Lee, my in‐laws and my nieces reside in Lee Mass. I am worried for their health. I am concerned
that their home values will depreciate due to the proximity of this proposed chemical dump site. I am VERY opposed to
allowing General Electric to build a chemical PCB dump up land of woods pond, very near Lee's town Water Source. This
proposed site was not in the original plan set forth by the EPA.
As pcbs are a known carcinogen probable to cause cancer, they are airborne when Disturbed. There are several schools
from 1 1/2 to 2 miles from the proposed site. I am also against this proposed site as it is also in the center of residential
neighborhoods. Not one of the abutters to this proposed site was given notification.

Thank you for your time.

Justin DeZess
11 Swan Ave
Pittsfield, MA 01201
(c)518‐703‐5912

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sarah DeZess <sarahdezess28@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 8:12 AM
R1Housatonic
NO PCB DUMP IN LEE

To whom it may concern;

My name is Sarah Dezess, I am writing in for my comment to go on record concerning The Rest of River Clean up Plan for
the proposed chemical PCB dump site above Woods pond on October mountain in Lee Mass.
The Virtual hearing held by EPA was not inclusive to all of the public that would be affected adversely by this proposed
chemical dump site. The Berkshires has a vast amount of areas that don't have internet service. There for excluding a
very large chunk of the public to Express their concerns. The hearing concerning the rest of river cleanup plan needs to
be extended after November 20th, 2020.
Though I have lived in Lee for several years, currently I reside in Pittsfield with my family. My parents, some of my
siblings, and my nieces still reside in Lee Mass. I am worried for their health. I am concerned that their home values will
depreciate due to the proximity of this proposed chemical dump site. I am VERY opposed to allowing General Electric to
build a chemical PCB dump up land of woods pond, very near Lee's town Water Source. This proposed site was not in
the original plan set forth by the EPA.
As pcbs are a known carcinogen probable to cause cancer, they are airborne when Disturbed. There are several schools
from 1 1/2 to 2 miles from the proposed site. I am also against this proposed site as it is also in the center of residential
neighborhoods. Not one of the abutters to this proposed site was given notification.

Thank you for your time.

Sarah Dezess
11 Swan Ave
Pittsfield, MA 01201

(c)413‐841‐4619

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

alison and ed Willins <aewillins@gmail.com>
Friday, September 11, 2020 12:49 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB dumping in Lee, MA

We own a condominium at the base of October Mountain and are strongly opposed to the EPA plan to build a toxic PCB
dump in LenoxDale/Lee. We understand that this decision was made without adequate input from those who will be
affected by this plan. There are hundreds of signs around Lenoxdale and Lee about opposition to this plan and not one
sign in favor of it.
My family, myself, and our neighbors were actually affected by toxic waste in the area in which I grew up in New York .
Many, many cancer cases arose from these toxic wastes.
Please don’t let this happen in the Berkshires. It is not fair to the families and children who live in this area. Please
reconsider this proposal to avoid cancer causing toxins to leach in to the water supply.
Alison Dick
880 East St. Unit 12D
Lee, MA 01238

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SarahBiz <sarahbiz@yahoo.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 10:40 AM
R1Housatonic
No PCB dump in Berkshire County

Hello,
My name is Sarah Dixon and I live with my family in Housatonic, MA very close to the Housatonic River and one of the 3
proposed dump sites. The Berkshire’s is no place for a toxic waste dump! I’m concerned for the health of my 7 year old
son And the exposure to these chemicals. How could GE even consider putting anyone at risk to save money. It’s
disgusting! Please protect me and my family and stop the dumps! It’s 2020 let’s think differently and go with
remediation. Let’s prove to the world that GE can do better!
Thank you,
Sarah Dixon

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

domby <domby@bellsouth.net>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 4:42 PM
R1Housatonic
Alice Domby
Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of the Housatonic River - Criteria/Methods Applicable to
Disposal of Material Excavated in Rest of River Remedial Action

These public comments supplement initial and
supplemental comments that I previously submitted to the
EPA by e-mail. The specific supplemental comments in
this e-mail address a cardinal, fundamental issue that will
determine whether or not the Preferred Alternative will
lead to a successful Remedy: the specificity and particularity of

data collection and analysis that will govern the separation and
disposal of sediment removed from the various Reaches of the Rest of
the River. In a nutshell, Attachment E to the Draft 2020 Modifications
to the 2016 Reissued RCRA Permit needs to be re-written with
organized and comprehensive step-wise requirements applicable to
each particular Reach so as to leave no doubt about the process,
sequence and criteria to be used, Reach by Reach. As drafted, the
narrative invites misinterpretation, potential disagreements and project
delays. As important, additional detail should be added, such as
definitions of key terms and a process flow-chart with reference to the
Attachment E Methods and Criteria.
Definitions
Should include "volume-weighted average PCB concentration",
"segregate" or "segregated", and "Woods Pond Headwaters area"
Relationship of Provisions is Unclear
As an example, section 5 of Attachment E provides requirements or
process "in addition" to sections 1 through 4. One of the "in addition"
provision reads: "Additional vertical core samples will be collected by
1

GE pursuant to the 2016 Permit or Revised Permit, as applicable, in
Reach 6 (Woods Pond) to supplement existing data and to fill in data
gaps."
What, specifically and with particularity, is the contemplated scope of
additional, "as applicable" core samples? When will they be obtained
and analyzed? How will this work be scheduled relative to section 1
of Attachment E, first "bullet" which states, "Following additional data
collection, the area and amount of sediment to be removed to meet the
Performance Standard will be determined. After the horizontal
footprint and vertical removal depth are determined, the volumeweighted average PCB concentration of the sediment within that
footprint will be calculated."
An example of a need for greater specificity may be the following
language found in Section 4 of Attachment E: "For all sediment except
for Reach 5B, GE will segregate and dispose of off-site (out-of-state)
sediments containing high concentrations so that the remaining
sediment to be disposed of in the Upland Disposal Facility averages 25
mg/kg PCBs or less on a reach or subreach basis as described
below." What is the threshold for "containing high concentrations"?
Over 50 mg/kg? If so, specify so.
Dilution or Blending Down Concentrations?
Will the criteria apply on a lift-by-lift or removed volume-by- volume
basis? In other words, will a removed volume of sediment be
sampled, analyzed and routed for disposal before any additional
volumes be added to the initial removed volume? Here is the current
wording in question:
"If the volume-weighted average PCB concentration within a reach or
subreach removal footprint exceeds 25 mg/kg, sediment with the
highest PCB concentrations (e.g., “hot spots”) will be segregated for
out-of-state disposal until the average concentration of the remaining
sediment to be removed from the reach or subreach decreases to 25
2

mg/kg or less for disposal at the Upland Disposal Facility." Does this
wording, with "to be removed", allow the addition of other volumes so
that the PCB concentration of the hot spots is diluted or blended
down? If dilution by successive addition of less-contaminated volumes
is not permissible, a "no dilution" requirement should be added to the
criteria.
Reorganization and Specificity
EPA has technical writers and human performance experts adept at
drafting processes and procedures that are clear and comprehensive
and capable of straightforward interpretation. What follows is just a
lay example of reorganization of a few of the Attachment E
statements:
General Provisions for all Reaches;
Special Provisions for Specific Reaches;
Additional Sampling and Analysis Prior to Removal
Vertical sediment cores will be of sufficient depth
to characterize sediment PCB concentrations
throughout the full vertical interval required to
comply with the Performance Standards for each
reach, subreach and backwater under the 2016
Permit or Revised Permit.
Additional vertical core samples will be collected
by GE pursuant to the 2016 Permit or Revised
Permit, as applicable, in Reach 6 (Woods Pond) to
supplement existing data and to fill in data gaps
Additional Data Collection by Reaches
Determination of estimated Sediment for Removal
Following additional data collection, the
area and amount of sediment to be
3

removed to meet the Performance
Standard will be determined.
Segregation of Removed Materials
Disposal Criteria - Vagueness
An example of the need for specific process is the
following:
"Relevant data from the RCRA Facility
Investigation (RFI) and data collected
pursuant to the 2016 Permit or Revised
Permit will be used in determining
average concentrations for comparison to
the 25-mg/kg criterion for placement in
the Upland Disposal Facility."
Please define the universe of "relevant data" by
origin or section of the 2016 Permit or Revised
Permit, and detail the "determination"
methodology.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
EPA DRAFT Modifications of the Reissued RCRA
Permit for the Rest of the Housatonic River.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Alice & Art Domby <domby@bellsouth.net>
Wednesday, August 26, 2020 10:27 AM
R1Housatonic
domby@bellsouth.net
Comments on DRAFT Revised 2016 RCRA Permit on Rest of River

Importance:

High

Dear EPA Representative,
These comments are submitted relative to a Draft Revised Permit (2016 RCRA) on the
“Rest of the River” remediation plan for portions of the Housatonic River downstream from an
historic General Electric manufacturing plant in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. I grew up in Lenox,
Massachusetts during the operational phase of the General Electric facility, and roamed the
New Lenox Road to Woods Pond section of the River, including floodplains and seasonal water
bodies that were interconnected with the River proper. These sections are referred to as
Reach 5B, Reach 5C and Reach 6. My education includes a BA in biology, an MS in zoology,
and a JD. I practiced energy and environmental law for over 30 years.
EPA’s Chosen Alternative Will Not Assure Clean Water Act Standards
First, when considering the public’s comments, especially on the “Hybrid Approach” to
disposal, EPA should weigh heavily the acknowledged fact that “Neither of the alternatives
(2016 or 2020) would achieve the federal and state water quality standards and criteria for
consumption of organisms in any of the Massachusetts reaches” (Statement of Basis, page
24.) In other words, EPA’s chosen alternative will not restore this environmental resource to
Clean Water Act standards and implicitly will accept the long‐term impairment of the River for
future generations. Consequently, in its current evaluation of alternatives, EPA already has
foregone the “benefit” of future, full use of the River in the subject area. When evaluating the
2020 Alternative, EPA should recognize that, despite some incremental betterments such as
less capping/more removal and localized flood plain properties remediation, the Alternative
does not achieve the standards for assuring public health and environmental quality. Stated
differently, as stated by EPA, “[f]rom a human heath perspective, the 2020 alternative
achieves additional risk reductions by expanding certain areas to be remediated.” However,
the Rest of the River will be degraded below Clean Water quality standards, effectively in
perpetuity. In light of this reality, EPA should not pursue any significant portion of the Clean‐
up plan that incrementally increases non‐transient public health risk. In other words, the
Alternatives’ failure to meet the Clean Water Act standards is “risk enough”.

EPA Was Not Compelled by the EAB Decision to Adopt a “Hybrid” Approach to Disposal
1

Second, in response to the EAB decision, EPA decided not to clarify and to augment the
2016 Permit record to support a decision of no‐local‐disposal/landfill. EPA could have done
so. EPA should have done so. Instead, in the face of continued badgering and intransigence
by General Electric, a suboptimum Settlement Agreement was reached that accepts local
landfilling of less than 50 ppm PCB‐contaminated sediment. The current Administrative
Record contains sufficient information to reject the Hybrid Approach, and pursue the initial
2016 Alternative of no local landfill.
The Cost‐Benefit of the Hybrid Approach, with Local Landfill, is Illusory
The cost of disposal in a local landfill will be extraordinarily higher than EPA
analyzed. My experience, over several decades, with decommissioning nuclear power
plant (including the Connecticut Yankee and Yankee Rowe nuclear plants in New
England), has shown me that handling, sampling and analyzing, and transporting
regulated slightly‐contaminated solid waste is difficult and expensive. The lack of
uniformity of the solid waste creates a situation that demands close oversight, sampling
and segregation of the solid waste stream. Moreover, the heterogeneous nature of the
solid waste complicates the development of good representative sampling protocols. In
particular, labor costs associated with managing the segregation of two waste streams
will be significantly greater than evaluated. Operation of the segregation effort will
devolve into a start‐stop‐problem shoot‐restart effort. To avoid these large increases in
labor costs, treating the entire PCB‐contaminated solid waste in a uniform manner and
shipment to an approved off‐site, out‐of‐County landfill is preferable.
Another area of grossly under‐estimated local landfilling costs is the “if feasible”
pumping of slurry from River locations to the local landfill. My experience, over several
decades, with handling fly ash and bottom ash from coal‐fired power plants in the
Southeast US, has shown me that transporting water‐carried solid waste is more difficult
than envisioned, especially with a non‐homogeneous waste. The abrasive nature of the
waste leads to leaks, pump failures and spills. Spill cleanup can be frustrating if in a
“natural” area, and expensive. In the Rest of River Corrective Action plan, Woods Pond
sediment will be transported to the Upland Disposal Facility, prior to characterization
and segregation. Based on sampling and analysis, apparently batches of sediment will
be gated either to the UDF or segregated and shipped to an off‐site, out‐of‐County
facility. Stated simply: the pump‐transport in general and separation will not be
feasible, and truck hauling will be the default method of transportation. Transporting
the entire PCB‐contaminated solid waste in a consistent, uniform manner to an
approved off‐site, out‐of‐County landfill is preferable to the problematic transportation
and separation approach that has been proposed. The 3% analyzed cost‐benefit for the
2

2020 Alternative vs. the 2016 Alternative is unsupported and illusory when these real‐
world factors are considered.
The Potential Future Cost and Environmental Harm from a Local Landfill is
Significant
Although referred to as an Upland Disposal Facility, the UDF actually will be located
relatively close to the River, across the River from Lenoxdale, Massachusetts. I attended
the Lenoxdale Elementary School that fronts Crystal Street in “the ‘dale” in fourth
grade. The UDF is being sited for convenience, not for environmental compatibility, and
EPA relies too much on engineered features of the proposed UDF. Machines break and
people make mistakes, and the potential for failure of operational procedures and
equipment is real, albeit random and small. However, the risk of failure is real. Rather
than subject the local community to future corrective action on the engineered
features, that potential will be eliminated with shipment of solid waste to an off‐site,
out‐of‐County facility.
Conclusion
For the foregoing reasons, the EPA analysis and support for the Hybrid Approach to
transportation, segregation and disposal is flawed, and, by not evaluating envisioned
activities, significantly under‐estimates the likely cost of the Hybrid
approach. Additionally, the EPA analysis of the UDF is simplistic and overlooks the
potential for operational mistakes, the failure of engineered features, and the adverse
impacts flowing from those mistakes and failures. These analytical and potential future
harms can be avoided by a one‐waste stream approach and off‐site, out‐of‐County
disposal. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely yours,
Art Domby 1088 Oxford Road NE
Atlanta, GA 30306
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Alice & Art Domby <domby@bellsouth.net>
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 6:43 PM
R1Housatonic
domby@bellsouth.net
Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of the Housatonic River - Hydraulic Pumping to Upland
Disposal Facility and Excessive Volumes

These public comments supplement comments that I previously submitted to the EPA by e‐mail. These
supplemental comments address two pivotal, and potentially erroneous, assumptions or constructs regarding the
Proposed Remedy. Specifically, EPA’s analysis of the acceptability of an Upland Disposal Facility is premised on the
feasibility of hydraulic pumping and delivery of dredged sediment to the Upland Disposal Facility from (largely)
Woods Pond, and the adequate size/capacity of the Upland Disposal Facility relative to the assumed dredged
volumes. Based on EPA’s
“If Feasible” Hydraulic Pumping
The DRAFT 2020 Modifications to the 2016 Reissued RCRA Permit expressly conditions and questions whether
sediments removed from Reaches 5, 6 and 7 can be hydraulically pumped to the Upland Disposal Facility
(UDF). See, specifically as “if feasible” examples, pages 26, 28 and 29 of the DRAFT 2020 Modifications. However,
in its Statement of Basis for the Modifications, EPA does not equivocate but, rather, states that the pumping
approach is “reliable”, “scalable” and “adaptable” to the Rest of the River:
“…the hydraulic dredging/pumping approach in the 2020 Alternative is a reliable technology that has been
successfully used at other sediment remediation sites and is scalable and adaptable to the proposed use in Rest of
River.”
Elsewhere in the Statement of Basis for the Modifications, EPA appears to hedge on the “reliable, scalable,
adaptable” technology, while at the same time crediting a significant – if not determinative – reduction in truck
trips to the UDF vs. pumping:
“…for the remediation of Reach 5C, Woods Pond and potentially in backwaters adjacent to Reach 5C and
Woods Pond, GE shall implement, if feasible, a hydraulic dredging and/or hydraulic pumping approach with
material from these areas pumped directly to the Upland Disposal Facility…”
“TD 6, due to its use of hydraulic pumping of excavated material, if feasible, can eliminate nearly 50,000
truck trips to the Upland Disposal Facility.” Note: TD6 is EPA’s Hybrid/Preferred Alternative.”
“All the TD alternatives have risk of accidental releases of PCB‐contaminated materials. The use of hydraulic
dredging and pumping, if feasible, for TD 6 would significantly reduce its impact on the environment by
minimizing the truck transport of waste to the Upland Disposal Facility.”
If EPA actually knows that the technology is proven, reliable, scalable and adaptable for the specific application
contemplated by the Modifications, then EPA should strike out (eliminate) the “if feasible” precondition to the
contemplated scope of work in the DRAFT 2020 Modifications. On the other hand, if the specific application has
not been proven, then elimination of anticipated truck trips is totally inappropriate in EPA’s analysis. If a middle
ground actually exists – that similar but not specific applications indicate that the pumping has a high likelihood of
success BUT has not been proven – then “if feasible” should remain in the Modifications and the lack of pumping
success be the base case for EPA’s analysis. In other words, EPA should assume truck transportation of all dredged
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volume to the UDF to appropriately bound its analysis. Otherwise, the analysis will fail to bound the analyzed
alternatives.
I would add an observation about the specific application of hydraulic pumping in the Proposed Revised Cleanup
Plan. The specific application involves not only the transportation of massive volumes of sediment, but also
sampling and analysis and “sorting” of volumes before disposal. This is not a simple pump‐it‐‘til‐it drops
application. Moreover, the EPA approach does not have a handling facility, like was present on the Hudson River,
so field contingencies will have significant adverse process‐flow impacts. If EPA wants to reduce contingent risk
associated with this relatively complex, time‐consuming disposal approach, the clear‐cut alternative is obvious: no
UDF and out‐of‐County disposal. As I mentioned in my prior comments, my experience has included radiological
remediation of contaminated electric power plants, including Yankee Rowe, Maine Yankee and Connecticut
Yankee. The separation of radiological waste streams in those matters, and the highly probable level of effort for
the separation of the Housatonic PCB‐contaminated volumes, will more than likely eliminate any cost‐savings in
EPA’s current analysis. Keep it simple – assume no UDF.
Sizing and Volumes to the Upland Disposal Facility
The Statement of Basis for the Modifications addresses the anticipated volumes of PCB‐contaminated volumes
relative to the capacity of the Upland Disposal Facility, thusly:
“For TD 3 and TD 6, the capacity of the Upland Disposal Facility is known and is sufficient to receive a
volume of material greater than the proposed remedy. However, that capacity is finite and if there is any
additional remediation that is very large and the capacity of either TD 3 or TD 6 is exceeded, then off‐site
disposal would be necessary. TD 1, and TD 6, to a much lesser extent, would have some uncertainties
related to potential issues if the capacity of off‐site landfills is less in the future.”
The clear and present concern is whether additional likely remediation will be “very large.” EPA should delay
adopting is Preferred Alternatives until it analyzes the potential for “very large” additional remediation
volumes. The context is important: the Preferred Alternative is not sufficient to meet Clean Water Act standards or
to fully reduce risks to public health or to the environment. Instead, the Preferred Alternative is designed to
reduce risks: “…reduce risks to humans from consumption of fish and waterfowl; reduce risks from direct contact
to sediments and floodplain soil; reduce ecological risks; and control the sources of releases to reduce downstream
transport of PCBs.” In this context, when and if highly contaminated dredged material or soil is encountered, logic
and the purpose of the clean‐up will dictate that the additional, unanalyzed volumes be handled in the same or
similar manner at the anticipated volumes. Consequently, EPA should analyze in its bounding analysis the cost of
very large additional volumes. Not doing so will ignore the significant likelihood that additional volumes will be
excavated or dredged.
Another observation: the history of PCB remediation in the Hudson River involved a 2002 Record of Decision (ROD)
that eventually encompassed 2.65 million cubic yards of dredged material. However, this volume resulted after
EPA had much earlier envisioned a target of about 300,000 cubic yards. In the case of the Housatonic River, once
the contaminated volume is removed from the River, re‐placement into the River is not an option. Therefore, EPA
reasonably can evaluate a “very large” volume of sediment with under 50 ppb PCBs. Once again, rather than
increase potential operational contingencies, TD1/TD1 RR alternatives eliminate this real‐world capacity
contingency.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Rest of River plan.
395‐4932 (cell)
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Sincerely yours, Art Domby 404

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

dan dougherty <danberkshireperu@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 03, 2020 8:08 AM
R1Housatonic
lee dump site

I AM APPALLED AND DISTURBED
WITH THE LEE MASS DUMP SITE PROPOSAL
IT REALLY DOES NOT EVEN SEEM LIKE A PROPOSAL
RATHER A DONE DEAL AND AN INSULT TO
COMMON SENSE AND INTELLIGENCE
WHAT EVER HAPPENED TO THE THOUGHT OF LEAVING
THE WORLD A STITCH BETTER THAN YOU FOUND IT
THE DECISION TO KEEP THE STUFF IN SOME TYPE
OF A PIT & LINER HERE IN BERKSHIRE COUNTY IS
NOTHING MORE THAN A LONG TERM BAND AID OF
SOME SORT
GE'S TYPE OF THINKING IS NOTHING MORE THAN
"KICKING THE CAN DOWN THE ROAD" AND IS
DEEPLY FLAWED.
IF THIS IS ALLOWED TO STAND AS IS
FUTURE GENERATIONS WILL DEFINITELY BE ASKING
HOW WAS THIS ALLOWED TO HAPPEN
THE DRIVING FACTOR HERE IS GREED
MONEY , MONEY , MONEY
SHAME ON GE X 1000
I PROPOSE THAT GE PONY UP A HUGE CHUNK
OF LAND THAT THEY PRESENTLY OWN , DIG A
MASSIVE HOLE IN THAT GROUND , INSTALL
THEIR LINER ,TRUCK AND DUMP
THE #### THERE ......... NEVER HAPPEN !!!
WHAT'S RIGHT IS RIGHT
AND GREED STINKS
MY BEST REGARDS
DANIEL C. DOUGHERTY
8 BAUMANN ROAD
PERU MA. 01235
PHOTO : THE MILL BROOK , WASHINTON MA ..... 2 MILES FROM THE PROPOSED SITE
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DOES NOT MAKE ANY SENSE WHAT SO EVER
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

norman douglas <nord07@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 1:09 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in Lee, MA

It is not the role of government (EPA) to place the profits of stockholders above the needs of the general public. Yet the
proposed PCB dump in Lee, MA does just that. The stockholders and management of the GE Corporation have derived
decades of financial benefits by GE dumping PCB’s into our public waterways, thus avoiding the expense of treating this
poison. Shifting GE's cost of treatment to the general public has resulted in fat dividends and bonuses. And now,
instead of insisting that GE treat these PCB’s, regardless of the impact on stockholders and bonuses at GE, EPA proposes
to dump the PCB’s in the public’s lap a second time.
I am unalterably opposed to creation of this dump. DO YOUR DUTY TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE. REQUIRE GE TO TREAT
THE PCBs NOT DUMP THEM ON THE PUBLIC A SECOND TIME.
Norman Douglas, 6 Lake Ave., Great Barrington, MA
9/14/2020
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paula <joannecrna@bellsouth.net>
Friday, July 31, 2020 9:29 PM
Conway, Timothy
Extension of PCB comment period

I would like to see the comment period extended at least 30 days. What are the current levels of PCBs in the Housatonic
River? Why have they not been tested since 1998? What is the exit plan after they complete the clean up? I’m a
seasonal resident and own a house in Lenoxdale. Why has Lenox Dale been so neglected over the years? We pay taxes
too! Is GE going to redevelop the town of Lenox Dale after destroying our property values because of a PCB dump? Are
we going to be exempt from paying property taxes because our properties have little value? What is the break down of
the timeline? How long will cleanup in the Lenox Dale area take? We need more public, face to face input but because
of COVID 19 we are limited in our ability to gather and dispute the issues. Are other seasonal residents even aware of
these issues? We need more time for comments. Thanks
Paula Dowling
904‐860‐2219
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paula Dowling
R1Housatonic
Paula Dowling
[SPAM-Sender] Rest of river cleanup
Friday, September 18, 2020 11:51:41 AM

Dear EPA: For the record my family has lived in Lenox Dale, MA since 1955. I find it shocking that you are even
thinking of destroying the quality of life here. Your current plan to allow GE to put a toxic PCB dump in our
neighborhood is nothing short of criminal, environmental slavery if you will. Your plan isn’t even a clean up so
stop calling it that. PCBs have been around for decades and their ability to cause deleterious health effects is well
documented. The proposed landfill sight is near a major watershed, residential neighborhoods, and the largest state
park in the state. Not only that, it is close to the river and most likely will leak. Your plan seems like a bandaid on a
surgical wound. My biggest complaint is that you are letting GE call the shots. You are not protecting the citizens,
that is your job. By this time the EPA should have an action plan, standard of practice, for PCB cleanup. When a
company pollutes the plan is activated and you tell them what to do. The plan should be revised regularly to reflect
the newest technologies. Cost to the company should be irrelevant. No opting out. They should clean it up or write
the check so that it can be cleaned up without human impact. Failure to do so should be grounds for shutting them
down. In addition, as US citizens it is our constitutional right to assemble and be informed, ask questions in person
and have a vote on outcomes. You have used Covid 19 as an excuse to push this through. This is a rural area.
Some citizens don’t have internet. Some are older and don’t understand the virtual world. That being said, you
should never underestimate the little guy. We did not have a say in this decision, you did not notify the owners of
the abutting properties, you negotiated behind closed doors, local officials accepted pay offs. I find it hard to
believe that your actions are not illegal. We do not want a dump. We want remediation that is is in the best interest
of our health and quality of life. We don’t care how much it costs GE. If you can’t do your job then perhaps the
EPA should not exist.
I expect a response in writing from you and it better not be a canned response!
Thanks, Paula D.

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mal Eckert <MalEckert@msn.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 11:26 AM
R1Housatonic
Dump

I am a 77 year old life long resident of Lee as well as a Lee property owning taxpayer and registered
voter. I am also the present president of the Lee Historical Society and past district three town
representative. I am against any form of dumping waste from the Housatonic River in our town. The
General Electric Company for many years got fat from disposing of their waste into "our" river and they
should be the people that pay for the removal and disposal of it. We, the people of Lee do not want
another waste site in our community. Thanks for your time.
M. R. Eckert
585 Marble Street
Lee, Massachusetts 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

KENNETH A EGNACZAK <KSEgnaczak@msn.com>
Friday, August 07, 2020 10:32 AM
R1Housatonic
Rest of River comments

COMMENT ON THE REST OF RIVER PLAN
I see in the modified Rest of River plan that some dams are to be removed and others are going to remain.
This raises two questions:
1. Why aren’t these former hydropower dams being repowered for their renewable hydropower contribution
instead of being left unproductive, or worse yet, destroyed? I would think that the EPA would be interested in
this pollution‐free electricity source, especially when existing infrastructure can be reused. The US DOE claims
that there is 65 GW of untapped electricity at sites like this in the USA, so why are we wasting them, or
destroying them and wasting all the embodied energy in their infrastructure? Repowering these dams could
be considered mitigation for the 13 years of vehicle and equipment emissions that will be generated during
the Rest of River (ROR) activities. Does the EPA have any other plan to mitigate these air polluting emissions?
Use hydropower displaced emissions from a fossil fuel power plant to mitigate the ROR emissions. Also
consider that the restored hydropower facilities will continue to produce clean energy for many decades after
the Rest of River project has ended.
2. Why are some dams destroyed and others not? If dams are being destroyed because of their
environmental impacts then why aren’t all the unproductive dams, like the one creating Woods Pond, also
being destroyed? Doesn’t the Woods Pond dam have the same or worse environmental impacts as the dams
that are to be destroyed? The Woods Pond dam’s expansive swampy man‐made impoundment is likely to be a
greater greenhouse gas methane source and mosquito breeding area than the Columbia Dam which is
planned to be destroyed. How can the federal environmental protection agency justify keeping the Woods
Pond dam?
So why not address the air pollution aspects of this river cleanup by repowering dams? If you are so inclined to
just smash potentially productive dams, then you need to take ALL of these “river impairing” dams out.

Ken Egnaczak
Cheshire, Ma
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Winslow Eliot <winsloweliot@gmail.com>
Monday, July 27, 2020 10:05 AM
R1Housatonic
NO PCB DUMP IN LEE, MA

Hello,
My name is Winslow Eliot, and I live in Berkshire County, Massachusetts. I am vehemently opposed to a toxic waste
dump being placed in the town of Lee, MA. Both my children bought homes in Lee, MA last year, and I have a new
grandchild now living in Lee.
I fear for their health, safety, well‐being, as well as the value of their hard‐earned homes. My children's investment in
their properties will collapse if the town becomes the PCB dumping ground of Massachusetts. It is an outrageous
proposition. Why choose Lee, of all the towns that are affected by the terrible damage GE did to the Housatonic River?
Why should Lee be punished for GE's disaster and the EPA's ineptitude in rectifying the terribleness?
You know that if GE is left in charge of the work that must be done to clean up the Housatonic River, they will do it as
cheaply and as incompetently as they possibly can. Which means that leakage, poison, lawsuits, health concerns, and
other disasters will continue for decades (as it has with regard to the Hudson River project).
Please stop this from going forward NOW. Wait until the corrupt current government is out of office, and the EPA
returns to its proper job of protecting the environment, not protecting mega‐corporations at the expense of American
lives, including my children's and grandchildren's.
Stop the dump now. It is an outrageous act of selfishness, power, manipulation, and greed. There is another way to
clean the Housatonic, which is for GE to spend the millions they are currently spending on lawyers and legal games on
cleaning the river properly and responsibly. We all know the technology is there, without resorting to poisoning South
County with notoriously unreliable plastic liners and containers. It's time for GE to own up to its responsibility and not
make Lee residents pay for its terrible and terrifying legacy here in the Berkshires.
Sincerely yours,
Winslow Eliot
‐‐‐
Rev. Winslow Eliot, PhD
PHONE: 808.258.6276
WEBSITE: winsloweliot.com
EMAIL: winsloweliot@gmail.com
TWITTER: https://twitter.com/winsloweliot/
LINKEDIN: https://www.linkedin.com/in/winsloweliot/
INSTAGRAM: https://www.instagram.com/winsloweliot/
FACEBOOK: https://www.facebook.com/winsloweliot.author/<br

</br
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bart Elsbach <mightymystery@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 10, 2020 5:15 PM
R1Housatonic; Tim Gray
remediation

I am writing concerning the proposed dredging and dumping operation to transfer contaminated sediment from the
Housatonic to a Lee dumping site.
Of course, once a corporation like GE has fouled our nest, there is not really any putting the genie back. Of course, once
a bureaucracies like the EPA and DEP and its minions get their hands on the problem, things can only get worse. And,
naturally, when a lot of money is shuffled, corruption is inevitable. So, there is no good outcome here except for the
usual suspects of the construction industry and politicians and local and state cops etc..
However, if the lesser of the inevitable evils of waste, further contamination, ineptitude, further environmental
damage, corruption and more waste is to be pursued, why aren't good remediation practices being used?
Recently an effective remediation of the contaminated Log Homes site in Great Barrington was scuttled by the EPA, DEP
and other corrupted interested parties despite the expenditure of millions of tax payer dollars, good initial test results
and hope for actual improvement to the decimated and poisonous soils left by the Log Homes industry. Fearing that
word of the success of the bio=remediation would leak out and make the public aware that good options for
remediation are available, the DEP shut down the clean up efforts and allowed the terrible alternative of "capping" and
just going ahead with building the massive development on the poisoned site.
The terrible state of federal politics is, in part, made possible by great cynicism by the public with regard to gov't
agencies presumably there to serve and protect public interest. With organizations like the EPA, Mass. DEP, local
conservation commissions and town halls etc. that cynicism is well founded. The inevitable corruption and ineptitude of
such local, state and federal bureaucracies in the tax industry, in conjunction with private industry, causes great damage
to our country, our environment, our communities, our economy, politics and culture. This farcical "cleanup" process
which has gone on interminably without any truly positive outcomes but incredible waste of resources (and justification
for the salaries and pensions of many on the tax roles), is an inevitable display of why people are so jaded about the tax
industry in general.
Dredging is going to be a nightmare that causes much environmental damage and untold human cost while gratifying a
few special interests. I expect nothing more from those that represent me and those that feed off the river of tax
revenue flowing in ever increasing volume. Despite expecting nothing more, I write in protest of this theatrical process
and it's farcical outcome.
Bart Elsbach
Sheffield and Great Barrington tax payer
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Henny Feldman <hen.feld1@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 5:10 PM
R1Housatonic
LeeResidentComment

The year is 2020...the plan for examining River sediment is archaic!!!Engineers all over the world have discovered far
more suitable methods of cleaning up contamination in waterways!!!! Our geographic location is being “sold down the
river”. And the community we have loved for its natural splendor is going to be ruined with the current plan!!!!! Listen
to the people...we work hard to stay healthy...we should not be in the middle of an awful situation!!!!
It is imperative Representatives of Lee seek alternative environmental “cleanup” in the near future.... BAN THE LEE
DUMP!!!!!!
Henny Feldman
Resident Village of October Mountain
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

sharon feltser <sharonfeltser205@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 8:00 AM
R1Housatonic
Lee/Lenoxdale PCB/Dump

ABSOLUTELY NO DUMP In Lee/Lenoxdale, especially on a hillside above the river. A PCB Dump, in any event, will create
a "ghost town".
No Dump!
Joe Furgal. Lee
Sharon Feltser, Lee
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Patrick Fennell <letmepaintpf@yahoo.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 6:13 AM
R1Housatonic; Jonathan A. Melle
alan@wamc.org; cfanto@yahoo.com; maryelizacarey@gmail.com; news@berkshireeagle.com;
weverhart@berkshireeagle.com; kramsdell@tams.com; lewmarkham@msn.com; news@repub.com;
jlcooney@gmail.com; jlcooney@yahoo.com; ccma@commoncause.org; hottomato@rocketmail.com;
cgarivaltis@hotmail.com; kellerfeedback@wbztv.com; cis@sec.state.ma.us;
greaterboston@wgbh.org; lisa.wiehl@gmail.com; cynthia.clark@mail.house.gov;
danvalenti@verizon.net; rdelgalloiii@aol.com; newstip@globe.com; mcgrory@globe.com;
letter@globe.com; oped@globe.com; bray@globe.com; vennochi@globe.com;
letters@nashuatelegraph.com; letters@unionleader.com; letters@washpost.com;
letters@nytimes.com; opinion@seacoastonline.com; rachel@msnbc.com;
ccanningwilson@yahoo.com; rep.smitty@mahouse.gov; paul.mark@mahouse.gov;
john.barrett@mahouse.gov; fortcannon@gmail.com; amoro47@gmail.com;
walteratwood@hotmail.com; chasbflynn@gmail.com; aldendale@hotmail.com; oh.june@verizon.net;
dbubriski@gmail.com; senator@paul.senate.gov; adam.hinds@masenate.gov;
news@berkshirerecord.net; willbrin@gmail.com; letters@berkshireeagle.com;
lparnass@berkshireeagle.com; restofriver@berkshireplanning.org; Dumville, Kelsey; Norcross, Jeffrey;
Tagliaferro, Dean; Purnell, ZaNetta; OLEM.Cleanup; env.internet@mass.gov;
msetlow@theberkshireedge.com; dscribner@theberkshireedge.com;
tcowgill@theberkshireedge.com; notthatsimple528@gmail.com
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle - 16July2020

Jonathon;
If someone fails to pay a toll on the Maa Pike he/she can lose their drivers' license and or registration. Fail to pay a
parking ticket, no drivers' license.
However if you are a company that pollutes and destroys 100 Bridge Street, Great Barrington or Pittsfield, MA you get to
negotiate and usually get a FREE PASS.
Thank our sitting elected politicians for this corrupt way of handling and prioritizing sinners. Anyone who has served more
than one term in office should be in prison right now. Not cushy government offices.
Patrick Fennell
On Thursday, August 27, 2020, 07:02:07 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
Hello again, corrupt EPA,
GE recently reported that it has $81.1 billion in debts. The corrupt EPA and GE have not even deposited one single
penny into an escrow or trust account to pay for a so-called cleanup project of the polluted Housatonic River that will last
over one dozen consecutive years. The so-called cleanup of Pittsfield's toxic waste industrial chemicals cost GE over
$500 million. The polluted Housatonic River is many miles longer than Pittsfield's so-called cleanup under the horrible
2000 Consent Decree.
Without at least $1 billion in an escrow or trust account paid upfront by GE, then the horrible 2020 corrupt EPA and GE
announced settlement is nothing but an empty promise! $81.1 billion in debts means that GE is in serious financial
trouble. Moreover, GE has been accused of accounting fraud since 1995, or for the past 25 years. How could the corrupt
EPA rationally accept any kind of agreement with the heavily indebted and alleged accounting fraudster GE company
without an upfront financial commitment?
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Also, if the corrupt EPA allows GE to put a toxic waste leaky landfill in Lee (Mass.), then the local property owners will see
their property values plummet. GE should be made to compensate the local property owners who live in both Lee and
Lenoxdale.
In Truth!
Jonathan Melle
----"At first EPA forum, Berkshire residents bemoan plan for local PCB disposal"
By Larry Parnass, The Berkshire Eagle, August 26, 2020
The phone line open, callers got their chance Wednesday to say what they think of the latest Housatonic River cleanup.
First-time caller?
Not likely, not after years of similar public hearings. But, the day's two call-in and online sessions, convened by the
Environmental Protection Agency amid coronavirus pandemic precautions, marked the first time the agency took views on
a plan that includes PCB disposal in Berkshire County.
And that proposed Lee dump took the heat, for the most part.
"I feel that toxic is toxic. I don't know how you want to spin it," said Deborah Kelly, of 74 West St. in Lenox. "The public
needs much more time to deal with this."
The EPA will hold another online and telephone comment session Sept. 15. Written comments will be accepted through
Sept. 18.
After that, the agency legally is bound to respond to the comments, as it has with previous cleanup plans, then produce a
final version of the plan it unveiled July 9.
That document was the fruit of a settlement agreement with the General Electric Co., the polluter, and with local
municipalities and groups that took part in closed-door mediation over the past two years.
GE must send at least 100,000 cubic yards of PCB-laden materials, including any containing 50 parts per million or more
of the toxin, to an out-of-state facility. But, the EPA will allow the company to create a 20-acre landfill at a former quarry in
Lee to receive more than 1 million cubic yards of material.
As part of the deal, GE agreed to do more to remove PCBs than the EPA's 2016 permit required, adding elements to the
cleanup, including steps to remove, rather than cap, 100 acres of soils that contain PCBs.
'Bad behavior'
The secrecy of the months spent in mediation brought condemnation throughout Wednesday's comments.
Marie Field called in to summon the memory of artist Norman Rockwell and his series of paintings known as the "Four
Freedoms." One such freedom is that of speech, as well as public assembly, Field said. And the mediation was hardly
that, in her view.
"We were appalled that such a huge decision for our area was being made in mediation by a handful of people," Field told
the EPA. She said the plan gives GE "a pass."
"It's just like rewarding bad behavior," she said. A local grassroots movement, No PCB Dumps, opposes the landfill and is
considering ways to block it.
Other callers faulted what they see as the "blood money" of the February settlement agreement, which provides $25
million each to Lee and Lenox, with smaller amounts to other towns.
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Robert Jones, of Greylock Street in Lee, told the EPA that he lives a few miles from the planned disposal site and grew up
in the region.
While Jones said he would leave the science to others, he rapped how the current plan came to be, including secret
negotiations among town officials, the EPA and the company.
"I'm terribly opposed to how the decision was arrived at," Jones said, calling out the approval granted by a three-member
Lee board. "I beg you to reconsider your decision. There should not be a chemical dump in Lee or anywhere else in
Berkshire County."
The current plan allows for local disposal. Previously, the EPA, in a 2016 cleanup order, required GE to ship the
polychlorinated biphenyls removed from the river and flood plain out of state.
Kelly, the Lenox resident, questioned why residents in the area were not asked about a local disposal site before the
agreement was reached.
"There was no contact with the residents," she said.
Holly Hardman, of Great Barrington, was among several who called for the EPA to slow the process and allow more time
for public responses. She said the process smacks of "strong-arm tactics."
"I want river remediation, but I want it done safely," she said. "We now have this misguided plan to reckon with. This plan
is being rushed through. Please put the brakes on this plan and do the responsible thing."
Charlie Cianfarini, of Pittsfield, interim executive director of Citizens for PCB Removal, asked the EPA to grant more time
for public comment. He offered pointed critiques of the initial work plan filed by GE, saying it raises questions about future
oversight of the Lee dump, known as the Upland Disposal Facility. And he questioned whether the plan does enough to
deal with the presence of the PCBs that GE put into the environment from its former Pittsfield operations.
PCBs are listed as a probable carcinogen. Cianfarini noted that, even after the cleanup, according to the company's initial
statement of work, the toxin will continue to migrate downstream in what he termed substantial amounts.
"We must not allow this inadequate plan to stand, if we care about our communities," Cianfarini said.
The third and final public hearing, from 6:30 to 10 p.m. Sept. 15, can be accessed by phone or the internet. People who
want to speak must register in advance, the agency says.
Information on how to do that can be found at the EPA's Housatonic River webpage: epa.gov/ge-housatonic.
Through Sept. 18, comments can be emailed to r1housatonic@epa.gov, faxed to 617-918-0028, or mailed to GEHousatonic River Site Public Comments, EPA Region 1, 5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01), Boston, MA
02109-3912.
Larry Parnass can be reached at lparnass@berkshireeagle.com, at @larryparnass on Twitter and 413-588-8341.
----Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554-1113
Cell: (603) 289-0739
E-mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
www.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com
www.luciforo.blogspot.com
www.frankguinta.blogspot.com
www.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com
----On Wednesday, August 12, 2020, 08:27:24 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
3

How was Gerry Doyle any worse than the lovely Linda Tyer, Dan Bianchi, Jimmy Ruberto, & Sara Hathaway? Pittsfield
politics is a big part of the problem for the people who live in and/or care about Pittsfield! Pittsfield politics is totally
predictable year after year, and decade after decade. Municipal taxes, fees, and public debts increase, while the tax base
decreases. The same core group of political hack insiders always pull the same crap, while some of the Pittsfield
politicians' faces change over time. The vested interests (big 3 public unions) always win, the special interests always get
their cut, while Mary Jane and Joe Kapanski always lose. Downtown Pittsfield is not a nice place, especially after
hours. The only economic growth in Pittsfield is in social problems areas such as the underclass and crime. PEDA's
"business" park is 22-years-old now, and it is a vacant and polluted wasteland. No "Fortune 500" businesses are going to
arrive in Pittsfield. GE is trying to put its industrial chemicals called PCBs in the town of Lee, which nearly all of the
people of Lee and Lenoxdale oppose. They know full well that Doyle, Tom Hickey, Peter Larkin, and company, from
Pittsfield screwed over their own city by supporting the horrible 2000 Consent Decree with GE and the corrupt EPA. The
Superintendent of Pittsfield's school system is leaving the city for upper class Williamstown because Pittsfield's schools
are more about Pittsfield politics than the children who want to learn. In a nutshell, the problem with Pittsfield politics is
that Mary Jane and Joe Kapanski always get shaken down and screwed over, while the insider political hacks always
make out like the bandits they truly are. In closing, Pittsfield politics does a disservice to the people who live in fear of
their state and local government that is similar to the authoritarian regimes in China and Russia.
- Jonathan Melle
On Tuesday, August 11, 2020, 12:36:52 AM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
For the record, Jimmy Ruberto praised Gerry Doyle for signing the 2000 Consent Decree with GE. Ruberto's quote in the
Eagle:
"I think Gerry should best be remembered for saving this city from becoming a Superfund site," said former Pittsfield
Mayor James M. Ruberto, who was one of Doyle's close friends. "I think that the tenacity that he demonstrated during that
period of time to bring about a settlement definitely benefited the city despite some of the criticism he received for
understanding that all negotiated settlements require some compromise."
How could any rational person say this? The 2000 Consent Decree was the WORST decision in the long, sad history of
Pittsfield politics! Allendale Elementary School abuts Hill 78. The capped leaky landfills in Pittsfield will not last much
longer. After the capped leaky landfills break down and become defective over time, GE's PCBs industrial chemicals
pollute the land, water, and air. GE screwed Pittsfield on many levels. Gerry Doyle, God bless him, screwed the people of
Pittsfield by signing the 2000 Consent Decree!
Now, the people of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) are protesting their politicians' horrible decision to put GE's PCBs into a
capped leaky landfill in their town. They know all about Pittsfield's capped leaky landfill problems and issues.
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554-1113
Cell: (603) 289-0739
E-mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
www.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com
www.luciforo.blogspot.com
www.frankguinta.blogspot.com
www.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com
On Thursday, July 16, 2020, 10:57:03 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
July 16, 2020
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle
SEND US YOUR COMMENTS:
EPA Public Comment Period is July 14 - August 28, 2020
Virtual Public Hearing: August 26, 2020
Email: r1housatonic@epa.gov Fax: (617) 918-0028
OR mail comments, postmarked no later than August 28, 2020 to:
4

GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
Hello Corrupt EPA,
I despise the corrupt EPA because it is the worst bureaucracy in the history of the World that does a total disservice to the
environment in favor big business. The February 10, 2020, horrible settlement between the corrupt EPA and GE is
Exhibit A!
GE has yet to make a financial commitment to cleanup the Housatonic River. Without a serious and sincere financial
commitment from GE, the settlement is an empty promise. The $576 million price to cleanup the Housatonic River is a
joke. It will cost a lot more than $576 million over one dozen years.
GE has an excessive amount of debts that total in the tens of billions of dollars. The economy is in the 2020 economic
recession that could last years. There is no guarantee that GE will be able to pay the many hundreds of millions of dollars
for the cleanup of the Housatonic River through the 2030s.
My mom was born and lived a majority of her life in Pittsfield (Mass.) and she had cancer twice in her life (1990,
2006/2007). Thousands of Pittsfield area residents have suffered and/or died of cancer due to GE’s cancer causing
chemicals called PCBs. The 2000 Consent Decree capped a majority of GE’s industrial chemicals. The capped leaky
landfills are ineffective because they do not last forever. Once the capped leaky landfills become defective over time, the
chemicals pollute the land, water, and air. Capped leaky landfills are a Band-Aid solution on a major wound.
The people were deliberately left out of the EPA’s negotiations with GE for decades, and a majority of people are currently
upset and/or protesting the latest settlement. The residents of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) do not want a capped leaky
landfill near their properties, which will plummet after GE puts it toxic waste dump there. It is wrong on many levels,
including financial, health, and environmental. The people know Gerry Doyle, Tom Hickey, and Peter Larkin sold out
Pittsfield two decades ago, and they know they are being sold out now.
In Truth!
Jonathan A. Melle
----Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554-1113
Cell: (603) 289-0739
E-mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
www.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com
www.luciforo.blogspot.com
www.frankguinta.blogspot.com
www.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dennis Field <denfie@msn.com>
Thursday, August 06, 2020 3:04 PM
R1Housatonic
public comments to EPA Housatonic River Project/GE

To Whom It May Concern:
I am a resident of Lenox, MA., and would like to comment on the 2020 changes to the 2016 permit that was issued to GE
for cleanup of the Housatonic River in Berkshire County.
I am concerned about the proposed location of the PCB dump. It will be constructed in an old gravel bed in Lee,
MA. This site was considered not appropriate according to an article printed February 10, 2020, by Nancy Eve Cohen,
NPR, Earthwhile, WBUR.* She wrote, “In 2016, the EPA wrote in its response to comments on its cleanup plan that the
proposed site on the Lee‐Lenox line does not meet Toxic Substances Control Act requirements for soil or hydrological
characteristics, meaning the soil is too permeable and the location is to close to the water table”.
GE wanted to use this area and I feel the EPA accommodated them by the “hybrid” approach. “Low level toxic” is still
toxic any way you look at it. The soil is still the same soil that was there is 2016. However, now this dump will be
“forced” to meet standards, the same way a homeowner would make their property perk for a septic field. And the
water table is still only 15 feet below the dump. This has not changed since 2016 either. The river itself is only 1000 feet
away.
EPA says the plastic liners that will be used are the best technology. In reality, they are just plastic, with bound seams,
holding toxic chemicals. Will they absolutely hold? Guaranteed forever?
How would you fix a leaking plastic liner at the bottom of a waste dump piled high with contamination? Was this talked
about during negotiations with people educated in this type of emergency? Is there a written, detailed plan for how this
would be handled by GE, since GE is supposedly the guardian of this dump?
How much discussion was there about the fact that the river is only 1000 feet away? Does it really make sense to pile
toxic waste next to a river that is being cleaned?
Was there discussion on the failed Hudson River Project that was handled by GE? The information on this came to light
while negotiations were ongoing with the stakeholders involved in the Housatonic River situation. Do you really think
that GE is going to do a better job with the Housatonic River? In the Hudson River cleanup, GE had to ship all
contaminated material out‐of‐state. Doesn’t Berkshire County deserve the same?
I am against the construction of a 20 acre PCB dump in Lee/Lenox Dale, MA. This is only for the convenience and benefit
of GE, the polluter, not in any way for the benefit of those who will live near this autrocity.
Thank you for your time.
Dennis Field
Lenox, MA

*https://www.wbur.org/earthwhile/2020/02/10housatonic‐rivergeneral‐electric‐toxic‐waste
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Filip <dfilip@colornet.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 4:01 PM
R1Housatonic
PLEASE STOP PLANS FOR LEE/LENOX DUMP

Dear EPA,
PLEASE PLEASE DO NOT LET GE BUILD A TOXIC DUMP IN OUR TOWN!
I moved from NYC to the Berkshires several years ago to get away from toxic dumps. I LIVED ON STATEN ISLAND NEAR
ONE OF THE LARGEST DUMPS IN THE COUNTRY, and I can tell you ... as I'm sure you know ... DUMPS DO LEAK AND DO
LEACH TOXIC CHEMICALS INTO WATERWAYS AND INTO THE AIR. It is not a matter of IF but WHEN and HOW MUCH!
I moved to the Berkshires to get away from that. I move the the Berkshires to enjoy the scenic waterways and wildlife. I
moved up here with my wife and step daughter.
I can't believe you are even proposing that this be within about one thousand feet of the river.
PLEASE DO NOT LET THIS HAPPEN! GE HAS A RESPONSIBILITY TO TREAT THIS TOXIC WASTE AND NOT JUST DUMP IT
HERE!
Please feel free to contact us for further discussion, or to let us know what more we can do:
David & Lorraine Filip
55 Marble St
Apt 7
Lee, MA 01238
Email: dfilip@colornet.com
Phone: (212) 338‐0535 (cell phone from NYC, but I now live full time in Lee, MA, and have for several years).
Regards,
Dave & Lorraine Filip
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tammy boss foxx
R1Housatonic
Do not want the dump!!
Friday, September 18, 2020 9:32:50 AM

I do not want the dump!! Thanks so much
T.

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dave Fraser <dsfraser1956@yahoo.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 9:01 PM
Conway, Timothy
PCB Dump

Please extend the comment period! We do not want the Dump!

Sent from Yahoo for iPad
David Fraser
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Susie Fraser <susiefraser2@gmail.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 9:00 PM
Conway, Timothy
PCB Dump

Please extend the comment period !
Sent from my iPad
Susie Fraser
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jim Frawley <jsfrawley@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 11:19 AM
R1Housatonic
Jim Frawley
Lee Disposal Site

Dear Sir or Madam:
We purchased our house at 880 East Street just about three years ago now. At the time, we understood the issues with
PCBs in the Housatonic River and years long undertaking to clean it up by General Electric and others.
What we did NOT anticipate is having even a low‐level PCB disposal site established probably less than two miles from
our home.
Between the carting of higher‐level PCB in trucks over many years near the area and the potential with storage issues,
short‐ and long‐term, this site presents many hazards to the health of nearby residents.
Also, what happens to the value of homes within the area? How many homes are within a five mile radius of the site?
How many families will be effected? How are we to be compensated for the potential loss of value in our homes or the
inability to sell to new buyers once the site is established?
I have personal knowledge of a capped waste site gone bad in North Haven, Connecticut by Upjohn Pharmaceuticals
back in the late 1980s. Despite "the latest technologies" at the time, waste and toxic materials seeped into the
groundwater causing health and wealth issues for residents.
Please don't repeat that mistake.
Regards,
Jim Frawley
880 East Street, 15D
Lee,MA 01238
Cell: 203‐535‐5846
To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

BENNO FRIEDMAN
R1Housatonic
Citizen comment on proposed settlement
Friday, September 18, 2020 4:14:07 PM

To Whom It May Concern…
My name is Benno Friedman and I live in Sheffield Massachusetts. Responding to the current proposed solution to
the problem of PCB contamination in and around the Housatonic River, I, along with the citizens of Berkshire
County, am opposed to the creation of any new hazardous landfills in Berkshire County. Regardless of the type of
liner that may be employed, it is accepted that all liners have an expected shelf life beyond which they are
predestined to fail. Regardless of the questionable short-term benefit of rapid resolution and/or easy agreement,
any permanent solution to the problem of what to do with hazardous waste must depend on the destruction of the
toxic material rather than its storage.
Additionally, please consider the following points:
1. The argument that the proposed landfill will only be accepting low-level PCBs may have some relevance on
paper but the negative health effects associated with PCB toxicity have been shown to occur as a result of
exposure to extremely small amounts of this poison. In addition to eventual leakage, there is increasing evidence
that volatilized PCBs poses significant health risk and that volatilization can/does occur, even when substances
are buried (in landfills).
“…it was determined that certain compounds may volatilize from deep subsurface locations or even groundwater
unless the soil surface is sealed to prevent gas migration.”*

2. The proposed solution was arrived at in secret, without the knowledge and participation of the residents of
Berkshire County. Prior to entering the recent negotiations, we had assumed that our representatives would
remain opposed to the creation of a new landfill, a position that they had continuously, unwaveringly held for
years. We were betrayed by our local officials. I and everyone I have talked to about this issue remains steadfastly
opposed to the settlement as it is now written. We, who must live with the real-world effects of the "negotiated"
solution, should have had a say, an opportunity to have had an up or down vote on its deployment.
3. The settlement includes the removal of a certain amount of PCBs, allowing a considerably greater amount to
remain in the river and floodplain. This poses an unacceptable degradation and risk to long-term environmental
and human health, a conclusion reached by panels of scientists and academics, assembled by the EPA, to
examine the volumes of data and reach consensus about its impact and correspondingly, about the required
actions for its mitigation.
In conclusion, if the health and safety of residents and the environment are the drivers of the settlement's terms,
the only effective resolution that I can support is to either locally treat the PCB contamination with an acceptable
current and/or future destruction technology, or honoring the previously agreed-upon solution of shipping the
contaminated spoils to an approved landfill designed and dedicated to accept toxic materials.
*https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1029/WR026i001p00013

AGU/Water Resources Research Volume26, Issue1 January 1990 Pages 13-20

Water Resources Research: Vol 26, No 1
Click on the title to browse this issue

Thank you for your consideration. Respectfully submitted by,

Benno Friedman
120 Kellogg Rd
Sheffield, MA 01257

r1housatonic@epa.gov
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
Comments re EPA’s 2020 Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan.
EPA, on March 5, 2020, during its Public Information Session about the provisions of its
Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the GE/Housatonic River site offered this slide:

Treatment Technology Research
• EPA commits to a continuing effort to identify opportunities to
apply existing and potential future PCB treatment technologies
• EPA will solicit research opportunities for research institutions
and/or small businesses to target relevant technologies
• GE and EPA will explore current and future technology
developments and, where appropriate, will collaborate on onsite technology demonstration efforts and pilot studies
EPA shared its renewed commitment “to identify opportunities to apply existing and potential
future PCB treatment opportunities.”
My name is Mickey Friedman and I am a founding Board member of the Housatonic River
Initiative (HRI). After I left the Board, I have remained a member and was one of the principal
authors of HRI’s appeal to EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board (EAB). I have steadfastly and
continually made the case for the utilization of treatment for the PCB contaminated soil and
sediment of the Housatonic in written comments to the EPA and GE since 1994. Unfortunately,
because HRI failed to specifically mention thermal desorption in its comments on the 2014
Revised Corrective Measures study, EPA asked the EAB not to consider the fact that we raised
the issues of EPA’s failure to seriously consider the very successful use by USAID and the
government of Vietnam of thermal desorption to remediate dioxin contaminated sediments and
soils at the Danang airbase.

Because “in the 2020 Settlement Agreement, EPA has committed to significant steps to help
solicit new research in PCB remediation technologies”1 and because:
“Notwithstanding, the 2016 Permit contained a number of “Adaptive Management” principles,
including the continued evaluation of innovative treatment technologies. EPA reiterated and
augmented that commitment as part of the February 2020 Settlement Agreement to facilitate
opportunities for research and testing of innovative treatment and other technologies and
approaches for reducing PCB toxicity and/or concentrations in excavated soil and/or sediment
before, during, or after disposal in a landfill. These opportunities may include: (1) reviewing
recent and new research; (2) identifying opportunities to apply existing and potential future
research resources to PCB treatment technologies, through EPA and/or other Federal research
programs; and (3) encouraging solicitations for research opportunities for research institutions
and/or small businesses to target relevant technologies. The research may focus on soil and
sediment removed (or to be removed) from the Housatonic River or similar sites to ensure
potential applicability to the permit/selected remedy. GE and EPA will continue to explore
current and future technology developments and, where appropriate, will collaborate on on-site
technology demonstration efforts and pilot studies, and, consistent with the adaptive
management requirements in the Final Permit together, will consider the applicability of
promising research at the Housatonic Rest of River site” 2, I am using this opportunity to make a
case for implementing the principles of adaptive management and urging EPA, before it
implements the provisions calling for an Upland Disposal Facility to take another, more
comprehensive look at the potential effectiveness of thermal desorption for this site.
EPA makes the case in its 2020 Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan that EPA and GE have already
done a “detailed evaluation” of thermal desorption but I believe that overstates the case and
ignores the most recent evolution of the technology.
Let’s take a closer look at the extent of the testing GE and EPA have done over the years on the
potential efficacy of thermal desorption. One of the primary testing regimes EPA has relied upon
is the Assessment of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS) Final Summary of August 1994. The
ARCS program was limited to “testing only readily available technologies … In addition,
recognizing that decision-makers addressing the cleanup of contaminated sediments in areas
around the Great Lakes may not have significant resources, the ARCS Program also targeted the
most cost-effective remediation technologies for evaluation.”3
These conditions clearly do not apply to the GE/Housatonic River site where the responsible
party is one of the world’s most successful corporations and where negotiating the parameters of
the Rest of River cleanup has already taken close to two decades.
______________________________________________________________________
1
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/01/647211.pdf
Statement of Basis for EPA’s Proposed 2020 Revisions to the Remedial Action for the
Housatonic River “Rest of River” Page 34.
2
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/01/647211.pdf
Statement of Basis for EPA’s Proposed 2020 Revisions to the Remedial Action for the
Housatonic River “Rest of River” Page 32
3
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/50000O8U.PDF?Dockey=50000O8U.PDF
Assessment of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS) Final Summary August 1994 Page 29

According to the summary, nine technologies were subject to bench-scale tests using a few
grams or kilograms of contaminated sediment. Pilot scale demonstrations involved testing on
several thousand cubic yards of sediment from the Great Lakes Areas of Concern (AOCs):
“Low temperature thermal desorption, which uses indirect heat to separate organic contaminants
from contaminated sediments through volatilization was demonstrated on 12 cubic yards of
sediment from the Buffalo River AOC. This technology consists primarily of a twin-screw
heating element, which the sediments pass over and around to be heated. Hot, molten
salt flows through the interior of the twin screws and heats the sediments to temperatures up to
500°F … Following the treatment demonstration, sediment samples were analyzed for PCBs,
PAHs, and heavy metals to determine how effectively this process removes organic
contaminants. The process removed more than 80 percent of the PAHs 4
Figure SA: Thermal desorption unit and screw processor

Thermal desorption unit at Buffalo River pilot demonstration site

ARC Pilot Scale Demonstration of Thermal Desorption for Treatment of Buffalo River
Sediments, EPA 905-R93-005, December 1993 – Figure 8A
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/2000FYFV.PDF?Dockey=2000FYFV.pdf
___________________________________________________________
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Assessment of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS) Final Summary August 1994, Page 31

“The same low temperature thermal desorption technology that was used in the Buffalo River
demonstration was also used in on approximately 15 cubic yards of sediment in the Ashtabula
River demonstration. This technology was repeated at the Ashtabula River AOC to test its
capabilities for treating contaminants such as PCBs and other chlorinated hydrocarbons that were
not present at the Buffalo River AOC … The process removed 86 percent of the PCBs, up to 99
percent of the semivolatile compounds, and more than 92 percent of the chlorinated volatile
compounds … The cost of applying this technology is estimated to be similar to the costs
developed during the Buffalo River demonstration – between $350 and $535 per cubic yard of
sediment – not including the costs of dredging and storage of the material prior to treatment.”5
By the time GE produced its 2007 Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal6, the
company, in its initial screening of remedies, acknowledged the promise of Ex Situ Thermal
Treatment and thermal desorption, in particular.
“Thermal destruction, another ex situ thermal treatment process, has been demonstrated on fullscale applications at sites with PCB-containing media (EPA, 1998a). Full-scale applications at
Superfund sites generally exceeded 99.99% destruction for PCBs and produced off-gases and
combustion residuals (ash), which required treatment (EPA, 2004a). Combustion residuals
generated from on-site incineration would likely not be suitable as fill without the addition of
amendments (i.e., organics), and as such would likely be disposed of in a landfill after
pretreatment. Flue gases from incineration units need to be cooled quickly to minimize the
possibility of organics like dioxins forming in the stack emissions. High moisture content and
low thermal content (low BTU value) of sediments would require additional fuel for drying and
sustaining the incineration process. Given its use at other sites and its potential applicability for
stabilizing/treating sediments and/or soils removed from the Rest of River, ex situ thermal
treatment was retained for the secondary screening.”7
In its secondary screening, GE describes thermal desorption and notes those aspects of the
process that might limit its usefulness as a remedy: “Heating is typically accomplished by
indirectly fired rotary kilns, a series of externally heated distillation chambers, heated screw
conveyors, or fluidized beds (EPA, 1991). The boiling points for PCBs generally range from 644
to 707 degrees Fahrenheit (°F); therefore, the thermal desorption treatment reaches temperatures
greater than this range in order to effectively volatilize PCBs. Removed liquid PCBs would
require treatment/disposal. Soils/sediments treated with temperatures greater than 600°F usually
do not contain any free organic material, which makes them suitable for backfill. However, these
treated solids may not be able to support microbial life, which may limit potential application.”8
_______________________________________________________________________________________
5

Assessment of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS) Final Summary August 1994, Page 34
Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal, General Electric Company, February 2007
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.221.867&rep=rep1&type=pdf
7
Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal, 2007, Page 4-58
8
Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal, 2007, Page 4-58
6

So, while acknowledging its effectiveness, GE highlights the limitations of thermal desorption:
“Thermal desorption would reduce the potential toxicity, mobility, and volume of PCBs in the
removed solids via treatment and proper management and/or disposal of treatment residuals.
Appropriate environmental and process controls (e.g., process treatment units) would be used
during treatment. Depending on the final residual PCB concentrations, use of this process may
allow more cost-effective disposal options. In addition, if the treatment process could achieve
sufficiently low residual PCB concentrations and could accommodate sufficient quantities of
sediment/soil to do so in a timely and cost-effective manner, reuse of the treated materials as
backfill could also be considered. However, the treated solids usually do not contain any free
organic material and thus may not support microbial life without amendment. This would limit
potential applications of this process option and/or increase the cost for reuse of the treated
solids.”9
As for issues of implementability, GE notes: “Thermal desorption is generally considered to be
an implementable process option for sediment and soil. While specialized equipment, materials,
and operating personnel would be required, commercial vendors are available. Very wet
sediments would require stabilization and/or dewatering before treatment. An additional step
would be needed to destroy the removed chemicals, since thermal desorption extracts but
typically does not destroy the target chemicals unless the system contains an afterburner (similar
to an incineration unit) at the end of the process. This process option would require sufficient
space to conduct the treatment and processing activities, which would require locating a suitable
area and reaching an access agreement with the property owner. This could pose a challenge.
Construction and operation of thermal treatment units at other sites have often been met with
community resistance – e.g., at the New Bedford Harbor (MA) site (Davila et al., 1993, and
EPA, 2005d).”10
Nevertheless, “Based on this evaluation, thermal desorption has been retained for further
evaluation as a potential alternative for sediment and soil handling due to its reported use and
effectiveness for other projects, its potential implementability, and its potential to reduce PCB
concentrations and associated disposal costs.”11

_______________________________________________________________
9
Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal, 2007, Page 4-59
10
Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal, 2007, Page 4-59
11
Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal, 2007, Page 4-60

Finally, in section 5.2.3 Alternatives for Managing Removed Sediments/Soil, GE writes “For the
sediment/riverbank remedial alternatives that involve removal of sediments or bank soils, there
are a variety of available options for managing the removed materials. The sediment/soil
management technologies and process options that were retained from the two-step screening
process … will be combined in the CMS into comprehensive sediment/soil management
alternatives for detailed evaluation. Given some of the uncertainties associated with
application of thermal desorption for Housatonic River sediments/soils, performance of
treatability tests using sediments/soils from representative reaches of the Housatonic River
may be warranted to evaluate the degree of effectiveness of the technology for this site and
the reuse potential of the treated solids. GE is currently evaluating the need for a
treatability study for this technology.”12 (Emphasis added.)
In fact, GE performed only one full scale treatability study of an alternate remedial technology,
the chemical extraction process of Soil Washing. GE explained its study in the 2010 Rest of
River Revised Corrective Measures Study Report: “At EPA’s request, a bench-scale study of
chemical extraction was performed to more fully evaluate this alternative in the CMS. The
BioGenesisSM Soil Washing process was selected as the representative chemical extraction
treatment technology, and a bench-scale study of this process was conducted in accordance with
a work plan approved by EPA on July 31, 2007. The study was conducted during October and
November 2007 using sediments and floodplain soils from the Rest of River area. A detailed
description of the bench-scale study and its findings is provided in the Bench-Scale Treatability
Study Report included as Appendix O to this CMS Report.”13
“BioGenesis performed jar tests and optimization tests on” a variety of coarse-grained and finegrained and fine-grained soils with PCB concentrations ranging from 63 to 180 mg/kg. “In
general, each material was tested three times using the optimized proportions of reagents and
conditions determined from their respective jar tests … After the first treatment cycle, treated
solids from the Solid/Liquid Separation step were recombined and processed two additional
times and analyzed, and the mass balance calculations were repeated to evaluate the extent of
any reductions in PCB concentrations associated with multiple processing cycles. Samples were
collected before and after various steps of the process. Samples of wastewater were also
collected following treatment activities. Samples were analyzed for PCB Aroclors and certain
samples were also analyzed for PCB congeners and dioxins and furans. Samples were also
collected and analyzed for grain size, TOC, TSS, and total dissolved solids (TDS) to provide
additional information on the process.”14

_______________________________________________________________
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Rest of River Corrective Measures Study Proposal, 2007, Pages 5-30-31; 5-33
Rest of River Revised Corrective Measures Study Report, 2010, Volume Two, Page 9-76
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/01/580275
14
Rest of River Revised Corrective Measures Study Report, 2010, Volume Two, Pages 9-80, 81.
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It was clear that the BioGenesisSM Soil Washing process didn’t sufficiently reduce the toxicity of
the soil and sediment: “In the fine-grained sediment (TS-SED-B), initial concentrations ranged
from 110 to 180mg/kg. The treated sediment was sampled in two grain size fractions. PCB
concentrations in those treated sediments after the first treatment cycle were in the range of 16 to
21 mg/kg and 9 to 60 mg/kg … Somewhat lower concentrations were obtained after additional
treatment cycles, with overall weighted average PCB concentrations after the third treatment
cycle of 11 to 18 mg/kg …
“In the coarse-grained sediment (TS-SED-A), initial concentrations ranged from 63 to 80
mg/kg. The treated sediment was sampled in five grain size fractions. PCB concentrations in the
treated sediments after the first treatment cycle were lower in the larger grain-size material (< 1
mg/kg to 2.8 mg/kg in the two largest grain-size fractions [> 425 microns]), intermediate in the
intermediate grain-size fraction (~ 40 to 50 mg/kg), and highest in the two smallest grain-size
fractions (55 to 143 mg/kg); and the overall weighted averages in the combined material ranged
from 13 to 30 mg/kg. Lower concentrations were obtained after additional treatment cycles, with
the overall weighted average PCB concentrations after the third treatment cycle ranging from 5
to 22 mg/kg.”15
And so GE concluded: “the BioGenesisSM process did not reduce the PCB concentrations in the
site-specific materials to an extent that would allow on-site reuse of the material. In general, the
process was able to reduce the weighted average PCB concentrations in the combined treated
solids materials to concentrations that ranged from 7 to 48 mg/kg after one treatment cycle.
However, the individual results from the various outputs, and particularly the smaller grain-size
fractions for the coarse-grained sediment, did not achieve these relatively low concentrations at
bench scale.”16
The 2010 Rest of River Revised Corrective Measures Study Report went on to discuss thermal
desorption in greater detail: a facility could be located on five acres of GE property, the former
DeVos farm: “System components would either be constructed/installed in the fixed base
thermal desorption unit or brought to the site in trailers that make up the transportable thermal
desorption unit … For this evaluation, it has been assumed that, before going through the thermal
desorption process, all hydraulically removed sediments would need to go through the following
pretreatment steps: (1) screening of the dredged materials and separation of those materials
according to size; (2) mechanical dewatering of the finer fraction using a plate and frame filter
press; (3) mixing of the dewatered materials with dry material (e.g., sand, excavated floodplain
soils, or thermally treated materials); and (4) pre-heating of the amended materials by the
thermal desorption process exhaust to further reduce the moisture content below 18 to 20%. A
similar approach would be used for mechanically dredged sediments except that these sediments
would undergo gravity dewatering instead of mechanical dewatering. (The actual amount and
type of the dry materials to be added to the dewatered and screened sediments would be
determined during the design phase.) …
___________________________________________________________________
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“The resulting drier homogeneous material would be fed to the indirectly fired thermal
desorber, which has been assumed for purposes of this Revised CMS Report, to have an
estimated capacity range of 10 to 40 tons per hour. As the sediments and soils are heated to
temperatures up to 1,400°F in the thermal desorber, the PCBs would volatilize from the
sediments or soils.”17 (Emphasis added.)
While GE assumes that treating the contaminated sediments and soils will lower its organic
content making it unacceptable to be used as backfill in the river, it could be used “as landfill
cover material or incorporation into asphalt (EPA, 2004a). The ability to implement either of
these two options would be dependent on whether there is a need for such material at the time the
remedial action is carried out.”18
GE outlined several combinations of soil and sediment removal and subsequent treatment. Rest
of River Revised Corrective Measures Study Report, 2010 estimates that the time frame for
utilizing thermal desorption “range from approximately 8 years based on SED 3 and FP 2
(the smallest-volume combination) to approximately 40 years based on SED 8 and FP 7.”
(Emphasis added)
GE now catalogues reasons that might disqualify thermal desorption: “Historically, thermal
desorption to treat materials containing PCBs at other sites has primarily been used on soils, with
limited application on sediments, likely due in part to the increased time and costs to sufficiently
dewater the sediments as a pretreatment step.”19
GE cites projects at Sangamo Weston/Twelve-Mile Creek/Lake Hartwell site in Pickens, South
Carolina where 40,000 cy of PCB-impacted soil was cleaned to level of 2 mg/kg (EPA, 2003);
the Industrial Latex Site in Wallington, New Jersey where 53,685 cy of PCB-impacted soil was
cleaned to an average PCB concentration of 1 mg/kg; the Re-Solve, Inc. site in North Dartmouth,
Massachusetts, where 36,200 cy of PCB impacted soil were treated to a cleanup level of < 25
mg/kg using low-temperature thermal desorption; and Springvale, Victoria, Australia where
21,000 tons of PCB-impacted soil was treated to PCB concentrations of <0.1 mg/kg.20
Having outlined several combinations of varying amounts of soil and sediment to be removed
and several varieties of subsequent treatment modalities, GE remarks on the “Overall
Effectiveness and Reliability”-of thermal desorption:
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“Depending upon the sediment and soil alternatives selected, the duration of treatment could
range from approximately 5 years (if SED 10 were selected) to approximately 52 years (if SED 8
were selected). The longer the period of operation of the thermal desorption facility, the
greater likelihood would exist for periodic equipment failures and downtime. Moreover,
mechanical problems can result from treatment of high-organic, high-moisture-content,
fine-grained materials, which can clump and clog equipment or otherwise be physically
difficult to treat. These types of materials are present in parts of the River. Since no
thermal treatment unit was identified as having been operated full scale at a PCB site over
a period of more than 1.5 years, it is difficult to predict the reliability of the equipment in
the longer term.”21 (Emphasis added)
GE notes thermal desorption “would reduce the toxicity of PCB-containing soil and sediment by
permanently removing PCBs from these materials. In addition, the PCBs in the liquid stream sent
to a permitted off-site disposal facility would be destroyed.”22
Re the critical aims of reducing mobility and volume: “TD 5 would reduce the mobility of PCBs
present in the removed sediment and soil by permanently removing PCBs from these materials.
The treatment process would transfer the PCBs into the off-gas and then into the liquid stream
that would be sent to a permitted off-site facility for destruction … Treatment of removed
sediment and soil in the indirect fired thermal desorption system would reduce the volume of
PCB-containing material. Experience at other sites indicates that PCB concentrations on the
order of 1 to 2 mg/kg in treated solids can be achieved using thermal desorption. Thermal
desorption would also remove the naturally occurring organic matter present in the river
sediment and floodplain soils, resulting in a slightly lower volume for the treated sediment/soil.”
23

GE then calculates how thermal desorption would increase Greenhouse Gas Emissions:
“estimates have been developed of the carbon footprint composed of GHG emissions anticipated
to occur through construction and operation of a thermal desorption facility to treat removed
sediments and soils … These estimates have been made for two scenarios: (1) assuming on-site
reuse of 50% of the treated floodplain soils as backfill in the floodplain and off-site disposal of
all other treated materials; and (2) assuming off-site disposal of all treated materials. For both
scenarios, the estimates were based on the range of potential removal volumes requiring
treatment – from the combination of sediment and floodplain alternatives with the lowest in situ
volume (SED 3 and FP 2 – 191,000 cy) to the combination with the highest in situ volume (SED
8 and FP 7 – 2.9 million cy) …
______________________________________________________________________
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“Based on this range of volumes, the total carbon footprint associated with TD 5 has been
estimated to range from 66,000 tonnes (under both scenarios) to 1,000,000 tonnes (assuming
50% reuse of treated soils) or 1,100,000 tonnes (assuming no reuse of treated soils) of GHG
emissions. Of this total, the GHG emissions associated with direct emission sources (primarily
construction activities and transportation activities) range from approximately 55,000 tonnes
(under both scenarios) to 860,000 tonnes (assuming reuse of treated soils) or 890,000 tonnes
(assuming no reuse of treated soils). The GHG emissions associated with indirect emission
sources (primarily power requirements for operating the thermal desorption treatment system)
range from approximately 250 tonnes to 3,800 tonnes (under both scenarios). The GHG
emissions calculated for off-site emissions (primarily refinement of diesel fuel, production
(drilling) and distribution of natural gas for use in the thermal desorption treatment system, and
manufacture of concrete used in construction of buildings to house thermal desorption system)
range from approximately 11,000 tonnes (under both scenarios) to 160,000 tonnes (under both
scenarios). The range of total GHG emissions estimated for this alternative is equivalent to the
annual output of 12,600 to 210,300 passenger vehicles (assuming no reuse of treated soils).” 24
When it comes to the issue of “Impacts on the Environment – Ecological Effects” GE reminds
us: “the longer the time required to implement this alternative, the greater potential would
exist for failure of process and control equipment and a consequent release of PCBs, and
metals and/or dioxin/furans (if formed during the process) into the atmosphere. Similarly,
there would be a greater likelihood of spillage of the highly concentrated PCB containing
liquids during accidents as these materials are being transported off-site for
treatment/disposal.” 25 (Emphasis added.)
As for Reliability: “Thermal desorption has been shown to be reliable at other sites for projects
involving relatively small volumes and short durations, as discussed in Section 9.5.5.2.
However, there is only limited precedent for implementation of thermal desorption for
treatment of sediment. As previously noted, mechanical problems can arise as a result of
the high-organic, high-moisture-content, fine-grained sediments, which tend to clump and
can clog equipment or otherwise be physically difficult to treat. Moreover, the longer the
operations period, the greater potential would exist for failure of process and control
equipment, which could lead to the release of PCBs, metals, and/or dioxin/furans (if formed
during the process) into the atmosphere, as well as incomplete treatment of the
sediments/soils. There would also be a greater potential for spillage of the highly
concentrated PCB-containing liquids during accidents as they are being transported offsite for treatment/disposal.”26 (Emphasis added.)
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Then there’s the issue of Cost: “The overall range of estimated total costs to implement TD 5 is
$103 M to $1.53 billion (not including the cost of the sediment or floodplain removal
alternatives). These costs include all labor, equipment, and materials necessary for the thermal
treatment process as well as the associated post-treatment off-site disposal. Costs have been
estimated for both scenarios: (1) assuming on-site reuse of 50% of the treated floodplain soils as
backfill in the floodplain, and off-site disposal of remaining treated soils and all treated
sediments; and (2) assuming off-site disposal of all treated materials … In all cases, the
estimated costs assume that the treated solid materials to be transported off-site would be
disposed of at a non-TSCA solid waste landfill, and that the liquid condensate would be
transported to an appropriate TSCA incineration facility …
“The range of estimated capital costs associated with construction/set-up of the thermal
desorption facility is $20 M to $232 M (depending on the size of the facility). Annual operations
costs related to the thermal treatment facility over the course of the entire project range from $5
M to $16 M per year, depending on the volume of materials to be treated, resulting in total
operations costs of $42 M to $642 M. The estimated total post-treatment disposal costs range
from $36 M to $595 M, depending on the volume of material being disposed of and the method
of disposition … For purposes of this Revised CMS Report, restoration and the associated
monitoring and maintenance costs are assumed to consist of monitoring and maintenance of the
restored area for a period of five years at $25,000 per year, resulting in a total cost of $125,000.
The following summarizes the total costs estimated for TD 5.”27
Table 9-7 - Cost Sunvnary for Treatment/Disposition Alternatives
TD5

TD 1

TD2

TD3

TD4

TD5
(With reuse)

(w/o reuse)

Total Capital Costs

0

$6.5 - 20 M

$9.5 - 67 M

$17-20 M

$20 - 232M

$20 - 232 M

Total Operations
Cost

0

$6.8 - 25M

$11 - 110M

$32 - 365 M

$47 - 698M

$47 - 698 M

$55 - 832 M

$75 - 445M

0

$40 - 614 M

$36 - 518 M

$39 - 595 M

0

$12 - 20 M

$15 - 24 M

$0.125 M

$0.125 M

$0.125M

Total Cost for
Alternative

$55 - 832 M

$100 - 510 M

$36 - 201 M

$89 - 999 M

$103 - 1,450 M

$106 - 1,530 M

Total Presenl
Worth

$40 - 220 M

$46 - 131 M

$17 - 49 M

$70 - 286M

$81 - 569 M

$83 - 590 M

Total Off-Site
Disposal Costs
Total Monitortng
and Maintenance
Costs
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Notes:
1. All costs are in 2010 dollars. $ M = Million dollars.
2. With the exception of TD 2, the ranges of costs presented are the minimum and
maximum anticipated costs based on the potential range of volumes that would be
potentially removed under the sediment and floodplain soil alternatives (191,000 cy to
2.9 M cy). For TD 2, the lowerbound costs are based on the combined volume of SED 6
and FP 2 and the upper-bound costs are based on the combined volume of SED 8 and FP
7, with material not placed in the CDF(s) assumed to be transported off-site for nonTSCA disposal. Thus, the upper-bound costs, but not the lower-bound costs, for TD 2 are
comparable to the costs for the other alternatives.
3. Total Capital Costs are for engineering, labor, equipment, and materials associated
with implementation.
4. Total Operations Costs consist of the total of the average annual costs for operation,
placement, and/or treatment of sediments and/or soils, estimated for the range of
durations for implementing the alternatives.
5. Total Monitoring and Maintenance Costs are for performance of post-closure
monitoring and maintenance programs of 100 years for TD 2 and TD 3 and 5 years for
TD 4 and TD 5.
6. Total Present Worth cost is based on using a discount factor of 7%, considering the
range of total potential durations for the alternative, and post-closure monitoring and
maintenance periods of 100 years for TD 2 and TD 3 and 5 years for TD 4 and TD 5.
7. For TD 5 with reuse, it is assumed that approximately 50% of the floodplain soils
treated by thermal desorption would be reused on-site and that all remaining
materials would be transported off-site for disposal.28 (Emphasis added.)
GE summarizes: “For the reasons given above, it is concluded that TD 5 would provide overall
protection of human health. With respect to environmental protection, it is concluded that if the
treated soils are not used as backfill, TD 5 would provide overall protection of the environment,
although the substantial carbon footprint of this alternative in terms of GHG emissions,
particularly with the larger volumes, is of concern. If 50% of the treated soils are used as
backfill in the floodplain, TD 5 would not meet the standard of overall protection of the
environment due to the adverse impacts resulting from the inability of those soils to match
the characteristics of the existing soils in wetland areas, as well as due to the large carbon
footprint from GHG emissions.”29 (Emphasis added.)
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GE reminds us of the uncertainties of Thermal Desorption once more: “TD 5 (thermal
desorption) would provide human health protection by reducing the PCB concentrations in the
sediments and soils, followed by on-site reuse and/or off-site disposal of those treated materials
and off-site disposal/destruction of the liquids containing the condensed PCBs. On-site reuse of a
portion of the treated soils would be protective of health because the treated solids would be
sufficiently characterized to ensure that they would not cause adverse human health effects.
From an environmental perspective, TD 5 would provide protection of ecological receptors from
potential exposure to PCBs for the same reasons discussed for human receptors. However, if a
portion of the treated soils is reused as backfill in the floodplain, that reuse would result in longterm adverse environmental impacts in the forested floodplain and other wetland areas due to the
differences in soil characteristics between those materials (even if amended with organic
containing topsoil) and the existing natural soils in those wetland areas. In addition, regardless of
whether treated soil is reused in the floodplain, TD 5 would produce by far the greatest amount
of GHG emissions (for the range of volumes) of any of the alternatives, which is of concern from
an environmental standpoint. Finally, since thermal desorption has not to date been used for the
sediment and soil volumes and implementation durations that could be involved at the Rest of
River, the reliability of the thermal desorption process for such a large-scale operation is
unknown ...”30
I have quoted so extensively from 2007 and 2010 because these considerations, these analyses,
form the bedrock of GE’s and EPA’s disqualification of Thermal Desorption.
In May 2014 EPA, with the collaboration of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, published its
Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives for the General Electric (GE) –
Pittsfield/Housatonic Project, Rest of River.31 It is clear the authors relied upon the prior analysis
of GE, including the conclusions of its earlier BioGenesisSM study: “The results of a bench-scale
test of a representative chemical extraction process indicate that PCB concentrations in the
treated sediment and soil would not be sufficiently low to allow reuse on-site; therefore, the
treated sediment and soil resulting from TD 4 would have to be transported to a landfill for
disposal …
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“For TD 5, it is assumed that the thermal desorption process would reduce the
concentrations of PCBs in the treated solid materials to levels (around 1 to 2 mg/kg) that
could allow reuse in the floodplain11 and that it would not increase the leachability of
metals from those materials so as to preclude such use. However, due to uncertainties
regarding the ultimate effectiveness of the treatment process (as well as issues relating to
the reuse of the treated soil), TD 5 has also been evaluated based on the additional alternate
assumption that all the treated material would be transported to an off-site landfill for
disposal.”32 (Emphasis added.)
Again, a familiar critique: “TD 5 (thermal desorption) would provide human health protection by
reducing the PCB concentrations in the sediment and soil, followed by on-site reuse and/or offsite disposal of those treated materials and off-site disposal/destruction of the liquids containing
the condensed PCBs. On-site reuse of a portion of the treated soil would be protective of human
health because the treated solids would be sufficiently characterized to ensure that residual PCB
concentrations would not cause adverse human health effects. However, if a portion of the
treated soil is reused as backfill in the floodplain, that reuse would potentially result in
long-term adverse environmental impacts in the forested floodplain and other wetland
areas due to the differences in soil characteristics between those materials and the existing
natural soil in those wetland areas unless the treated soil is properly amended. In addition,
regardless of whether treated soil is reused in the floodplain, TD 5 would produce the
greatest amount of GHG emissions of any of the alternatives.”33 (Emphasis added.)
So, too, the discussion of the Adequacy and Reliability of Alternatives: “Thermal desorption (TD
5) has been used at several sites to treat PCB-contaminated soil; however, there is only limited
precedent for use of this technology on sediment due in part to the time and cost of
removing moisture from the sediment prior to treatment. At the sites identified where
thermal desorption has been used, the volumes of materials that were treated were
substantially smaller and the duration of the treatment operations was substantially
shorter than the volumes and duration that could be required at the Rest of River.
Furthermore, when on-site reuse of treated materials has occurred, the materials have typically
been placed in a small area and covered with clean backfill. For these reasons, the adequacy
and reliability of this process for a long-term treatment operation with a large volume of
materials such as sediment/soil from the Rest of River is uncertain.” 34 (Emphasis added.)
When it comes to the evaluating Green House Gas Emissions generated by various remediation
alternatives, rather than perform their own analysis, EPA and the Army Corps relied entirely on
GE’s calculations. Compare the charts:
____________________________________________________________
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Calculated GHG
Table 9-3
Treatment/Disposition Alternatives

Emissions

Anticipated

to

Result

Ahemative

Total GHG Emissions
(tonnes)

No. Vehicles w/
Equivalent Em issions

TD 1

19,000 - 290,000

3,600 - 55,400

TD2

See note 1

See note 1

TD 3 (see note 2)

5,500 - 61,000

1,100 - 11 ,700

TD4

27,000 - 370,000

5,200 - 70,700

TD 5 (w/ reuse)

66,000 - 1,000,000

12,600 - 191,200

TD 5 (w/o reuse)

66,000 - 1,100,000

12,600 - 210,300

from

Notes:
1.

Emissions estimated for TD 2 range from 2,700 to 8,800 tonnes and do not include the emissions
that would be necessary for off-site transport and disposal of matelials that are not placed in the
CDF(s). As such, these estimates are not comparable to the emissions listed for the other
alternatives.

2.

As discussed in Section 9.3.7, the lower bound of this range for TD 3 is based on disposal of the
minimum potential removal volume at the Woods Pond Site (which would have the lowest GHG
emissions of the identified sites) and the upper bound is based on disposal of the maximum
potential removal volume at the Rising Pond Site. which is the only one of the identified local
disposal sites that could accommodate that maximum volume.

GE Revised Corrective Measures Study Report Housatonic River – Rest of River October
2010 - Page 143

Table 23 Calculated GHG Emissions Anticipated to Result from
Treatment/Disposition Alternatives
Total GHG Emissions
(tonnes)

No. Vehicles with
Equivalent Emissions

ID 1

19,000 - 290,000

3,600 - 55,400

ID2

See Note 1

See Note 1

5,500 - 61 ,000

1,100 - 11,700

27,000 - 370,000

5,200 - 70,700

ID 5 (with reuse)

66,000 - 1,000,000

12,600 - 191 ,200

ID 5 (without reuse)

66,000 - 1,100,000

12,600 - 210,300

Alternative

ID 3 (see Note 2)
ID4

Notes:
I. Emissions estimated for TD 2 range from 2,700 to 8,800 tom1es and do not include the emissions that would be necessaty

for off-site tra.nsp01t and disposal of materials that at·e not placed in the CDF(s).
comparable to the emissions listed for the other altematives.

As such, these estimates at·e not

2. The lower bound of this range for TD 3 is based on disposal of the minimum potential removal volume at the Woods Pond
site (which would have the lowest GHG emissions of the identified sites) at1d the upper bound is based on disposal of the
maximum potential removal voltune at the Rising Pond site, which is the only one of the identified local disposal sites that
could accommodate that maxi.tmun vohune. Note also that the Woods Pond site is located withi.t1 the State-designated Area
of aitical Envi.t-omnental Concem.

EPA, Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, 2014, Page 69
EPA declares: “Thermal desorption, although generally accepted as a reliable technology
for removing contaminants from soil, has similarly not been demonstrated on Housatonic
River materials and, in addition, would involve prior dewatering of contaminated
sediment. Although sediment dewatering is a generally proven and accepted technology, its
effectiveness in conjunction with thermal desorption has not been demonstrated on
sediment from Rest of River. Accordingly, thermal desorption cannot be considered a
reliable technology for the proposed application at this time.”35 (Emphasis added.)
Additionally, “TD 4 and TD 5 would be implementable provided that vendors are available to
operate the treatment process. The former DeVos property could be used as a potential area to
locate a treatment facility. However, there are several uncertainties regarding full-scale
application of both chemical and thermal processes to sediment (e.g., moisture content),
particularly with some of the volumes associated with the sediment alternatives.” 36
(Emphasis added.)
EPA concludes: “The availability of additional and/or innovative treatment/disposition
technologies during the life of the project is possible, but at this time, none has been
demonstrated. In general, any technologies that become available during the
implementation of the remediation would be evaluated in a manner similar to that
discussed above for Alternatives TD 4 and TD 5 … and may be tested during the
implementation of the preferred remedy. 37 (Emphasis added).
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In the 2014 Statement of Basis for the Proposed Remedial Action for the Housatonic River “Rest
of River”, EPA states: “Adaptive management is a process that allows a project management
team to adapt and optimize project activities as they are implemented to account for new
information, changing conditions, and additional opportunities such as innovative
technologies … EPA envisions that the corrective measures identified in the Proposed Remedial
Action will be implemented in a phased manner using such an adaptive management approach.
This approach will be administered during design and construction activities (including
restoration), to adapt and optimize project activities to account for ‘lessons learned,’ new
information and data, changing conditions, pilot studies, and additional opportunities that may
present themselves over the duration of the project.”38
This seems the appropriate time to remind EPA of the promise made by Region One
Administrator Mindy Lubber as part of the negotiations between EPA and the Housatonic River
Initiative that led to HRI withdrawing its legal challenge to the 2000 Consent Decree. In a press
conference I videotaped for my film, Good Things To Life: GE, PCBs, and Our Town, Mindy
Lubber declared: “The end result of these discussions was an agreement which only helps to
enhance the public’s confidence in the clean ups under the consent decree. The agreement
includes among other things, the EPA’s commitment to identify and potentially test new and
innovative treatment technologies.”
What is, of course, very frustrating is the simple reality that had GE performed a rigorous pilot
study that combined de-watering of Housatonic River sediments with thermal desorption
treatment, we would have moved beyond the speculation raised in 2010 and again in 2014 and
EPA and the public would, in fact, know whether and how reliable thermal desorption is.
In June 2014, EPA issued its Draft Modification to the Reissued RCRA Permit for Public
Comment with revised Performance Standards: “‘Performance Standards’ mean cleanup
standards, design standards, and other measures and requirements identified in this Modification
of the Reissued RCRA Permit or subsequently identified in the Rest of River Statement of Work
(‘Rest of River SOW’ or ‘SOW’) that must be met.” 39
EPA required GE to perform a series of pilot tests: “EPA will select an initial number of
additional Vernal Pools for pilot testing of an amendment such as activated carbon in lieu of
excavation. (c) EPA will select an initial number of additional Vernal Pools for pilot testing by a
third remediation method to be proposed by the Permittee for EPA approval and/or additional
pools to be monitored concurrently with remediated Vernal Pools as a ‘reference’ group for
comparison purposes.”40
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It’s clear that in 2007 on through 2014, GE and EPA and the US Army Corps of Engineers all
raised important questions about the effectiveness of thermal desorption to treat PCBcontaminated Housatonic River sediment. The 2014 revision of Performance Standards and the
SOW for Rest of River offered the perfect opportunity to request GE to perform a pilot study that
combined de-watering a representative sample of PCB-contaminated Housatonic River
sediments with thermal desorption treatment. We’d then be able to better resolve questions of
moisture content, how reliable a technology TD would prove to treat sediment, and whether the
treated material would need to be transported to an off-site landfill for disposal or productively
used for other purposes.
It is precisely the lack of this kind of recent, up-to-date evaluations that forces EPA to harken
back to more than decades-old analyses. For example, here is EPA’s response to 2016 public
comments calling for the use of new and innovative treatment technologies:
“III.F.3 New and Innovative Technologies
Several commenters encouraged the use of new and innovative technologies as part of the Rest
of River remediation. Some recommended pilot programs to test new technologies that could
then be incorporated into the cleanup … Where appropriate, innovative and/or less invasive
technologies have been incorporated into the Final Permit Modification. Specifically, the Final
Permit Modification requires the use of an amendment such as activated carbon and/or other
comparable amendment in lieu of excavation/dredging in Reach 5B sediment in certain
Backwaters, and as an initial remediation measure in Vernal Pools.
“ii. Evaluation of New and Innovative Treatment Technologies
Prior to proposing the Draft Permit Modification, EPA required GE to investigate technologies to
treat the PCB contaminated soil and sediment … GE also evaluated thermal desorption (TD5) in its Revised CMS. Revised CMS at Section 9.5. Due in part to its high cost, and the
likelihood that all of the treated material could not be reused in Rest of River, thermal
desorption was not selected for use. See the Comparative Analysis at 59-77 and the
Statement of Basis pages 35 to 39 for the full rationale for not selecting thermal
desorption.”41 (Emphasis added.)
The 2016 Final Permit Modification to the Reissued RCRA Permit and Selection of CERCLA
Remedial Action for Rest of River42 lays out a series of actions for applying activated carbon to
vernal pools and offers some guidance to how applying the principles of Adaptive Management
and creating a testing regime for Thermal Desorption and TD5 might work:
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(2) Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards, Permittee shall place an
amendment such as activated carbon and/or other comparable amendments, and/or
conduct excavation and backfill, and perform all other related activities. Permittee shall
perform the foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standards and the requirements in
Section II.B.3.b.(2)(a) through (g) below, and in accordance with plans submitted and
approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this Permit.
(a) The Permittee shall submit a plan to EPA and, upon approval, conduct one or more
site visits to identify potential Vernal Pools. EPA will make the determination as to what
constitutes a Vernal Pool. Areas determined not to be Vernal Pools shall be considered
Backwaters or Floodplain soil under II.B.2.d, or II.B.3.a, respectively, depending on
whether or not the area is typically inundated.
(b) The Permittee shall conduct additional sampling and characterization of Vernal Pools,
to generate baseline data on the concentrations of total PCBs and the presence and
abundance of animal species, including, but not limited to, threatened, endangered or
state-listed species. The Permittee shall also conduct additional field reconnaissance as
needed to evaluate the potential ecological effects of remediation of the Vernal Pools.
The Permittee shall conduct the above actions in accordance with a work plan approved
by EPA. 43
A mechanism for triggering a rigorous pilot project for Thermal Desorption can be found here:
“F. Adaptive Management
An adaptive management approach shall be implemented by the Permittee in the conduct
of any of the Corrective Measures, whether specifically referenced in the requirements
for those Corrective Measures or not, to adapt and optimize project activities to account
for “lessons learned,” new information, changing conditions, evaluations of the use of
innovative technologies, results from pilot studies, if any, and additional opportunities
that may present themselves over the duration of the project, including during periodic
reviews. The Permittee shall modify the implementation of the Corrective Measures, with
EPA approval, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the States,
through this process to minimize any adverse impacts of the response action, expedite the
response, improve the Corrective Measures, and/or to ensure compliance with, or
continued progress towards, achieving Performance Standards.” 44
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Here are some of the 2020 modifications that were made to the 2016 Reissued RCRA Permit for
Rest of River. The major change is EPA’s commitment to an Upland Disposal Facility that will
contain contaminated river sediment and bank soil: “River bed sediment shall be removed,
generally using engineering methods employed from within the river channel with dredging or
wet excavation techniques to be approved by EPA. Regardless of sediment removal technique,
the sediment shall, if feasible, be conveyed hydraulically to the Upland Disposal Facility location
for processing.”45
Here is a description of the planned landfill:
5. Upland Disposal Facility
a. Performance Standards
(1) The Permittee shall construct an Upland Disposal Facility to contain certain sediment,
floodplain soils and other
waste material (as defined in the Consent Decree) generated as part of the Rest of River
Remedial Action that meet the Acceptance Criteria in Attachment E to this Permit at the location
shown in Figure 6.
(2) The Upland Disposal Facility shall meet the following design Performance Standards:
(a) The Upland Disposal Facility shall have a maximum design capacity of 1.3 million
cubic yards.
(b) The landfill consolidation area shall have a maximum footprint of 20 acres and a
maximum elevation of 1,099 feet above mean sea level. If the seasonally high
groundwater elevation is determined to be higher than 950 feet above mean sea level, the
maximum elevation of the landfill consolidation area may be increased by the number of
feet that is the difference between the seasonally high groundwater elevation and 950 feet
abovemean sea level in order for the Upland Disposal Facility to have a maximum
capacity of 1.3 million cubic yards.
(c) The Upland Disposal Facility shall consist of a double bottom liner, separated by a
drainage layer, and shall incorporate primary and secondary leachate collection systems.
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(d) The bottom liner of the landfill will be installed a minimum of 15 feet above a
conservative estimate of the seasonally high groundwater elevation. The seasonally high
groundwater elevation will be projected using site-specific groundwater elevation data
collected in the location of the Upland Disposal Facility, modified by an appropriate
technical method that takes into account historic groundwater level fluctuations at
similarly-sited off-site long-term monitoring wells in Massachusetts. The estimation of a
seasonally high groundwater elevation will be performed pursuant to a methodology
reviewed and approved by EPA. The estimate of seasonally high groundwater elevation
shall then be used to support the design of the landfill relative to achieving the required
minimum separation distance from the bottom of the liner system to the seasonally high
groundwater elevation.
(e) The landfill will be capped with a low-permeability cap to include liner(s) drainage
layer(s) and vegetation.
(f) Liners (bottom liners and cap liners) shall have a permeability equal or less than 1 x
10-7 cm/sec, a minimum thickness of 30 mils and be chemically compatible with PCBs.
(g) Landfill design will include a stormwater management system to control surface
runoff, to minimize the potential for surface erosion or stormwater contribution to
leachate generation.
(h) A groundwater monitoring network shall be designed and installed around the Upland
Disposal Facility to monitor for PCBs and other constituents identified in the
groundwater monitoring plan as approved or modified by EPA. Groundwater monitoring
shall include a sufficient number of monitoring wells to allow detection of groundwater
impacts.46
This extremely large confined disposal facility, requiring vigilant maintenance for an
extraordinarily long time, may very well prove unnecessary should a rigorous test of a Thermal
Desorption treatment protocol prove successful.
A review of the major studies produced over the last decade reveal that beside adding activated
carbon, only one treatment alternative, BioGenesisSM underwent a thorough pilot study. In its
brief before EAB, HRI made a case for implementing Thermal Desorption:
Given the very limited range of treatment options presented in the CMS, HRI
would prefer Thermal Desorption, TD5: "The estimated cost for this alternative
ranges from $103 million to $1.53 billion, depending on which Combination
Alternative it is paired with and how much material is reused; with EPA’s
preferred Combination Alternative, this alternative is estimated to cost between
$515 and $540 million." (GE-Housatonic River, Statement of Basis, Page 25).
__________________________________________________________________
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HRI believes that given the lack of other alternatives, the most rigorous
consideration of, and commitment to some of the General Standards for
Corrective Measures would support the conclusion that TD5 is the most
appropriate treatment/disposal option offered us for the Rest of River remedy.
Similarly, an objective consideration of the criteria governing: “The Reduction of
Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Wastes” would support the choice of TD5:
a. If applicable, treatment process used and materials treated;
b. If applicable, amount of hazardous materials destroyed or treated;
c. If applicable, degree of expected reductions in toxicity, mobility, or volume;
d. If applicable, degree to which treatment is irreversible; and
e. If applicable, type and quantity of residuals remaining after treatment.” (GE
Housatonic River, Statement of Basis, Page 27).
Other EPA regions have successfully employed thermal desorption. An extensive
though not comprehensive list of sites that have implemented or planned to
implement thermal desorption in the years up to 1997 can be found on pages 7-8
in EPA's Office of Emergency and Remedial Response's January 1997
publication: "Engineering Forum Issue Paper: Thermal Desorption
Implementation Issues." https://clu-in.org/download/remed/tdissue.pdf
John Blanchard, PE and Robert Stamnes, PE note: "Thermal desorption has been
selected as the remedy for VOCs or SVOCs in soils at the sites or operable units
listed below. Some sites are currently operating, and some are in the design
phase.” They offer a list of more than 50 sites. “Innovative Treatment
Technologies: Annual Status Report (Eighth Edition),” September 1996 (EPA
542-R-96-010)
(http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/10002Y79.PDF?Dockey=10002Y79.PDF):
As EPA notes, "Thermal desorption has been safely used at many Superfund
sites …Thermal desorption is typically used to clean up soil that is contaminated
with VOCs and SVOCs at depths shallow enough to reach through excavation.
Thermal desorption may be faster and provide better cleanup than other methods,
particularly at sites that have high concentrations of contaminants. A faster
cleanup may be important if a contaminated site poses a threat to the community
or needs to be cleaned up quickly so (Similarly, an objective consideration of the
criteria governing: "The Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Wastes”
would support the choice of TD5:
“a. If applicable, treatment process used and materials treated;
b. If applicable, amount of hazardous materials destroyed or
treated;
c. If applicable, degree of expected reductions in toxicity,
mobility, or volume;
d. If applicable, degree to which treatment is irreversible; and
e. If applicable, type and quantity of residuals remaining after treatment." (GE
Housatonic River, Statement of Basis, Page 27).

Other EPA regions have successfully employed thermal desorption. An extensive
though not comprehensive list of sites that have implemented or planned to
implement thermal desorption in the years up to 1997 can be found on pages 7-8
in EPA's Office of Emergency and Remedial Response's January 1997
publication: "Engineering Forum Issue Paper: Thermal Desorption
Implementation Issues." https://clu-in.org/download/remed/tdissue.pdf
John Blanchard, PE and Robert Stamnes, PE note: "Thermal desorption has been
selected as the remedy for VOCs or SVOCs in soils at the sites or operable units
listed below. Some sites are currently operating, and some are in the design
phase.” They offer a list of more than 50 sites. “Innovative Treatment
Technologies: Annual Status Report (Eighth Edition),” September 1996 (EPA
542-R-96-010)
(http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/10002Y79.PDF?Dockey=10002Y79.PDF):
As EPA notes, “Thermal desorption has been safely used at many Superfund
sites …Thermal desorption is typically used to clean up soil that is contaminated
with VOCs and SVOCs at depths shallow enough to reach through excavation.
Thermal desorption may be faster and provide better cleanup than other methods,
particularly at sites that have high concentrations of contaminants. A faster
cleanup may be important if a contaminated site poses a threat to the community
or needs to be cleaned up quickly so that it can be reused. Thermal desorption is
being used or has been selected for use at over 70 Superfund sites across the
country.)” A Citizens Guide to Thermal Desorption, EPA Office of Solid Waste
and Environmental Protection, EPA 542-F-12-020, September 2012, Page 2,
Emphasis added).
(https://cluin.org/download/Citizens/a_citizens_guide_to_thermal_desorption.pdf)
TD5 meets the Implementability standard:
"a. Ability to construct and operate the technology, taking into account any
relevant site characteristics;
b. Reliability of the technology;
c. Regulatory and zoning restrictions;
d. Ease of undertaking additional corrective measures if necessary;
e. Ability to monitor effectiveness of remedy;
f. Coordination with other agencies;
g. Availability of suitable on-site or off-site treatment, storage and disposal
facilities and specialists; and,
h. Availability of prospective technologies." (GE-Housatonic River, Statement of
Basis, Pages 27-28).
Here in Region 1, EPA has already demonstrated that thermal desorption can be
effectively implemented at the GE PCB Rose Disposal site (National Priorities
List site), in Lanesborough, Massachusetts.

Most recently, the United States (USAID) and the Government of Vietnam have
undertaken the large-scale joint remediation of the dioxin-contaminated Danang
Airport. According to USAID, “It is expected that over 95 percent of the dioxin
will be destroyed through the thermal desorption heating process. Any dioxin that
vaporizes will be vacuumed out and captured in a secondary treatment system for
liquids and vapors extracted from the pile. The secondary treatment system will
ensure that no dioxin or other contaminants are released into the environment.”
You can view an animation of the In-Pile Thermal Desorption process currently
being implemented at Danang here:
https://www.usaid.gov/vietnam/environmental-remediation-process
And you can read more about how and why they chose to utilize Thermal
Desorption here:
https://www.usaid.gov/vietnam/environmental-remediation-dioxincontaminationdanang-airport-project-frequently-asked-questions
In its Comparative Analysis of Treatment/Disposition Alternatives, EPA
acknowledges that "TD 1, 3 and 5 would provide high levels of protection to
human health and the environment because all excavated contaminated
material would either be removed from the site (TD 1), contained in an
upland disposal facility (TD 3), or treated to levels safe for off-site disposal or
potential reuse (TD5)." (GE-Housatonic River, Statement of Basis, Page 35,
Emphasis added).
HRI would argue that the added long-term benefit of destroying PCBcontamination rather than changing its location outweighs the other alternatives.
As for Control of Sources of Releases, EPA notes: "Under TD 4 and TD 5, the
potential for the PCB-contaminated sediment and soil to be released within
the river or onto the floodplain during treatment operations would be
minimal as long as these facilities are properly operated and maintained."
(GE-Housatonic River, Statement of Basis, Page 36. Emphasis added).
But as EPA notes in its "Technology Alternatives for the Remediation of PCB
Contaminated Soils and Sediments": Landfill disposal of PCB contaminated
soil and sediment does not provide waste reduction or destruction, only
containment. Persistent substances like PCB wastes will remain in landfills for
long periods of time with little degradation. " (Page 11, Emphasis added)
(http://nepis.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/P100GJNO.pdf).
HRI would argue that while placement of contaminated materials either at on-site
or offsite landfills would simply transfer the risk of release from one location in
Berkshire County to another, or from Berkshire County to another community in
the United States, TD5 or bioremediation would overwhelmingly reduce these
risks by significantly and permanently reducing the volume of contaminated
material.

EPA writes in its discussion of Short-Term Effectiveness: "TD 2 through TD 5
could cause permanent loss of habitat and loss or displacement of wildlife in the
area depending upon where the disposal or treatment facility is located. TD 1
would have fewer impacts on the environment than the other alternatives." (GEHousatonic River, Statement of Basis, Pages 37-38).
HRI suggests that if TD5 is adopted, EPA could surely create an appropriate
restoration plan to undo these short-term effects once treatment has been
completed. GE has already purchased or has lease agreements for parcels along
the Rest of River for its proposed landfills in Lenox, Lee, and Housatonic,
Massachusetts. Surely the temporary use of these spaces - followed by restoration
- would be better for the habitat that a permanent PCB landfill.
As for Implementability, EPA notes: "TD 4 and 5 would require access to large
areas for the construction and operation of a treatment facility. Locating such a
facility would require coordination with state and local agencies. Other access and
zoning issues may also be present. Since state and local officials have expressed a
strong preference for offsite disposal, these alternatives may encounter significant
opposition, thus rendering these alternatives difficult to implement." (GEHousatonic River, Statement of Basis, Page 38).
HRI has been educating local public officials and the public at large about the
issues involved with treatment and alternative remedial technologies vs.
landfilling for several decades. We believe that EPA overstates the potential of
opposition to TD5 especially when the alternative is landfilling without treatment.
While state, even federal officials have failed to educate the public about
CERCLA's preference for both established treatment technologies like Thermal
Desorption and alternative technologies like Bioremediation, HRI believes that
because of our advocacy there is significant public support for a more permanent
solution to our PCB problem.
As for location, a Thermal Desorption unit could be placed on the property GE
has already leased or purchased for its intended Upland Disposal Facilities. Please
see Attachment A Petition of Concerned Citizens supporting the treatment of
PCBs rather than landfilling them. 47
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Region One countered these concerns and asked that the EAB dismiss our objections for several
reasons:
In selecting the remedy set forth in the Permit, EPA relied upon its scientific,
technical and policy expertise, following a decade and a half of analysis,
modeling, risk assessments, independent external peer review, and internal EPA
reviews. To arrive at the appropriate level and method of cleanup for Rest of
River, including different components of the remedy, EPA first evaluated a large
and complex Administrative Record (“Record” or “AR”) comprised primarily of
scientific and technical material. EPA then exercised its scientific and policy
discretion to select among the range of possible outcomes. This lengthy scientific
analysis was informed by an extraordinary degree of public participation.
First, although HRI’s Petition turns on interpretations of record materials that are
largely technical, HRI in significant measure simply expresses differences of
opinion on inherently technical matters within EPA’s expertise. While HRI may
agree with alternative technical theories on various issues, simply articulating
these preferences does not demonstrate error. Rather, determinations made on the
record by EPA’s experts, even in the face of other plausible options, deserve
deference from the Board.
HRI never justifies why EPA’s exercise of discretion in selecting a cleanup based
on the CD-Permit criteria was flawed. While HRI may have opted for a different
approach, this difference of opinion does not constitute reviewable error or abuse
of discretion.
Second, HRI has not responded to EPA’s Response to Comments regarding
several arguments, and has not explained why EPA’s response was clearly
erroneous or otherwise warrants review. 40 C.F.R. §124.19(a)(4). Without
substantively confronting EPA’s considered responses to comments, a petitioner
cannot hope to garner review, particularly where, as here, the matters in dispute
are inherently technical in nature and accordingly warrant deference by the Board
to determinations made on the record by EPA’s experts.
Third, HRI in some cases simply did not raise some of its arguments in its comments on
the Draft Permit Modification (“Draft Permit”). AR558619, counter to 40 C.F.R. 124.13,
124.19(a)(4)(ii). 48
_____________________________________________________________________
48

REGION 1’S RESPONSE TO PETITION OF HOUSATONIC RIVER INITIATIVE, INC.
FOR REVIEW OF FINAL MODIFICATION OF RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION PERMIT
ISSUED BY REGION 1, Pages 2, 3.
https://yosemite.epa.gov/oa/eab_web_docket.nsf/Filings By Appeal
Number/B264B6D634F49B3B852580C8004AD44B/$File/HRI Response Brief_RCRA 1602.pdf

That HRI did not specifically raise the issue of Thermal Desorption in its formal comments to the
Draft Permit Modification is accurate. But that oversight does not discount the several decadeslong commitment to educating the public and advocating to GE, EPA, and the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts about the need to utilize an alternative technology that would substantially destroy
the PCB contamination.
But what is now clear is that we are talking about far more than a “difference of opinion” but
whether or not EPA performed its due diligence when it comes to selecting a cleanup remedy.
And while it may well be true that “determinations made on the record by EPA’s experts, even in
the face of other plausible options, deserve deference from the Board,” it may also be true that
these same EPA experts haven’t fairly examined the new advances demonstrated by the
successful cleanup of the Danang dioxin site utilizing thermal desorption.
In an August 10, 2020 email, in response to my request for documents and a question about
Danang, Dave Deegan, of the Office of Public Affairs wrote:
2. Did EPA conduct any rigorous evaluation of the USAID/Government of Vietnam dioxin
cleanup utilizing thermal desorption at Danang prior to remedy selection?
In its detailed analysis of thermal desorption and other alternatives, EPA did not
specifically evaluate the USAID/Government of Vietnam dioxin cleanup
utilizing thermal desorption at Danang prior to the 2016 remedy
selection. (Emphasis added).
Prior to issuing its Draft Revised 2020 Permit, EPA did review information relative to the
Danang project including the following two documents, which are in the Administrative
Record:
https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail_Presto.aspx?vID=47&ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM
2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2Uy&rID=NTE0MTM4
https://www.usaid.gov/vietnam/environmental-remediation-dioxin-contaminationdanang-airport-project-frequently-asked-questions
In its response to HRI’s comments to the EAB, EPA also wrote:
EPA conducted a multi-layered analysis of the remediation and disposal
alternatives against the CD-Permit criteria. For remediation of PCB contamination
in sediment and floodplain, EPA reviewed nine separate remediation alternatives
(denoted as “SED/FP” alternatives). Att. 10, Table 1, Combination Alternatives
Matrix, CA at 10. Similarly, in evaluating alternatives for treatment/disposition of
the excavated PCB-contaminated material, EPA evaluated five alternatives
(denoted as “T/D” alternatives). Att. 10, CA at 59-78. Based on that
comprehensive review, EPA proposed a remedy referenced in EPA’s Comparative
Analysis as “SED 9/FP 4 MOD” and “TD 1/TD1 RR” that was in its judgment best
suited to meet the CD-Permit’s General Standards in consideration of the CDPermit’s Selection Decision Factors, including a balancing of those factors against
one another. Att. 10, CA at 59, 77.

The distinction between the threshold General Standards and the balancing
Selection Decision Factors is an important consideration. The CD-Permit describes
the process as determining which corrective measure or combination of corrective
measures “is best suited to meet the general standards … in consideration of the
decision factors..., including a balancing of those factors against one another.” Att.
6, CD-Permit II.G.3 (emphasis added). Accordingly, EPA’s evaluation of the three
threshold criteria – Protectiveness, Control of Sources of Releases, and
Compliance with ARARs – requires that those standards be met.49
Let’s review the success and potential relevance of the Danang remediation to the critically
important act of “balancing Selection Decision Factors.” It’s important to note that USAID and
Vietnam hired CDM Smith to conduct a thorough environmental assessment “that analyzed
conditions at Danang Airport and evaluated a number of possible dioxin remediation
technologies.”50
Terratherm describes a process that could easily be replicated by GE and EPA: “One of the
technologies considered for treating TCDD-contaminated soils and sediments at the Airport was
In-Pile Thermal Desorption (IPTD). Although results from studies at other sites indicated
that IPTD was capable of achieving target cleanup goals at the Airport, a laboratory
treatability study was performed to confirm treatment with site-specific soil and sediment,
and to estimate the required time for TCDD destruction in the treatment pile at the
minimum design temperature of 335oC. The treatability study was performed by
KEMRON Environmental Services (Atlanta, Georgia, USA). Soil and sediment samples
were collected in August 2010 from areas expected to have some of the highest TCDD
concentrations at the Airport. (Emphasis added).
“Upon receipt, the soil and sediment were maintained at 4oC, and were homogenized prior to
analysis of baseline contaminant concentrations and treatment. Triplicate aliquots of the soil and
the sediment were analyzed for total dioxins/furans using a modified version of EPA Method
8290. The two test materials, sediment and soil, were subjected to thermal desorption treatment
performed at a temperature of 335oC, plus or minus 5oC, for a treatment duration of 7 days for
sediment, and 21 days for soil at the target temperature.
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“Treatment simulations were performed using stainless steel box reactors measuring
approximately 30 cm in length, 15 cm in width, and 7.5 cm in depth. The untreated materials
were placed loose inside the box reactor and then covered with a stainless steel lid and carbon
gasket material. The lid was fitted with Swagelok ports to allow the introduction of breathing
quality air into the reactor chamber, and the insertion of a thermocouple probe for monitoring
and recording the soil temperatures during treatment. An additional port allowed the removal of
off-gas from the reactor during testing. Finally, a condensate collection system was utilized to
remove and condense vaporized water and any organics in the off-gas during treatment. The
reactors were heated to temperature using a Fisher Isotemp Muffle Furnace. Once inside the
furnace, the appropriate air inlet and off-gas lines as well as the temperature thermocouples were
connected.”51
By 2010, USAID and Vietnam determined that Thermal Desorption treatment was “the most
effective and scientifically proven method for destroying dioxin and to have the lowest potential
impact on human health and the environment given the specific conditions of the site. The
technology is an innovative dioxin destruction technology that uses conductive heating
and vacuum extraction to remediate soil and sediment contaminated with dioxins. The
excavated soil and sediment is placed into a completely enclosed above-ground pile structure.
Heating rods operating at temperatures of approximately 750 to 800 degrees Celsius (°C) (1400
to 1500 degrees Fahrenheit [°F]) raise the temperature of the entire pile to at least 335°C
(635°F). At that temperature, the molecular bonds holding the dioxin compound together break,
causing the dioxin compound to decompose into other, harmless substances, primarily CO2,
H2O and Cl2.”52
By 2013:
• All major contractors were signed onto the project
• Comprehensive health and safety training consistent with international standards was
conducted and continues to be conducted for on-site workers
• Containment/treatment structure was built
• Majority of contaminated soil and sediment designated for Phase 1 treatment was
excavated
• The structure was completely filled with approximately 45,000 cubic meters of
contaminated soil and sediment Installation of the remediation technology and
liquid/vapor treatment plant began53
Several illustrations of the construction of the structure and how the process works reveals how
very different this version of Thermal Desorption is from the Thermal Desorption Unit used in
the remediation of the Buffalo River in 1993:
_________________________________________________________
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The thermal treatment structure at Danang Airport is 70 meters wide and
approximately 100 meters long.
CDMSmith

USAID produced as animated video illustrating the construction of the Danang facility:
In-Pile Thermal Desorption (IPTD) Animation
As for protecting the health and safety of the public:
“Contaminated Soil and Sediment
International best practices will be followed to ensure that contaminated soil and sediment do not
leave the project site. Examples include:
• Installing silt fences and barriers to capture soil/sediment in storm water runoff;
• Minimizing construction activities during the rainy season;
• Protecting the project site during heavy rains; and
• Decontaminating all vehicles, equipment, and personnel before moving from
contaminated to clean areas.
“Contaminated Dust
International best practices and engineering controls will be applied to ensure that contaminated
dust does not leave the project site. Examples include:
• Monitoring wind speed and ensuring that activities are not conducted during high winds;
• Spraying down areas with water to suppress dust; and
• Covering soils in trucks during transportation.

“Dust monitoring and air sampling will be conducted at the limits of the excavation area
to ensure that contaminated dust is not leaving the project site.
Contaminated Wastewater
All water generated during remediation activities will be collected, sampled, and, if necessary,
treated before leaving the project site.”54
According to USAID’s final evaluation:
“The Project was successful in achieving its higher-level purpose of treating dioxin and
improving relationships between the Governments of the United States and Vietnam. The project
excavated 162,567 m3, treated 94,593 m3, and contained 67,974 m3 of contaminated soil in
landfills …
“Results indicate that the project was cost effective—treating large amounts of dioxin and
contaminated materials at a low per unit cost and in a short time. Specifically, the treatment cost
669 USD per ton of soil, which compares to costs ranging from 337 - 5,2054 USD for similar
onsite measures. Within Phase II of IPTD, the heating time was reduced from 10 months to 6
months which is a shorter time than in other dioxin treatment projects.”55
1.5 FINDINGS, LESSONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

Evaluation Question I: To what degree did the project achieve its purpose of
characterizing, removing and containing dioxin contaminated soil and sediment
from hotspots at Danang airport?
Findings

The project was a resounding success in treating dioxin contaminated soil and sediments,
with resulting post-treatment dioxin levels well below the required limits. However, gaps
in planning and testing hindered project performance relating to soil characterization,
which in turn led to delays and higher project costs.

Conclusions

From the point of view of the higher-level goal of treating dioxin contaminated areas, the
project was a success.

Recommendations

Employ a combination of soil sampling techniques to improve characterization, and
strengthen planning.
Explicitly state all assumptions.
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Evaluation Question 2: How cost effective was using thermal destruction of dioxin
(IPTD) at the Danang Airport compared to similar and/or alternative solutions
used in comparable remediation projects elsewhere in the world?
Findings

The Project cost 669 USD per ton to treat the material compared to similar methods
which ranged from 337 - 5,205 USD per ton.
The Danang project treated roughly 7.8 times more material than did the lowest cost
project.

Conclusions

The project was cost effective, being the third least expensive project examined out of
IO technologies
The agreed selection criteria for reference projects included:
Definitive (not temporary) solution; Full scale method, able to remediate > 90,000 m3 of
highly contaminated soil; Verified method, able to reach the target values; On-site
remediation; and compliance with Vietnamese regulations.

Recommendations

Cost per unit treated is not the only factor that should be considered when making the
decision on technology choice. Other factors must be considered such as duration of
treatment, site conditions and local standards and norms.

It is necessary to improve reporting consistency, including a breakdown of the costs as
well as summaries of incurred costs until the date of reporting. The system of monitoring
and of calculating mass balance must be included in the design of the project.
57

Conclusion
There is continuing public discontent with EPA’s decision to place massive amounts of
contaminated soil and sediment (below 50ppm) in the planned Consolidated Disposal Facility on
the former Lane Construction site.
Since 1993, there have been significant improvements in the ability of Thermal Desorption to
effectively treat contaminated soils and sediments.
Some of the factors that both GE and EPA thought disqualified Thermal Desorption from serious
consideration for use at the Housatonic River Rest of River cleanup may no longer prove true.
GE and EPA have already determined how to move dredged contaminated soils and sediments
up to the area of the planned Consolidated Disposal Facility.
It is very possible on that very same land to create a facility to de-water river sediments and then
move them to be treated in a Thermal Desorption facility resembling that utilized by USAID in
Danang.
I urge the EPA to trigger Adaptive Management provisions and begin a thorough pilot test to see
whether we can successful remediate PCB-contaminated Housatonic River sediments utilizing
Thermal Desorption.
____________________________________________________________
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Sincerely,
Mickey Friedman
4 Castle Street – Apartment 10
Great Barrington, MA 01230
bluehillfilms@gmail.com

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Merrilyn Gagne <merrilyngagne@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 19, 2020 10:13 AM
Conway, Timothy
Rest of River Clean up

Good Morning~
Mr. Conway, I'm requesting that you extend the comment period past the September 18, 2020, deadline.
COVID‐19 is making it difficult for us to get information out to people so they have a better understanding of what's
going on.
Even if you grant us another 30 days, it would be very helpful.
This is something that affects so many people's lives, we're just asking for the opportunity to get them informed.
I thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,
Merrilyn A. Gagne'
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GE‐Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01)
Boston, MA 02109‐3912
September 17, 2020
Attention EPA Administrator:
I am writing as a concerned resident of Lee who is vehemently opposed to the location
of a toxic waste disposal facility in the Lane gravel pit in Lee.
I was raised in Lee and resided for 20+ years less than 1 mile from the proposed dump
site. I continue to own that property. I am concerned for the health and safety of fellow
neighbors in Lee and Lenox Dale as well as the future of the Housatonic River.
My opposition is based on two concerns:
First, I am apprehensive that large quantities of PCB laden fill dredged from the
Housatonic River that exceed the proposed PPM limits will be deposited in the Lee
dump site. It will certainly be less expensive to just deposit the waste locally rather than
ship it out of the area.
Second, and related to my first concern, I am very fearful that the liner of any dump site
will fail over time. The proposed site is uphill and within 1 mile of the Housatonic. A
liner failure will result in the reintroduction of the toxic waste into the groundwater and
ultimately back into the river. There is ample evidence that this has already occurred in
the Pittsfield dump site.
It is obvious that the proposed Rest of River Cleanup Plan is a cost cutting measure that
absolves GE of their decades of environmental abuse of the river – a public resource.
For this, GE should pay the price and dispose of the toxic waste properly ‐not locally.
The EPA should protect the citizens of this area and not allow GE to continue to use
Berkshire County communities as their dumping ground.
Sincerely,
Daniel Gaherty
16 McCormick Place
Milton, Vt 05468

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Meghan Garofoli <meghangarofoli@yahoo.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 1:58 PM
R1Housatonic
Opposed GE Toxic Dump

Good afternoon,
I am writing this email today in OPPOSITION of GE wanting to build a dump in Lenoxdale/Lee. The area in which we live
and where my children go to school are directly affected. Especially given GE's history and the amount of damage and
poison they have already inflicted on this county, I absolutely do not trust this to be okay or safe. I, as well as, all
members of these communities, are in OPPOSITION of this plan. Please consider pur feelings and opinions on this
matter. Thank you.
Meghan Garofoli
Lee Resident
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

1

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Garzone <garz12345@aol.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 8:23 PM
R1Housatonic
No more PCBs in our waterwys, or anywhere else in the Berkshires!

GE has had plenty of time to figure out a better way to dispose of these toxic chemicals that they were not held
responsible for years ago! No more dirty, cheap solutions!
Margaret P. Garzone
Pittsfield, MA

1

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

HENRY GLUCK <henryagluck@mac.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 3:19 PM
R1Housatonic
Purnell, ZaNetta
GE-Housatonic Rest of River Remediation - Public Comment

Please be advised that as a resident of Lee, MA, I oppose the dumping of pollutants in Lee or in any location that can
foreseeably be harmful to the health of its residents. In addition, the siting of toxic dumps near residential
neighborhoods has an adverse affect on real estate values and this reality has not been addressed. The remediation of
one area should not translate to the pollution of another.
Sincerely yours,
Henry A. Gluck
575 Leisure Lee Rd.
Lee, Ma. 01238
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul <paul1023@gmail.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 1:28 PM
R1Housatonic
feedback

Please clean up our Housatonic River, just like you lived here.
That means no dumps here in the Berkshires also !!!
paul gniadek 60 crane av pittsfield, ma.
call me 4132126031
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andy Gordon <andy@banjovi.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 7:38 PM
R1Housatonic
Lee landfill

To whom it may concern....Please add my name to the list of citizens of Berkshire County who strongly oppose the Lee
Landfill...this proposal was never put to a vote by those who will be most impacted by it, and it cannot guarantee that
the pollution will not recontaminate the river and the groundwater. Instead of exploring new technologies that could
neutralize the pollution, the EPA is agreeing to let GE save money at the expense of public health. This is a perversion of
the mission of the EPA. Please forbid any consideration of a landfill. Do the right thing, treat the pollution to render it
harmless, of haul it away to a federally licensed landfill. The Lee landfill proposal is an insult to the health and well being
of the Berkshires, and it must not happen.
Thanks for your time and attention...Andy Gordon,
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kathleen Gordon <kgpittsfield@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 10:26 AM
R1Housatonic
PCBs

Berkshire County residents do not want another PCB dump, like the atrocious PCB hill in
Pittsfield MA. PLease do the right thing and prevent this from happening.
Kathleen Gordon
resident of Pittsfield,MA.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andrew Graham <the.andrew.graham@gmail.com>
Friday, July 24, 2020 4:10 PM
R1Housatonic
Keep GE's waste out of the Housatonic

To Whom It May Concern,
I am writing to express my severe opposition toward the proposed Rest of River "clean up" project proposed for the
Housatonic River. GE's corporate malfeasance and lack of concern for public safety are outrageous and deeply
disrespectful toward our community and our elected officials.
There is no good reason to force a toxic waste dump upon the people of Western Massachusetts. As the motivation of
this project seems to be saving GE money, if allowed to happen, it is inevitable that they will cut corners and cause
irreparable harm to the economy and public health of Western Massachusetts. It will spread PCB's downriver all the
way to the Long Island Sound causing needless death and damage to the people of Massachusetts, Connecticut and New
York.
The communities along the Housatonic River and Superfund Site have been victims of large scale corporate pollution
from GE for almost a hundred years. Please do not make our suffering extend indefinitely We deserve a clean river, we
deserve to properly be rid of the scourge of PCBs. PCB's need to be destroyed, not buried in a pit outside town.
I respectfully demand that the current Rest of River plan be scrapped and a new plan which includes an emphasis on
public safety be considered.

Andrew Graham

‐‐
H: 413 645 3049
C: 617 435 4583

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andrew Graham <revplo@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2020 10:10 AM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River GE dump

Hello,
I'm writing to state my strong opposition to this plan. It's beyond inappropriate to set up such a toxic dump site that's both
so close to people's residences and so likely to compromise the drinking water in the area.
I urge you to instruct GE to find a better solution.
Thank you,
Andrew Graham
4 Avery Lane
Great Barrington

-H: 413 645 3049
C: 617 435 4583
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jamie Greene
R1Housatonic
GE PCB Dump in Lee
Monday, September 14, 2020 5:00:08 PM

To whom it may concern:
This message is to inform the agency that we are strongly opposed to the PCB dump in Lee,
MA.
Jamie and Madeline Greene
400 Leisure Lee Rd.
Lee, MA 01238

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kate Grigg <kate.grigg@yahoo.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 8:20 PM
R1Housatonic
Proposed PCB cleanup in Lee/LenoxDale

Dear EPA officials,
I write in strong opposition to the proposed PCB Housatonic River cleanup plan that includes a dump
in Lee/LenoxDale.
I work in Lee at a transition program for young adults with learning differences, including those on the
autism spectrum. One of the highlights for my students and I is to go hiking in different locations in the
area. It is an important physical, social and emotional activity for them. We often hike around Woods
Pond in LenoxDale because it is easily accessible and relatively flat with few hills or inclines. It is also
a beautiful area and should not be relegated to a PCB dump.
I stand in support with those who are calling for treatment of the PCBs, not a landfill.
I implore you to hold GE accountable and come up with a solution that leaves our community with a
river we can actually use, not a landfill in our backyards.
Respectfully,
Katherine Grigg, MPC, RSMT
Master of Pastoral Counseling
Somatic Expressive Movement Therapist
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Spiro Grigoropoulos <spirogrigs@aol.com>
Tuesday, August 25, 2020 4:43 PM
R1Housatonic
Comment on proposed GE Lee/Lenoxdale

Please I am against this dump for this beautiful area of Massachusetts where I live and have a business. Tourists love the
Berkshires please don't let them put this dump here. There must be another way!
Spiro Grigoropoulos
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anne Grosser <aninadlergrosser@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 2:07 PM
R1Housatonic
opposed to Upland Disposal Facility in Lenoxdale, MA

Hello,
I am a resident and home owner in Lenox, MA . I am opposed to the plan to deposit PCBs in Lenoxdale.
I have read about the safety measures the EPA plans to take But by now, with the environmental crises we are seeing ‐ floods,
fires, heat waves ‐ we should well know that there are always unintended consequences. River banks shift, the earth moves,
floods and fires are powerful forces.
I have driven by the proposed site; it is close to residential areas and to the river.
I understand the putting this pollution elsewhere is also not fair, but to put it exactly near this same river was so irresponsibly
polluted by GE is unconscionable to those of us who have been affected by PCBs over all these years.
Sincerely,
Anne (Ani) Nadler Grosser
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Guenther <jamesguenther1027@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 4:44 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in LenoxDale/Lee, MA

To Whom It May Concern:

I moved to Lee 7 years ago and am very concerned about the PCB dump that is being planned for
LenoxDale/Lee, MA. Please consider the future of these communities, especially the water system.
To rid the Housatonic of toxic PCBs is needed. But to dump it so close to hundreds of homes and
only 1100 feet directly above the river is beyond my imagination.
We have heard the talk about the safety of this means of disposal but have had a difficult time finding
an example of such a system actually working. Even if there is no leakage in my lifetime, I am
concerned for the generations to come. There is also the fact that this is certain to lower the property
values in this area.
Please require that General Electric treat these poisons rather than containing them. I lived in the
Capital District of New York for over 20 years and know well that GE makes promises which they do
not keep.
James M. Guenther
35 Richmond Avenue
Lee, MA 01238
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Martha Guenther <martha.j.guenther@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 4:37 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in Lenoxdale/Lee, MA

I want to go on record as being opposed to the PCB dump that is being planned for LenoxDale/Lee, MA. As a registered
voter, I have not had the opportunity to vote on this issue. GE and the EPA should have been required to make their case
to the public.
Please consider the future of these communities, especially the water system. We would love to have the Housatonic
cleared of toxic PCBs. But to remove it from the river and dump it so close to hundreds of homes and only 1100 feet
directly above the river is unthinkable.
We have heard the talk about the safety of this means of disposal but have had a difficult time finding an example of
such a system actually working. Even if there is no leakage in my lifetime, I am concerned for the generations to come.
There is also the fact that this is certain to lower the property values in this area.
Please require that General Electric treat these poisons rather than containing them. I lived in the Capital District of New
York for over 20 years and know well that GE makes promises which they do not keep.
Martha J. Guenther
35 Richmond Avenue
Lee, MA 01238

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Phil Gukowsky <pgukowsky@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 10, 2020 12:09 PM
R1Housatonic
Lee PCB Dump proposal

The proposed dump in Lee of soil contaminated with PCB's is completely unacceptable.
We are opposed to this proposal.
It is not a safe long‐term solution, due to its proximity to homes, the river and the surrounding environment.
We do not believe that any capping methodology will prevent PCB's from migrating into the air and ground over time,
becoming a toxic site for decades to come.
Even the local transportation of these toxins can be a major health hazard.
GE is abandoning its responsibility in this matter.
Philip and Carol Gukowsky
Lenox, MA
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kaitlyn Gustafson <kaitlyngus@gmail.com>
Saturday, September 05, 2020 6:15 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB’s dump

Hello,
I write as a mother of 3 in Lee. I am extremely concerned about the dumping of pcbs. We have a high risk cancer family
and I am devastated about this possible additional risk of toxins floating through the air and sewers. We know this dump
will leak. Please, please think of all the family’s this will personally effect and imagine your family being exposed to this.
Thank you for your time,
Lockman & Polastri, Kelly and Biasin family

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Harry <harrisonrollinsonhale@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 2:33 PM
R1Housatonic
General Electric Storing PCB's On Lee/Lenoxdale Border

To Whom It May Concern,
I received this email address from a local group of Berkshire Residents who are opposed to General Electric
building a storage facility and storing PCB's by the Housatonic River. I share their concern that this plan could prove
dangerous for the residents of the Berkshires and the Housatonic Watershed’s Ecosystem. The transportation of the
PCB’s through the Berkshires poses a huge risk of contaminating the air and areas surrounding the route with PCB’s. The
solution that GE has found for the storage of the PCB’s, approved by a coalition of town governments without a vote
from the residents of Berkshire County, was not established without a certain amount of thought on the part of GE.
However, I still fear that any degradation of the containment system could lead to a catastrophic contamination of the
area surrounding the storage facility. This level of risk with such a sensitive material is unacceptable, especially given the
huge amount of damage already inflicted upon the Housatonic River and the residents of Berkshire county’s livelihoods
wrought by GE in the past.
This dump should be reassessed. There should be no storage facility here or near any other residential or
recovering ecosystems. Instead GE should undertake the expensive task of treating and degrading the PCB’s.
Thank you,
Harrison Hale

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Justin Haley <jjhaley@earthlink.net>
Monday, September 14, 2020 8:14 AM
R1Housatonic
stop!

The proposal is nothing but a cheap cop out of the responsibilities that should have been met by GE to cleanup their
mess. Instead, they relocated their headquarters to Boston and this joke of a plan is what we now have.
So NO... I do not support the plan you are reviewing that would have the chemicals re-mucked up out of the river and then
simply placed in the region where it once again can cause issues and effect water.
Listen to our demands.... not what is simple on GE. Do your job.
-Justin Haley
233 East Street
Great Barrington, MA 01230
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

khaley@earthlink.net
Sunday, September 13, 2020 12:47 PM
R1Housatonic
GE PCB dump

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed PCB dump in Lenoxdale/Lee. This dump will in no way
solve the problems residents of the Berkshires have faced for many years from GE’s irresponsible handling of PCBs, it
will exacerbate them. This dump is dangerous, unfair to residents, and does not hold GE accountable for their actions.
GE should not be allowed to continue to harm our land and our residents because they want a convenient and cheap
disposal option. GE should be held completely accountable for REMOVING the problems they have caused. The EPA
needs to put the residents of this area first and do its job to protect and preserve the environment by not allowing a PCB
dump here.
Sincerely,
Krista Haley
233 East Street
Great Barrington, MA 01230
(413) 717‐4204
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Holly Hardman <hollyhardman429@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 3:44 PM
R1Housatonic
Stop this misguided plan! Please read my comment.
SpeechComment EPA meeting aug 26.pdf

Hello, my name is Holly Hardman and I live at 29 Sumner Street in Great Barrington, Massachusetts.
I asked to be allowed to comment today because I believe that General Electric, working with the EPA and the select boards of the south
county towns, is rushing through a plan for Housatonic River PCB remediation that is not acceptable.
There is scientific and economic research that suggests that GE’s proposed plan puts our region at great risk environmentally and
economically, also posing a serious threat to human health. I want river remediation, but I want it done safely and without building a toxic waste
dump in a populated area.
The removal plan does not guarantee that the extracted PCB-containing material, soil and sediment pose no risk to Lee and the adjacent south
county towns. And there is certainly no guarantee that the contaminated material will pose no risk to the area or areas outside of Massachusetts
where the higher-count PCB material, soil, and sediment will be shipped. Perhaps those areas will not be in populated zones. We DO know that
the planned dump for Lee IS near a populated area.
The $200 million estimated savings to GE to ship out of state is a proposal devoid of morality and any concern for human lives. Is an additional
$200 million a price GE is not willing to pay to right their wrongs? It seems that way. Though a dollar amount will never adequately compensate
our region for all the lives lost to cancer, the families upended, the still-toxic state of much of the environment, especially in Pittsfield. I am not
sure that there is any reasonable way that GE can ever compensate our region for the damage they have caused in Berkshire County.
But here we are: We now have this misguided plan to reckon with.
At a meeting I attended at Monument High School in February, the EPA representative stated to the audience that this deal, though not perfect,
was the best the community was going to get from GE. It sounded to me as though GE was giving us an ultimatum, a take it or leave it offer. In
other words, there will be nothing for the region if the communities do not accept this deal.
These strong-arm tactics are not how the Housatonic River PCB remediation should be handled. GE should be offering Pittsfield and the south
Berkshire County communities the best option possible. And that would involve an exploration of newer, safer methods of remediation. They do
exist.
It is true: This plan is being rushed through without consideration for alternative, safer methods of PCB remediation.
The risk to our environment, our health, and our livelihoods is too great. Please put the brakes on this plan and do the responsible thing:
Explore newer methods and technologies that have been developed to tackle PCB contamination.
We must do what’s best for our environment. How can you consider anything but that?
Thank you.

‐‐
Holly Hardman
(413) 346‐3925

1

Hello, my name is Holly Hardman and I live at 29 Sumner Street in Great Barrington,
Massachusetts.
I asked to be allowed to comment today because I believe that General Electric, working with
the EPA and the select boards of the south county towns, is rushing through a plan for
Housatonic River PCB remediation that is not acceptable.
There is scientific and economic research that suggests that GE’s proposed plan puts our
region at great risk environmentally and economically, also posing a serious threat to human
health. I want river remediation, but I want it done safely and without building a toxic waste
dump in a populated area.

The removal plan does not guarantee that the extracted PCB-containing material, soil and
sediment pose no risk to Lee and the adjacent south county towns. And there is certainly no
guarantee that the contaminated material will pose no risk to the area or areas outside of
Massachusetts where the higher-count PCB material, soil, and sediment will be shipped.
Perhaps those areas will not be in populated zones. We DO know that the planned dump for
Lee IS near a populated area.
The $200 million estimated savings to GE to ship out of state is a proposal devoid of morality
and any concern for human lives. Is an additional $200 million a price GE is not willing to pay to
right their wrongs? It seems that way. Though a dollar amount will never adequately
compensate our region for all the lives lost to cancer, the families upended, the still-toxic state of
much of the environment, especially in Pittsfield. I am not sure that there is any reasonable way
that GE can ever compensate our region for the damage they have caused in Berkshire County.
But here we are: We now have this misguided plan to reckon with.
At a meeting I attended at Monument High School in February, the EPA representative stated to
the audience that this deal, though not perfect, was the best the community was going to get
from GE. It sounded to me as though GE was giving us an ultimatum, a take it or leave it offer.
In other words, there will be nothing for the region if the communities do not accept this deal.
These strong-arm tactics are not how the Housatonic River PCB remediation should be
handled. GE should be offering Pittsfield and the south Berkshire County communities the best
option possible. And that would involve an exploration of newer, safer methods of remediation.
They do exist.
It is true: This plan is being rushed through without consideration for alternative, safer methods
of PCB remediation.
The risk to our environment, our health, and our livelihoods is too great. Please put the brakes
on this plan and do the responsible thing: Explore newer methods and technologies that have
been developed to tackle PCB contamination.
We must do what’s best for our environment. How can you consider anything but that?
Thank you.

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Thais Harris <thaisharris@icloud.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 3:57 PM
R1Housatonic
No PCB dump in Lenox Dale

Please do not allow GE to build a toxic PCB in our backyard! It is too close to homes, schools and the river.
Thais Harris
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Roberta Hayes <roberta_hayes@student.berkshirecc.edu>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 8:36 PM
R1Housatonic
To The E.P.A. -- 09-15-2020 -- Please ADD Another "Virtual" Public Hearing -- schedule it
immediately, before 09-18-2020. Re: Citizen Participation.
IMG_20200915_195854992[1].jpg

From: Roberta Hayes <roberta_hayes@student.berkshirecc.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 8:31 PM
To: r1housatonic@epa.gov <r1housatonic@epa.gov>
Subject: To The E.P.A. ‐‐ 09‐15‐2020 ‐‐ Please ADD Another "Virtual" Public Hearing ‐‐ schedule it immediately, before
09‐18‐2020. Re: Citizen Participation.

September 15 2020
To The E.P.A. ‐‐ 09‐15‐2020 ‐‐ Please ADD Another "Virtual" Public Hearing ‐‐ schedule it immediately, before 09‐18‐
2020.
Re:
Make this hearing process fair and equal.
Dear E.P.A. people,
Greetings.
Let's not have another Flint Michigan, right here in Lee Massachusetts.
I am listening to the virtual public hearing and commentary, and, try as I might ‐‐‐ it is incredibly difficult to even get in.
Earlier this evening it said it was "sold out". I know of at least three people that are friends and neighbors that tried to
get in and could not even get into comment.
We have been watching the situation very closely, and my friends and I were also present at the other webinar meetings
that were done a few weeks ago.
There needs to be more time for residents to speak up and prevent scientific facts, along with thoughts and feelings and
experiences about their positions on what the EPA is trying to push through on to the citizens of Lee, Lenox Dale and
Lenox Mass.
Immediately ‐‐
you need to add another virtual public hearing ‐‐
before your own deadline of September 18th.
1

If in some way you find this not possible, you will need to extend the deadline right away.
You must.
Things are changing in this country and it is time for the Environmental Protection Agency to live up to its name ‐‐and to
the hard‐won passage of the EPA in the early 1970s.
I should know, I've been working on these kind of things all my life. I remember when the EPA was formed.
I have lived in the Berkshires long enough to see what the EPA has done, both good and bad. I am also a cancer survivor,
as are many of us here that have lived anywhere near the Housatonic River.
EPA used to be an agency we as citizens could trust. It is time to be able to place trust in the EPA again.
It is time for the EPA to listen to the citizens of this country. Starting right here. Right now.
Please stop being run by General Electric.
General Electric is clearly about to bite the dust.
Another virtual meeting needs to be added.
This meeting should be easy to get into.
It should not be sold out so soon.
It needs to be fixed so people can actually hear it.
And, for the sake of fairness and netiquette, people should not just be cut off while they are speaking. There should be
a lot more courtesy.
The initial presentation by the EPA really seemed to spin the news and spin the facts ‐‐ and make it sound like what
you're trying to push through right now is a good thing for residents.
I know clearly that it is not.
However, and whatever a citizen's opinion ‐‐
All people have to be able to speak their mind and the EPA needs to listen.
Meanwhile, since I am a former teacher, I would like to give you some homework. It is time for the EPA to look up the
word transparency.
Please study this, and realize that you need to adopt it in your agency again, the way the EPA used to be.
Add another meeting immediately.
Extend all comment periods.
No more secret meetings.
Have some moral courage and integrity.
After all, we pay your paycheck.
Thank you very much.
Have a good day.
Sincerely,
Roberta Hayes
Roberta Hayes
2

roberta_hayes@student.berkshirecc.edu
roberta_hayes@berkshirecc.edu
...
Best wishes for the best of health.
...
...
...
The information contained in this e‐mail is intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may
contain confidential and/or legally privileged material. Any use, disclosure, or taking of any action in reliance upon this
information by person or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have
received this e‐mail in error, please notify the sender by return e‐mail and delete it from your computer.
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HOUSATONIC RE TOF RIVER
COMMENT PERIOD/VIR UAL
PUBLIC HEARING
Reminder: EPA is accepting comments on the Proposed Remedial Action (al o known
;s the Proposed cleanup plan) for the "Rest of River" portion of the Hou atonic Riv r
~om July 14 through September 18, 2020. Oral comments will be accepted during a
virtual Public Hearing on September 15, 2020 (6:30 PM to 10:00 PM).

NOTE: To participate in the virtual Public Hearing, please v, it:
• ov/ e-housatonic. If you intend to speak at the Hearing, you mu t
regi ter in advance; details are provided at the link above. In addition, the
H aring will be conducted virtually using Adobe Connect. Th, may requir
th installation of a specific application on your computer Participant are
encouraged to conduct a trial run prior to the Hearings to ensure they ar abl
to run Adobe Connect for this virtual Hearing.
The hearings will also be broadcasted on local Public TV. In Berk hir County,
this meeting will be available on channel 1303.
ritten comments may also be provided to EPA. To provide EPA with your
writte comments, please email (r1housatonic@epa.gov), fax (617-918-0028) or mail
com ents, postmarked no later than September 18, 2020 to: GE-Housatonic River Sit
Pub ic Comments, EPA Region 1, 5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01), Bo on,
02109-3912
omments can also be left on EPA voice mail at 617.918.1700
AD# 305812 09/10/2020
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Heinzman <robert.heinzman@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 2:04 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in Lee

EPA,
I understand that you have done a good job navigating stakeholders, which no doubt include the legal resources of GE.
Everybody wants a solution to a pollution problem created by people who are no longer alive.
Question 1: siting requirements stipulate the double liner on the dump is 15 feet above ground water. What is the mean
annual depth of the water table? I’ve walked the site and see no evidence of the drilling required to assess.
Question 2: has anyone wrestled with the fact that the dump site is located on highly permeable glacial moraine? It is
among the most pervious of substrates. How does this square with the expected and eventual decomposition of the
liner?
I’m a trained hydrogeochemist, so I would appreciate substantive answers.
Thanks again for navigating this challenging issue.
Robert Heinzman
121 High St
Lee, MA
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellen Herman
R1Housatonic
Concern over PCB Dump in Lee/Lenoxdale
Sunday, September 20, 2020 6:13:40 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
I am concerned about the impact the PCB dump will have for several reasons:

•
•
•
•
•

Unclear about impact on our water supply
Big Trucks hauling toxic and dangerous material in our neighborhoods and potentially
leaking onto our streets.
We live here and enjoy the beautiful outdoors - how will the dump impact our families will it poison our children and grandchildren?
The data shows a correlation between PCBs and many types of cancer.
How will it impact our property values?

Please don't approve the dump without assuring it is safe for the community.
Thank you,
Ellen Herman
-Ellen D. Herman, PhD
880 East Street, Unit 7B
Lee, MA 01238
ellenh31@gmail.com
617-429-1716

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anne Hershman <hershmanz@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 11:56 AM
R1Housatonic
PC:P Dump

As a home owner at 880 East Street, Lee, I am writing in objection to any dumping of PCPs in this area. I
implore you to research other alternatives. There is an abundance of evidence of the
harmful long term effects of the proposed action.
Residents and future residents need to be listened to and to be protected. THAT is your responsibility !
Anne Hershman

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kristen Hewitt <kristenhewitt2@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:09 PM
R1Housatonic
NO to the Housatonic River Cleanup Plan

As a Great Barrington resident I DO NOT support the creation of a toxic waste dump in Berkshire County. GE should
properly clean the river AND dispose of the waste material in an existing waste dump, not in a residential area. And GE
should be responsible for the extra cost that entails. You know this is true. Your job is to protect us, and this settlement
is an abject failure. You do not have our community's support.
Kristen Hewitt
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Hillis <lbhrjh28@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 11:28 AM
R1Housatonic
Proposed PCB Dump

I am writing to protest the proposed PCB dump site near Lee/Lenoxdale. Such a proposal disregards the residents of this
area. It creates potential health risks and destroys the environmental appeal of the Berkshires. I have owned property
here for 25 years and seen the area grow and flourish. It has become a destination spot for many people because of its
bucolic setting, fresh air and culture. To construct a chemical waste dump in our neighborhood close to the state forest
shows a lack of foresite or serious concern for those most affected.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Peter Hofman <pdhofman12@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 6:23 PM
R1Housatonic
Written comments about the Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of River
River cleanup permit - draft revision.pdf

I'm submitting the following comments based upon my research into the cleanup, including my partial
historical review of the cleanup effort to date; conversations over the past two years with people involved in
the cleanup effort; research into potential alternative treatment methods from around the world ‐ including
discussions with experts; attendance at the February 10, 2020 Settlement Agreement announcement meeting
and the public meeting held in Lee; attendance at the August 26, 2020 virtual public meeting ‐ and viewing the
pre‐event background information video; review of several news articles concerning the settlement and
cleanup, including ones in which EPA staff were quoted; attendance at two recent virtual meetings of the Rest
of River Municipal Committee; and a detailed review of the Settlement Agreement and of the DRAFT 2020
MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER ‐ FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020.
I state up front that I am not in favor of disposing contaminated materials in the county. Especially when
licensed treatment facilities elsewhere exist to handle these materials and in light of the significant direct and
indirect, short‐ and long‐term impacts of this decision, local disposal is not right, fair, or just. Yet, I think I
understand that multiple prevailing conditions led to the Settlement Agreement. Nevertheless, the Proposed
Revised Permit ‐‐ as well as any other binding legal documents that might be required ‐ MUST reflect the
unprecedented sacrifice the region is making after suffering PCB contamination for decades by including the
strongest possible wording about local input/involvement, the search and pilot testing of potential alternative
treatment options, inclusive decision making ‐ including feasibility determination, and the use of safer,
hydraulic methods to transport contaminated materials. The current draft falls woefully short, so much so that
it could be a deal breaker. I hope EPA will rectify all the shortcomings.
The following comments cover several areas. I have also attached a copy of the Proposed Revised Permit to
which I've added numerous comments. Some comments refer to the SA ‐ that is the Settlement Agreement. In
a few cases my comments address the consistency of the Proposed Revised Permit with the Settlement
Agreement. In others they focus on the wording of the Proposed Revised Permit itself. The first two comments
listed below are extremely important because it appears they were major factors in reaching the Settlement
Agreement. As I note, the Proposed Revised Permit pays little to no attention to them. To the extent that the
Proposed Revised Permit is solely meant to dictate to GE its obligations and responsibilities, EPA must address
these factors in a separate, equally binding document, which should clearly spell out the agency's additional
obligations and responsibilities. Without such a legally binding document and in the absence of sufficient
commitments in the Proposed Revised Permit, EPA has fallen far short of its stated purpose of reflecting the
Settlement Agreement in formal, legally binding documents.
1. Insufficient reflection of the commitment in the Settlement Agreement to increase the role of local
stakeholders in decision making: By far the greatest number of comments I made in the Proposed
Revised Permit relate to this issue. Indeed, the document includes scores of references to EPA's
approval of myriad items, yet I noticed few references to public involvement, not all of them new.
There's one statement about GE's starting to "coordinate" with local stakeholders, and another
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about public input related to recreational use of the Upland Disposal Facility site after closure, but
no indication that EPA will seek and consider local input prior to granting its approvals. Yet, the
Proposed Revised Permit includes many decisions to which local input would seem not merely
appropriate, but instrumental. The history of the cleanup to date made increased local involvement
an essential element in reaching the Settlement Agreement. Yet, aside from the rare references in
the document, EPA makes no commitment that comes close to what was apparently agreed to and
what was repeatedly publicly stated. The Proposed Revised Permit is glaringly weak in this area to
the point of being negligent. This might be because the primary obligation to ensure meaningful,
substantive, and in some cases determinant public input/involvement rests with EPA, not GE. Hence,
my call for a separate, legally binding document from EPA to address this critical component of what
needs to be a successful cleanup. In my research into the cleanup history, multiple people said that
GE held much more sway with EPA than local stakeholders, who had less opportunity for input that
might/should have influenced cleanup/remediation activities. One of the fundamental principles
upon which the settlement was reached is that the scales would be more even, that local voices
would be given every opportunity to be heard, that local stakeholders would be "at the table"
throughout the cleanup/remediation process, and that the decisions made and EPA approvals
granted would reflect that input. Fully implementing such a commitment to local stakeholder
input/involvement should extend beyond a statutory public review/comment period at selected
milestones in the process. It should provide the opportunity for local involvement as plans are being
developed, analyses being conducted, etc., rather than after‐the‐fact reviews, when substantive
changes or even minor tweaks are less likely to be made. Identifying concerns, for example, isn't the
same as having stakeholder input actually affect designs, plans, schedules, criteria, etc. as they are
being developed. In at least a couple of cases, the time schedules in the permit do not allow for local
input. While I understand that under Federal law EPA has the authority to make the decisions,
because of the nature of the cleanup and GE's history, local stakeholders ‐ especially in some
matters ‐ should drive EPA's decisions. Nothing like this appears in the permit. I think it's probably
the biggest shortcoming. What is striking to me is EPA's insensitivity to the local impact of ‐ and
opposition to ‐ the Proposal Revised Permit, particularly the in‐county disposal of the vast majority
of contaminated materials that will be excavated. Locals MUST have an ongoing, active, meaningful
voice in the entire process. Without that, either in the Proposed Revised Permit ‐ or an additional
document legally binding on EPA ‐ the agency fails miserably in reflecting the Settlement Agreement,
and creates the opportunity/need to scuttle the agreement and go to court.
2. Insufficient commitment to investigating innovative treatment methods: The Settlement
Agreement and every public event held since its announcement noted the increased commitment by
EPA and GE to explore innovative treatment methods. Indeed, the public comments
acknowledged the historic failure to more aggressively search for and investigate such options. Yet,
the Proposed Revised Permit includes just one provision related to this key issue: it permits GE to
"propose" innovative methods. Nothing is cited about an expanded EPA effort to research and
explore these, and there is no provision for others to do so. As noted above, EPA might need to
create a separate document that is legally binding on it to (1) vigorously seek out, research, explore,
and pilot test (or instruct GE to do so) potential alternative treatment methods, and (2) accept (or
have GE accept) for research, exploration, and possible pilot testing such methods identified by
others, including local stakeholders. Furthermore, the Proposed Revised Permit fails to describe how
decisions will be made whether or not to pilot test and alternative treatment methods or put any
innovative methods to use. It should do so and the criteria should be multifaceted and the process
include substantive public/local participation. Once again, EPA appears insensitive to the local
impact of and opposition to the permanent local disposal of contaminated materials and the reliance
local signatories to the Settlement Agreement ‐ and many others ‐ placed on this critical component.
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3.

4.

5.

6.

This is another HUGE point, indeed it, too, is a potential deal breaker, especially in light of EPA's
public comments about this issue and the agency's past shortcomings.
Uncertainty of whether hydraulic methods will be used to move contaminated materials from
Woods Pond + to the Upland Disposal Facility: The Proposed Revised Permit includes the term
"feasible" in a few critical spots. Perhaps the most significant use of the term relates to the
employment of hydraulic methods to move contaminated materials from Woods Pond + to the
Upland Disposal Facility. The permit raises substantive doubt that these methods would, in fact, be
employed, which would be a dramatic departure from what was agreed to and promoted.
Furthermore, while providing that hydraulic methods would be used "if feasible," the Proposed
Revised Permit fails to document how that decision will be made. If history is any indication, the only
factor that will be considered in the feasibility analysis will be the cost to GE! Yet, multiple types of
feasibility exist, including technical/engineering, environmental, logistics, and public health/safety, in
addition to financial. A rational, defensible decision making process with such grave implications
should include all factors, spell out how they will be weighed, and provide for meaningful public
input. The decision can't be made in isolation, based solely on whether or not GE is willing to spend
the money. As EPA staff have repeatedly stated, using hydraulic methods will save tens of thousands
of truckloads moving over local roads with the attendant definite and potential adverse impacts.
Frankly, if the hydraulic methods can't be used, the Upland Disposal Facility becomes far more
difficult to justify, undermining a key rationale for disposing of the contaminated materials in the
county. Also of considerable concern are the multiple references to dredging. It's unclear what type
of dredging the Proposed Revised Permit allows. Because of public health concerns, it shouldn't be
bucket dredging (the method GE apparently used in the Hudson after saying it would use hydraulic
methods). Once again, multiple factors should be considered and a process involving substantive
local participation should be used for making such momentous decisions. I would argue this
approach should be used in all those instances where provisions in the Proposed Revised Permit
refer to feasibility. As EPA should know by now, the agreement to have contaminated materials from
the Rest of River largely disposed of in the county is a dramatic departure from historic positions and
has unleashed a torrent of opposition. The Proposed Revised Permit should have addressed this
issue with more care, or simply stated that hydraulic methods would be used, period!
Confusion related to "off‐site disposal" references in many provisions of the unchanged permit
(for example, those related to the monitoring of the Woods Pond and Rising Pond dams): These
provisions do not make it clear where the excavated materials will be disposed of. By saying "off‐
site" does that mean it will go out of state? We need to be sure. Clarity is also needed regarding
what materials will be disposed of out of state. It should be made clear in the Proposed Revised
Permit that (1) during the remediation effort at least 100,000 cubic yards of highly contaminated
sediment must be shipped out of state for treatment, and that (2) following the completion of the
work and capping of the Upland Disposal Facility all removed materials must be shipped to a
treatment facility out of state.
Lack of reflection of the commitments regarding the impact on local roads: Given the projected
heavy use of local roads, supporters pointed to the conduct of baseline road condition surveys and
GE's obligation to bring the roads back to their pre‐cleanup condition as a big selling point. I saw
little explicit evidence of this in the Proposed Revised Permit. Give limited local financial resources,
and the commitment made in the Settlement Agreement, this issue should be more explicitly and
thoroughly addressed.
Potentially inadequate protection of local water supplies from the Upland Disposal Facility: It
appears as if the 500 foot radius from the Upland Disposal Facility was based solely on surficial
geology. No reference is made to exploring bedrock geology under and in the vicinity of the Upland
Disposal Facility. Bedrock fractures could carry leachate much farther than 500 feet. Such an analysis
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is critical, should be included in the Proposed Revised Permit, and adjustments made to this
provision based upon the results. Failure to conduct such an analysis and to take the results into
account would at best reflect negligence and could have devastating impacts.
7. Some uncertainty about GE's obligations: The following sentence appears several times in new text
‐ "Permittee’s responsibility for the costs of said further response actions will be
limited to those costs solely related to the presence of PCBs." I think it's important that this be more
carefully written to fully reflect the intent of ALL the parties regarding what costs GE should cover. In
my comments in the Proposed Revised Permit document, I've suggested that costs directly or
indirectly related to PCBs be included. I would also strongly suggest that GE's responsibilities in this
area also extend to costs that are partially related to the presence of PCBs. Certainly, if PCBs are
partially related to certain costs, GE should AT A MINIMUM cover its proportionate share.
8. New references to the Consent Decree: New references in the Proposed Revised Permit made to
the Consent Decree are confusing. I wonder if these should have been made to the Settlement
Agreement, which is barely mentioned, if at all.
9. The contamination levels cited in the permit (most of which are unchanged) are confusing in light
of the Settlement Agreement: Reference is made to 1, 3.3, 5, 25, 50, and 100 ppm, in some cases
just saying material will be removed, but not making it clear what will happen with the material.
These provisions must be carefully examined in light of the Settlement Agreement and, as noted
earlier, the Proposed Revised Permit should spell out a substantial role for local input/involvement in
these decisions.
10. We need to make sure that the volume/spatially (what's the difference?)‐weighted average
method of determining PCB concentrations is reasonable and right for the river and the region. It's
unclear whether this method is (1) the most appropriate to use, and (2) consistent with the spirit
and intent of the Settlement Agreement. This is especially important because of the HUGE sacrifice
made by the agreement to have contaminated materials disposed of in the county.
11. Uncertainty about who's paying for dam removal: The wording of these provisions are largely
original and reference is made to "cost allocation." Public pronouncements regarding the Settlement
Agreement clearly stated GE will pay to have the dams removed.
12. I'm unsure if provisions requiring the remediation efforts to take the effects of climate change into
account are strong enough. EPA must provide sound evidence that measures it has included in the
Proposed Revised Permit (1) reflect the best current thinking, internationally, and (2) will be revised
if needed based upon changing climatic conditions over the course of the cleanup/remediation.
Obviously, this would be a less critical issue if contaminated materials were not disposed of in the
county.
These are the most important comments I have on the Proposed Revised Permit. I hope they are useful and
very much look forward to how EPA will address them and comments submitted by others. How it does so
could dramatically affect whether the cleanup actually goes forward as contemplated in the Settlement
Agreement ‐ or whether we end up in court ‐ and how successful it will be.
Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Peter Hofman
483 Devon Road
Lee, MASS 01238
603.767.4250
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GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

This draft permit modification includes proposed changes to the 2016 Reissued RCRA Permit. The changes
being proposed for public comment are noted in redline or strikeout text. All other Permit provisions have
been the subject of a prior public comment period and if appealed have subsequently been upheld by the EPA
Environmental Appeals Board. After the conclusion of the public comment period, unless changes to the
redline/strikeout language are warranted based on public comment, the redline/strikeout changes will be
adopted, and a clean version of the Permit will be finalized and signed.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
EPA NEW ENGLAND
PERMIT UNDER THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA)
AS AMENDED (42 U.S.C. SECTION 6901 ET SEQ.)
General Electric Company
159 Plastics Avenue
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 01201
EPA I.D. No. MAD002084093
The Permittee is required to conduct certain activities at areas affected by releases of hazardous
waste and/or hazardous constituents from the General Electric Facility located in Pittsfield,
Massachusetts, in accordance with Sections 3004(u), 3004(v), and 3005(c) of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), as specified in the conditions set forth herein.
This Permit has been prepared for RCRA Corrective Action activities to be performed by General
Electric pursuant to a final Consent Decree, United States, et al. v. General Electric Company (D.
Mass.) ("Consent Decree"). The Consent Decree memorializes an agreement to address releases of
waste materials, including hazardous substances, hazardous waste, and/or hazardous constituents
from the General Electric Company's Facility in Pittsfield, Massachusetts, including, but not limited
to, the releases of hazardous waste and/or hazardous constituents addressed in this Permit. This
Permit, upon the Effective Date, shall replace the HSWA Permit previously issued to the Permittee,
initially issued on February 8, 1991, modified effective January 3, 1994, reissued in October 2000
and reissued again, effective December 5, 2007. Upon the Effective Date of this Reissued Permit,
the previously issued 2007 Permit hereby is revoked, and, pursuant to the Consent Decree, the
Remedial Action set forth in the Permit shall be implemented pursuant to Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Consent Decree.
Dated: __________________
Signed: ______________________________________
Bryan Olson, Director,
Office of Site Remediation and RestorationDennis Deziel, Regional Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA New England
5 Post Office Square – Suite 100
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. – PITTSFIELD, MA
RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION PERMIT
TABLE OF CONTENTS
DEFINITIONS ...............................................................................................................................1
I.

GENERAL PERMIT CONDITIONS ..............................................................................4
A.
BACKGROUND .....................................................................................................4
1.
Overview of Permit and Consent Decree.....................................................4
2.
Final Permit Modification Pursuant to Process Set Forth in
Consent Decree ............................................................................................5
3.
Performance of Severable Work during Remedy Challenges .....................7
B.
GENERAL OBLIGATIONS AND COMMITMENTS ..........................................9
1.
Duty to Mitigate ...........................................................................................9
2.
Property Rights ............................................................................................9
3.
Duty to Provide Information ........................................................................9
4.
Inspection and Entry ....................................................................................9
5.
Monitoring and Records ............................................................................10
6.
Signatory Requirements .............................................................................11
7.
Notice of Anticipated Noncompliance.......................................................11
8.
Transfer of Permit ......................................................................................11
9.
Twenty-Four-Hour Reporting and Follow-Up...........................................11
10.
Other Notification and Reporting Requirements .......................................11
11.
Computation of Time .................................................................................12
12.
Severability ................................................................................................12
13.
Confidentiality of Information ...................................................................12
14.
Interpretation of Migration from GE Facility ............................................12

II.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS ...............................................................................................13
A.
INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................13
B.
DESCRIPTION OF PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND
CORRECTIVE MEASURES. ...............................................................................13
1.
General .......................................................................................................13
a.
Downstream Transport...................................................................13
b.
Biota ...............................................................................................15
c.
Restoration of Areas Disturbed by Remediation Activities...........17
2.
River Sediment and Banks .........................................................................21
a.
Reach 5A........................................................................................21
b.
Reach 5B ........................................................................................23
c.
Reach 5C ........................................................................................25
d.
Backwaters adjacent to Reaches 5, 6, and 7 ..................................26
e.
Woods Pond (Reach 6) ..................................................................29

ii

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

f.

C.
D.
E.

F.
G.
H.

Columbia Mill Impoundment (Reach 7B), Eagle Mill
Impoundment (Reach 7C), Willow Mill Impoundment
(Reach 7E), and Glendale Impoundment (Reach 7G). ..................30
g.
Rising Pond (Reach 8) ...................................................................33
h.
Flowing Subreaches in Reach 7 and Throughout Reaches 9
Through 16, Including Impoundments ..........................................34
i.
Engineered Caps ............................................................................35
j.
Additional Response Actions and/or Inspection, Monitoring
and Maintenance for Dams and Impoundments in Reaches
5 through 9 .....................................................................................39
k.
Additional Response Actions for Sediment, Riverbanks,
Backwaters, Impoundments in Reaches 5 through 9 .....................43
l.
Additional Response Actions for Dams and Impoundments
and Sediment, Riverbanks, and Backwaters in Reaches 10
through 16 ......................................................................................45
3.
Floodplain and Vernal Pools ......................................................................48
a.
Floodplain Soil Adjacent to Reaches 5 through 8 .........................48
b.
Vernal Pools Adjacent to Reaches 5 Through 8 ............................51
4.
Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance for All Response Actions
Except for Those Related to the Upland Disposal Facility. .......................55
5.
Upland Disposal Facility............................................................................56
6.
Off-Site Disposal of Contaminated Sediment and Soil .............................59
7.
Institutional Controls and Related Requirements ......................................60
a.
Biota Consumption Advisories ......................................................60
b.
Floodplain soils (inclusive of Vernal Pools and
Backwaters) in Exposure Areas in Reaches 5 through 8. ..............61
c.
Floodplain Soils outside Exposure Areas in Reaches 5-16 ...........68
d.
Upland Disposal Facility................................................................71
8.
Water Withdrawals and Uses .....................................................................71
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE .................................................................72
REVIEW OF RESPONSE ACTIONS...................................................................73
APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) AND TO BE CONSIDERED (TBC)
REQUIREMENTS.................................................................................................73
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT..............................................................................73
COORDINATION OF CORRECTIVE MEASURES ..........................................74
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE REST OF RIVER SOW .......................................74
1.
Expedited Deliverables ..............................................................................74
2.
Overall Strategy and Schedule for Implementation of the
Corrective Measures ..................................................................................76
3.
Pre-Design Investigation Work Plans, including for the Upland
Disposal Facility ........................................................................................76
4.
Pre-Design Investigation Summary Reports..............................................76
iii

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

5.
6.

I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.

Plan for Measuring Compliance with Performance Standards ..................77
Conceptual Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plans,
including for the Upland Disposal Facility ................................................77
7.
Final Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plans, including for
the Upland Disposal Facility......................................................................77
8.
Supplemental Implementation Plans (e.g., contractor health and
safety plans (HASPs), operations plan) .....................................................77
9.
Updated Project Operations Plan and Field Sampling Plan/Quality
Assurance Project Plan for Rest of River-specific changes,
including a Construction Monitoring Plan .................................................77
10.
On-Site and Off-Site Transportation Plan..................................................77
11.
Quality of Life Compliance Plan: ..............................................................77
12.
Baseline Restoration Assessment (BRA) Work Plan, Baseline
Restoration Assessment, Restoration Performance Objectives and
Evaluation Criteria (RPOEC), Restoration Corrective Measures
Coordination Plan (RCMCP), and Restoration Plan (RP) .........................78
13.
Adaptive Management Plan .......................................................................78
14.
Sustainability and Climate Adaptation Plan, including measures to
ensure that Corrective Measures are designed and constructed to be
resilient to potential changes due to climate change and
incorporate, where practical and appropriate, methods to minimize
greenhouse gas emissions. .........................................................................78
15.
Work Plan for Phase 1B Cultural Resource Survey and Overall
Cultural Resource Plan ..............................................................................78
16.
Model Reevaluation Plan ...........................................................................78
17.
Dam Removal-Related Activities Plan(s), as necessary ............................78
18.
Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan ..........................................78
19.
Upland Disposal Facility Operation, Maintenance, and Monitoring
Plan ............................................................................................................78
20.
Institutional Controls and Related Requirements Plan ..............................78
21.
Dam Operation, Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan ...............78
22.
Water Withdrawal and Uses Plan ..............................................................78
23.
Plan for Further Response Actions, and any implementation of
further response actions, in accordance with Section X of the
Consent Decree (Review of Response Actions). .......................................79
24.
Remedial Action Completion Report, including an O&M Plan. ...............79
SCHEDULE...........................................................................................................79
PROJECT COORDINATORS ..............................................................................79
SAMPLING REQUIREMENTS ...........................................................................81
RESERVATION OF RIGHTS ..............................................................................81
ACCESS TO OR USE OF PROPERTY ...............................................................81
DISPUTE RESOLUTION .....................................................................................82

iv

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1

Performance Standards for PCBs for Floodplain Soil by Exposure Area – Current
Use

Table 2

Performance Standards for PCBs for Floodplain Soil Frequently Used Subareas –
Current Use

Table 3

Performance Standards for PCBs for Floodplain Soil – Future Use

Table 4

Performance Standards for PCBs for Agricultural Uses in Floodplain Soil

Table 5

Floodplain Properties Subject to Residential Performance Standards
LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1

Housatonic River, Reaches 5 through 17

Figure 2

Housatonic River, Primary Study Area (Reaches 5 and 6) and Reaches 7 and 8

Figure 3

Exposure Areas for Reaches 5 and 6

Figure 3A Exposure Area 10
Figure 4

Exposure Areas for Reaches 7 and 8

Figure 5

Frequently Used Subareas

Figure 6

Estimated Timeline for Implementation of CleanupUpland Disposal Facility
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT A

GE FACILITY MAP

ATTACHMENT B

MASSACHUSETTS DIVISION OF FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE
CORE HABITAT AREA FIGURES, HOUSATONIC RIVER
PRIMARY STUDY AREA (PSA), AND JULY 31, 2012 LETTER
FROM MASSACHUSETTS DIVISION OF FISHERIES AND
WILDLIFE

ATTACHMENT C

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

ATTACHMENT D

TSCA 40 C.F.R. SECTION 761.61(C) DETERMINATION

ATTACHMENT E

CRITERIA/METHODS APPLICABLE TO DISPOSAL OF
MATERIAL EXCAVATED IN REST OF RIVER REMEDIAL
ACTION

v

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

DEFINITIONS
Unless otherwise expressly provided herein, terms used in this Permit, which are defined in the
Consent Decree, or in CERCLA, RCRA, or in regulations promulgated under CERCLA or
RCRA, shall have the meaning assigned to them in the Consent Decree, CERCLA, RCRA, or in
such regulations.
“Act” or “RCRA” means the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (also known as the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act), 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) §§ 6901 et seq.
1.

“Backwaters” means the areas that are typically inundated or open water adjacent to the
main channel of the river in Reaches 5, 6, and 7, a preliminary identification of which is
generally depicted on Figure 3-17 of GE’s October 2010 Revised Corrective Measures Study.
2.

“CERCLA” means the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 et seq.

3.

“Consent Decree”, “Decree”, or “CD” means the Consent Decree among the General
Electric Company, the United States, Massachusetts and Connecticut state governmental
agencies, the City of Pittsfield, Massachusetts, and the Pittsfield Economic Development
Authority, which was entered by the United States District Court for the District of
Massachusetts on October 27, 2000, in the case of United States et al. v. General Electric
Company, Civil Action No. 99-30225-MAP and consolidated cases.
4.

“Core Habitat Areas”, “Core Area 1”, “Core Area 2”, and “Core Area 3” mean the areas
above Woods Pond in the Rest of River that Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
(DFW) mapped to assist the governments in determining areas for habitat protection and the
locations of habitats and state-listed species that might be particularly sensitive to impacts from
remediation activities. These Core Habitat Areas are described in a letter transmitted from DFW
to EPA on July 31, 2012 and shown in accompanying maps, which are included in
Attachment B.
5.

“Corrective Measure” means corrective measure under RCRA until the Permit, or any
severable portion thereof, is finalized pursuant to Paragraph 22 of the Consent Decree,
whereupon the finalized corrective measure converts to and means response action under
CERCLA.
6.

“Effective Date” shall mean the date upon which any relevant Performance Standard(s),
Corrective Measure(s) and/or other requirements in this Permit become(s) finalized pursuant to
the process set forth in the Consent Decree, Paragraph 22, including, but not limited to, the
regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 124.
7.

“EPA” means the United States Environmental Protection Agency, EPA New England,
and any successor department or agency.
8.

“Exposure Point Concentration” or “EPC” means the concentration of a contaminant that
is used in the calculation of risk to humans or ecological receptors.
9.
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“Floodplain” means the area located within the floodplain of the Housatonic River to
which hazardous waste and/or hazardous constituents originating at the GE Facility are
migrating, have migrated, or may have migrated.
10.

“Frequently Used Subareas” or “Heavily Used Subareas” means the areas subject to
frequent use by humans, including, but not limited to, trails, access points, and known
recreational areas that pose a direct contact risk, which generally include the areas shown in
Figure 5.
11.

“GE Facility” means, for the purposes of this Permit, the General Electric facility in
Pittsfield, Massachusetts, as generally depicted on the map attached hereto as Attachment A.
12.

“Hazardous Constituents” include those constituents listed in Appendix VIII to 40 C.F.R.
Part 261 and Appendix IX to 40 C.F.R. Part 264.
13.

“Hazardous Waste” means a solid waste or combination of solid wastes defined as a
hazardous waste under 40 C.F.R. Part 261.
14.

15.

“HSWA” means the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984.

“Impoundment” means any area of sediment, soil, or water subject to the influence of a
dam or dam component, including, but not limited to, sediment or soil present in spillways,
sluiceways, channels, by-passes, conduits, ponds, settling basins, intake structures, or other
structures used for collection, withdrawal, or use of water and any water withdrawn and used as
process water, non-contact cooling water, etc.

16.

“Legally Permissible Future Project or Work” shall mean when the property owner, the
owner’s successors and assigns, or any other party with an interest in the property such as a
lessee or easement holder: (1) has submitted a plan to the appropriate governmental
authority(ies) to authorize any project or work (if such plan or authorization is necessary) and
such plan (if required) has been approved by the governmental authority(ies), or, provides
documentation that a proposed project or work is legal without additional government approvals
(for example, authorized by an easement or existing permit) and (2) provides to EPA and to
Permittee (directly or through EPA) other documented evidence of a commitment to such project
or work (for example, such evidence may include evidence of financing or other financial
assurance for the project or work, other plans for implementing the project or work (such as
architectural plans, contracts for performance of the project or work, or other similar plans), or
an affidavit that the owner intends to go forward with the project or work or if the necessary
response actions are taken). Legally Permissible Future Projects or Work includes, but is not
limited to, construction and repair of structures; utility work; flood management activities; road
and infrastructure projects; dam removal, maintenance, repair, upgrades, and enhancement
activities; and activities such as the installation of canoe/boat launches and docks.
17.

“Legally Permissible Future Use” shall mean A) when the property owner, the owner’s
successors and assigns, or any other party with an interest in the property such as a lessee or
easement holder: (1) has submitted a plan to the appropriate governmental authority(ies) to
authorize any use (if such plan or authorization is necessary) and such plan (if required) has been
18.
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approved by the governmental authority(ies), or, provides documentation that a proposed use is
legal without additional government approvals (for example, authorized by an easement or
existing permit) and (2) provides to EPA and to Permittee (directly or through EPA) other
documented evidence of a commitment to such use (for example, such evidence may include
evidence of financing or other financial assurance for the project, other plans for implementing
the project (such as architectural plans, contracts for performance of the project, or other similar
plans), or an affidavit that the owner intends to go forward with the project or other change in
use if the necessary response actions are taken); or B) the use of a property changes from the
exposure scenario upon which the initial or subsequent remediation(s) was determined, to a
different exposure scenario, including those scenarios identified in Tables 2, 3 and 4.
“Monitored Natural Recovery” means a remedy for contaminated sediment that typically
uses ongoing, naturally occurring processes to contain, destroy, or reduce the bioavailability or
toxicity of contaminants in sediment, and requires monitoring the natural processes and/or
concentrations of contaminants in surface water, sediment, or biota to see if recovery is occurring
at the expected rate, and the maintenance of institutional controls until the necessary reductions
in risk have occurred.
19.

20.

“PCBs” means total polychlorinated biphenyls.

“Performance Standards” mean cleanup standards, design standards, and other measures
and requirements necessary to protect human health and the environment. Such Performance
Standards that must be achieved and maintained are identified in the Consent Decree, this
Modification of the Reissued RCRA Permit, and/or will subsequently be identified in the Rest of
River Statement of Work (“Rest of River SOW” or “SOW”), and/or amendments thereto.
21.

22.

“Permittee” means the General Electric Company.

“Reach” means the designation established by EPA in its 2000 Supplemental
Investigation Work Plan for different segments of the East Branch and main stem of the
Housatonic River shown in Figures 1 and 2.
23.

“Release” includes any spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying,
discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping, disposing, or migrating into the
environment.
24.

“Rest of River or Rest of River area” shall mean, for the purposes of this Permit, all
sediments, surface waters, and Floodplain soils of the Housatonic River which are downstream
of the confluence of the East and West branches of the River, including Backwaters in the
Floodplain, and to which releases of hazardous wastes and/or hazardous constituents are
migrating or have migrated from the GE Facility, but excluding any Actual/Potential Lawns
within the Housatonic River Floodplain – Current Residential Properties Downstream of
Confluence, within the definition of the Removal Actions Outside the River in the Consent
Decree.
25.

“Restoration of Areas Disturbed by Remediation” means, for all areas disturbed by
remediation activities under this Permit, the implementation of measures to return such areas to
26.
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pre-remediation conditions (e.g., the functions, values, characteristics, vegetation, habitat,
species use, and other attributes), to the extent feasible and consistent with the remediation
requirements.
27.

“Solid Waste” means a solid waste as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 261.2.

“States”, for purposes of this Permit, means the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the
State of Connecticut.

28.

“Surface Water” means water occurring immediately adjacent to land as overland flow,
open channel flow, closed conduit flow, and waters in lakes, ponds, and reservoirs.
29.

29.30. “Upland Disposal Facility” means the facility described in Section II.B.5. of this Revised

Permit and generally depicted in Figure 6.
30.31. “Vernal Pools” mean ephemeral fresh-water wetlands that meet the criteria specified in

the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program’s
Guidelines for Certification of Vernal Pool Habitat (March 2009 publication, Sections I, II, and
III).

I.

GENERAL PERMIT CONDITIONS
A.

Background
1.

Overview of Permit and Consent Decree
On October 27, 2000, the U.S. District Court for the District of
Massachusetts, Western Division, entered a Consent Decree in United
States, State of Connecticut, and Commonwealth of Massachusetts v.
General Electric Company, Civil Action No. 99-30225, 99-30226, 9930227 – MAP (consolidated cases) (the “Consent Decree,” or “Decree”).
The following explanation summarizes and describes certain provisions of
the Consent Decree regarding the process for finalizing the modified
Permit and implementing the work selected in the final Permit as a
CERCLA remedial action pursuant to the Consent Decree. Nothing in this
summary shall modify or otherwise change the meaning of the Consent
Decree.
The Consent Decree, at Paragraph 22.p through 22.dd, provides explicit
direction on Permittee’s opportunities for challenge of the final permit
modification, the ability of EPA or Permittee to perform work pursuant to
the final permit modification prior to conclusion of all challenges to the
final permit modification, the obligations in the event of the final permit
modification, or a revised final permit modification is vacated or
remanded, and the obligation of Permittee to perform the work, or
4
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severable work, in the permit modification decision as a CERCLA
remedial action and any required Operation and Maintenance (O&M) at
the conclusion of all opportunities for a challenge to the final permit
modification, or severable portion(s) of the permit modification. (The
process for severing portions of the Permit and work is described in
Paragraph 3 below).
2.

Final Permit Modification Pursuant to Process Set Forth in Consent
Decree
Following issuance of the 2016 Permit, certain provisions of the 2016
Permit were not challenged by any party. Permittee has submitted several
design documents for the uncontested portions of the 2016 Permit.
Permittee has agreed, pursuant to the 2020 Settlement Agreement, in order
to expedite response actions, to commence and perform investigation and
design work as contractual obligations effective February 10, 2020.
Specifically, Permittee shall submit a schedule for the Rest of River Scope
of Work (SOW), develop the Rest of River SOW, and, subject to approval
by EPA, implement the investigation and design components of the Rest
of River SOW and subsequent Work Plans to accelerate the
commencement of the Rest of River cleanup. Such Rest of River SOW
shall include provisions and schedules for the subsequent development by
the Permittee of Remedial Design Work Plan(s), Remedial Action Work
Plan(s), Quality Assurance Project Plan/Field Sampling Plan, and/or other
appropriate associated plans to achieve and maintain the Performance
Standards and other requirements set forth in this modification of the
Reissued RCRA Permit. Paragraph 22.x. of the Consent Decree explains
the process for developing a Rest of River SOW. Following EPA
approval, disapproval, or modification of the Rest of River SOW, the
Permittee shall develop and submit the necessary Remedial Design and
Remedial Action Work Plans and other documents to EPA for review and
approval in accordance with the Rest of River SOW and Section XV of
the Consent Decree and subject to Paragraph 39 of the Consent Decree.
The obligation to perform this investigation and design work shall
continue unless and until EPA issues a Revised Permit that does not
contain terms substantially similar to those in the terms of the 2016
Permit, revised as specified by terms in Sections II and III of the 2020
Settlement Agreement.
Otherwise, tThis Reissued Permit, or severable portion(s) thereof, at the
conclusion of dispute resolution proceedings under the Consent Decree
and after the opportunity for challenges to the EPA Environmental
Appeals Board as specified in the Decree and described below in this
Revised Permit, shall be performed by the Permittee as a CERCLA
remedial action pursuant to the Consent Decree. The Permittee shall
5

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

develop and submit to EPA for review and approval a Rest of River
Statement of Work (SOW) in accordance with the Consent Decree. Such
Rest of River SOW shall include provisions and schedules for the
subsequent development by the Permittee of Remedial Design Work
Plan(s), Remedial Action Work Plan(s), Quality Assurance Project
Plan/Field Sampling Plan and/or other appropriate associated plans to
achieve and maintain the Performance Standards and other requirements
set forth in this modification of the Reissued RCRA Permit, or severable
portion(s) thereof, and in the Rest of River SOW, and (if applicable)
reflecting the outcome of any completed dispute resolution proceeding.
Paragraph 22.x. of the Consent Decree explains the process for developing
a Rest of River SOW whenever the Permittee is required to design and
implement the Rest of River Remedial Action or a portion thereof.
Following EPA approval, disapproval, or modification of the Rest of River
SOW, the Permittee shall develop and submit the necessary Remedial
Design and Remedial Action Work Plans and other documents to EPA for
review and approval in accordance with the Rest of River SOW and
Section XV of the Consent Decree and subject to Paragraph 39 of the
Consent Decree.
As provided in Paragraph 22.z of the Consent Decree, the Permittee shall
design and implement the Rest of River Remedial Action, and any
required O&M, as a CERCLA remedial action pursuant to the Consent
Decree, in accordance with EPA’s final RCRA permit modification
decision, or severable portion(s) thereof, the final outcome of any dispute
resolution proceedings, the Rest of River SOW, and any approved Work
Plans thereunder. For purposes of the Rest of River Remedial Action and
O&M, EPA’s modification of the Reissued RCRA Permit, or severable
portion(s) thereof, to select such Remedial Action and O&M that is
effective at the time of initiation of the Rest of River Remedial
Design/Remedial Action shall be considered to be the selected remedial
action pursuant to Section 121 of CERCLA and Section 300.430 of the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP). If such
modification is changed by appeals and/or remands, the subsequent
modification of the Reissued RCRA Permit shall be considered the
selected remedial action pursuant to Section 121 of CERCLA and Section
300.430 of the NCP, and any and all performance or actions required of
the Permittee under this Reissued RCRA Permit shall be incorporated into,
and conducted pursuant to, the Consent Decree.
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3.

Performance of Severable Work during Remedy Challenges
a.

Initial Challenge to Final Permit Modification
In addition to the expedited work commitment by Permittee
described above, and the performance of uncontested obligations
described above, tThe Decree provides opportunities for the Rest
of River Remedial Action to take place during challenges to this
Permit. At Paragraph 22.r of the Decree, prior to the conclusion of
the opportunities for challenges to this Permit under the Decree,
the Decree provides that if Permittee challenges the Permit
modification decision before the EPA Environmental Appeals
Board (“EAB”) or United States Court of Appeals for the First
Circuit (“First Circuit Court of Appeals”), EPA or Permittee may
proceed with design work on the selected Rest of River Remedial
Action during the pendency of such challenges. In addition, also
pursuant to Paragraph 22.r of the Decree, if Permittee challenges
the permit modification decision before the EAB or First Circuit
Court of Appeals, Permittee shall perform all severable work not
subject to such dispute in accordance with EPA’s final permit
modification decision referred to in Paragraph 22.p and a Rest of
River SOW developed in accordance with the provisions of
Paragraph 22.x.

b.

Second Appeal
Pursuant to the 2020 Settlement Agreement, Permittee has agreed
not to challenge the Revised Permit unless the Revised Permit is
inconsistent with the terms of the 2020 Settlement Agreement.
The draft Revised Permit is not inconsistent with the terms of the
2020 Settlement Agreement; however, if based on public
comments received on the draft Revised Permit, the final Revised
Permit issued by EPA is inconsistent with the terms of the 2020
Settlement Agreement, If EPA’s permit modification decision
under Paragraph 22.p is vacated or remanded in response to a
challenge, Paragraph 22.u of the Decree provides that upon EPA’s
issuance of a Revised Permit Modification decision, Permittee
shall perform the selected Rest of the River Remedial Action and
O&M set forth in EPA’s Revised Permit Modification decision
unless Permittee timely files a petition for review with the EPA
Environmental Appeals Board (“EAB”). Further, pursuant to
Paragraph 22.u.(iii), in that event, Permittee shall perform all
severable work which is not subject to the dispute, or for which
EPA’s original permit modification decision was upheld
previously by the EAB, and if appealed from the EAB, by the
United States Court of Appeal for the First Circuit (“First Circuit
Court of Appeals”). Permittee shall perform such severable work
7
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in accordance with EPA’s Revised Permit Modification decision
and a Rest of River SOW to be developed in accordance with that
decision and Paragraph 22.x of the Decree.
Paragraph 22.u.(ii), 22.u.(iv), and 22.u.(v) provide for a stay of the
disputed portions of the Revised Permit Modification decision in
certain circumstances, but pursuant to Paragraphs 22.u.(iv) and
22.u.(v), Permittee is also required to proceed with severable work
on the selected Rest of River Remedial Action and O&M in certain
circumstances.
c.

Subsequent Appeals
Pursuant to the 2020 Settlement Agreement, Permittee has agreed
not to challenge the Revised Permit unless the Revised Permit is
inconsistent with the terms of the 2020 Settlement Agreement.
The draft Revised Permit is not inconsistent with the terms of the
2020 Settlement Agreement; however, if based on public
comments received on the draft Revised Permit, the final Revised
Permit issued by EPA is inconsistent with the terms of the 2020
Settlement Agreement, Ppursuant to Paragraph 22.v of the Decree,
if the EAB or First Circuit Court of Appeals vacates or remands all
or part of EPA’s Revised Permit Modification decision, EPA may
again revise its permit modification decision. Permittee shall
perform such Rest of the River Remedial Action and O&M in
accordance with such further Revised Permit Modification unless
Permittee timely files a petition for review. Further, Paragraph
22.v provides for a stay of the disputed portions of the Revised
Permit Modification decision in certain circumstances, and for
Permittee to proceed with severable work on the selected Rest of
River Remedial Action and O&M in certain circumstances.
If there are no challenges to the permit modification decision, or no
challenges to a severable portion of the permit modification
decision, or at the conclusion of all challenges to the permit
modification decision, or at the conclusion of all challenges to any
severable portion of the permit modification decision, Permittee
shall perform the final selected Rest of River Remedial Action and
O&M, as stated in the final permit modification, or final portion
thereof, as a CERCLA remedial action pursuant to the Consent
Decree.
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B.

General Obligations and Commitments
1.

Duty to Mitigate
In addition to the requirements of the Consent Decree, in the event of any
noncompliance with the corrective action requirements of the Permit that
results in a new release of hazardous waste and/or hazardous constituents
to the environment, the Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to
minimize releases of hazardous waste and/or hazardous constituents to the
environment, and shall carry out such measures as are reasonable to
prevent its noncompliance from having significant adverse impacts on
human health and/or the environment.

2.

3.

4.

Property Rights
a.

The issuance of this Permit does not convey any property rights of
any sort, or any exclusive privilege to the Permittee.

b.

The issuance of this Permit does not authorize any injury to
persons or property or invasion of other private rights.

Duty to Provide Information
a.

Within a reasonable time, the Permittee shall furnish to EPA any
relevant non-privileged information which EPA may request to
determine whether cause exists for modifying, revoking and
reissuing, or terminating this Permit, or to determine compliance
with this Permit. Upon request, the Permittee shall also furnish to
EPA copies of records required to be kept or prepared by this
Permit and copies of other documents and information within the
Permittee's possession or control relating to the implementation of
this Permit, in accordance with and subject to Section XXX of the
Consent Decree.

b.

All information which the Permittee furnishes to EPA, either in the
form of a request or a report pursuant to this Permit, shall contain
or reference the sources from which the information was obtained.

Inspection and Entry
The Permittee shall provide EPA or an authorized representative, upon
presentation of credentials and other documents as may be required by
law, with access at reasonable times to the GE Facility or other property
owned by the Permittee where any activity under this Permit is located or
conducted, for the purpose of conducting, inspecting, or monitoring any
activity pursuant to this Permit; inspecting or copying records required to
be kept under this Permit; conducting sampling or other investigations
9
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related to implementation of this Permit; assessing the Permittee's
compliance with this Permit; or conducting other activities described in
Paragraph 53 (access obligations) of the Consent Decree insofar as they
relate to activities under this Permit. The Permittee's provision of such
access to EPA or an authorized representative shall be in accordance with
and subject to Paragraph 53 of the Consent Decree.
5.

Monitoring and Records
a.

Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of waste analysis
shall be representative of the waste to be analyzed. The method
used to obtain a representative sample of the waste to be analyzed
must be the appropriate method from Appendix I of 40 C.F.R. Part
261 or as provided in the approved and most recent edition of the
Project Operations Plan (including the Field Sampling Plan and
Quality Assurance Project Plan) described in Attachment C to the
Statement of Work for Removal Actions Outside the River (which
is Appendix E to the Consent Decree) and any amendments
approved thereto.

b.

Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring
shall be representative of the monitored activity.

c.

The Permittee shall retain the records described in Paragraph 206.a
of the Consent Decree, insofar as they relate to implementation of
this Permit, for the time period specified in the second sentence of
Paragraph 206.b of the Consent Decree.

d.

Records of data obtained through monitoring shall include:
(1)

The date, exact place, and time of sampling or
measurements;

(2)

The individual(s) who performed the sampling or
measurements;

(3)

The raw data (e.g., chromatograms) collected and data
reduction;

(4)

The date(s) analyses were performed;

(5)

The individuals(s) who performed the analyses;

(6)

The analytical techniques or methods used;

(7)

The result of analyses; and

(8)

The quality assurance/quality control data.
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6.

Signatory Requirements
All proposals, reports, and other documents submitted by the Permittee
under this Permit shall be signed by an authorized representative of the
Permittee, which may include the Permittee’s Project Coordinator,
designated pursuant to Section II.J.

7.

Notice of Anticipated Noncompliance
The Permittee shall give advance notice to EPA and the States of any
planned changes in any corrective action activity under this Permit which
may result in noncompliance with the requirements of this Permit.

8.

Transfer of Permit
This Permit shall not be transferred to a new owner or operator except
after notice to and approval of the planned transfer by EPA, which may
require that the Permit be modified or revoked and reissued.

9.

Twenty-Four-Hour Reporting and Follow-Up
The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements set forth in
Paragraph 69 of Section XIV of the Consent Decree; provided, however,
that the Permittee shall not be subject to multiple enforcement actions or
liable for multiple penalties under the Consent Decree, CERCLA, the
Emergency Planning and Right-to-Know Act, RCRA, and/or this Permit
for the same instance of noncompliance with such requirements.

10.

Other Notification and Reporting Requirements
a.

The Permittee shall report to EPA all instances of noncompliance
with the terms of this Permit in the monthly progress reports to be
provided pursuant to Paragraph 67 of the Consent Decree. Copies
of such reports shall also be sent to Massachusetts and Connecticut
Project Coordinators. For each instance of noncompliance, such
report shall contain the following information:
(1)

A description of the noncompliance;

(2)

The name and quantity of materials released, if any, as a
result of such noncompliance;

(3)

The extent of injuries, if any, resulting from such
noncompliance;

(4)

An assessment of actual or potential hazards to human
health and/or the environment, where applicable, resulting
from such noncompliance;
11
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b.

11.

12.

(5)

Any steps taken to mitigate the impact of such
noncompliance or otherwise to correct such
noncompliance; and

(6)

A description of the impact of such noncompliance on the
performance and timing of other activities required under
this Permit.

When the Permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any
relevant facts in a required report, or submitted incorrect
information in a required report to EPA, it shall promptly submit
the correct facts or information.

Computation of Time
a.

For the purpose of compliance with this Permit, computation of
time periods shall be made by the methodology specified in
40 C.F.R. 124.20.

b.

Where this Permit requires the submission of written reports or
notification to EPA, the report or notification shall be deemed
submitted on the post-marked date.

Severability
The provisions of this Permit are severable, and if any provision of this
Permit or the application of any provision of this Permit to any
circumstances is held invalid, the application of such provision to other
circumstances and the remainder of this Permit shall not be affected
thereby.

13.

Confidentiality of Information
In accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 2, any information submitted to EPA
pursuant to this Permit may be claimed as confidential by the submitter.
Any such claim must be asserted at the time of submission in the manner
prescribed on the application form or instructions or, in the case of other
submissions, by stamping the words Confidential Business Information on
each page containing such information. If no claim is made at the time of
submission, EPA may make the information available to the public
without further notice. If a claim is asserted, the information will be
treated in accordance with the procedures in 40 C.F.R. Part 2.

14.

Interpretation of Migration from GE Facility
For purposes of this Permit, the Permittee agrees that, for hazardous waste
and/or hazardous constituents in the Rest of River area which are also
present both at the GE Facility and at the Former Oxbow Areas (as
12
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defined in the Consent Decree) and which could have migrated to the Rest
of River area from either the GE Facility or the Former Oxbow Areas, the
Permittee will not contend that such waste and/or constituents did not
migrate from the GE Facility.
II.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS
A.

Introduction
The special conditions in this Reissued RCRA Permit for Rest of River describe
the Rest of River Remedial Action and required O&M, including the Performance
Standards, Corrective Measures, and other related requirements necessary to
achieve and maintain such Performance Standards that the Permittee shall
perform pursuant to the CD and this Permit, as finalized, or finalized portions
thereof.
As described in the CD and this Permit, all Permittee activities shall be conducted
pursuant to this Permit and the CD under the oversight and approval of EPA. All
EPA approvals, disapprovals, or modifications of plans and other submittals under
this Permit will be pursuant to Section XV of the CD, including the reasonable
opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
(MA) and Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CT
DEEP). “Approval” by EPA, as used in this Permit, represents this process.
Any modification by EPA of a Performance Standard (e.g., work in a riverbank
that modifies Performance Standards set forth in Section II.B.2.a.(1)) would have
to be based on EPA’s determination under Paragraphs 162-163 of the CD or
based on agreement under Paragraph 217 of the CD.

B.

Description of Performance Standards and Corrective Measures.
Section II.J. of the 2007 Permit provides that this modification of the Permit will
include Performance Standards, and the appropriate Corrective Measures
necessary to meet the Performance Standards. In Section II.B. of this Permit,
provided below are such Performance Standards and Corrective Measures.
1.

General
a.

Downstream Transport
(1)

Performance Standard

The Downstream Transport Performance Standard shall be the
PCB flux over Woods Pond Dam and Rising Pond Dam as
described in the table below.
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An exceedance of the Performance Standard occurs when the
average PCB flux is greater than the standard (at either Woods
Pond or Rising Pond) in any three or more years within any 5-year
period following completion of construction-related activities
outlined herein.
Woods Pond
Average Daily
Flow at Woods
Pond Dam Gage
(cubic feet per
second (cfs))
≤ 325

Rising Pond

Average PCB
Flux (kg/yr)
2.2

Average Daily
Flow at Great
Barrington USGS
Gage (cfs)
≤ 485

Average PCB
Flux (kg/yr)
1.9

> 325 ≤ 395

2.8

> 485 ≤ 600

2.4

> 395 ≤ 1,450

3.3

> 600 ≤ 2,670

4.0

> 1,450

NA

> 2,670

NA

Note: The average PCB flux values that correspond to the associated flow ranges were determined as
follows: The PCB fate and transport model (EFDC) results were used to generate average annual
PCB fluxes at both Woods Pond and Rising Pond for the years following construction, which
include a range of average annual flows. The model was run based on the sediment/bank
remediation requirements, excluding the use of activated carbon in Reach 5B and the Backwaters, as
set forth in this Permit. The average annual fluxes were segregated into the flow ranges shown in
the table above and the maximum flux for each flow range was determined. To account for
uncertainty, the value at the upper flow range for each flow-bin was selected from a 95% prediction
interval of the regression of average annual flux versus flow.

In the event that this Downstream Transport Performance Standard
is exceeded, the Permittee shall evaluate and identify the potential
cause(s) of the exceedance and propose, to EPA for review and
approval, additional actions necessary to achieve and maintain the
Performance Standard. EPA, upon reasonable opportunity for
review and comment by the States, will determine any additional
actions necessary to achieve and maintain the Performance
Standard in accordance with the CD.
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(2)

Corrective Measures

To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard, Permittee
shall conduct all of the Corrective Measures set forth in this
Section II.B. In addition, Permittee shall measure compliance with
the Performance Standard in accordance with Sections
II.B.1.a.(2)(a) through II.B.1.a.(2)(g) below and in accordance with
plans submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.

b.

(a)

Install, operate and maintain a flow gauge at the outlet of
Woods Pond that is similar to the USGS gage downstream
of Rising Pond dam (gage number 01197500).

(b)

Conduct sampling at regularly scheduled intervals (each
year), regardless of stream flow. On days when the average
daily flow exceeds 1,450 cfs at Woods Pond or 2,670 cfs at
Rising Pond, sampling does not need to occur.

(c)

Calculate the average daily flow for each sampling event
using the data from the gage to be installed at Woods Pond
outlet for Woods Pond and data from the USGS gage near
Great Barrington (gage number 01197500) for Rising Pond.

(d)

For each year of sampling, calculate the arithmetic average
of the average daily flows on days when samples were
collected. This average daily flow determines the flow bin
for a given year.

(e)

Calculate the PCB flux by multiplying the sample
concentration times the daily average flow for the date
sampled. The average PCB flux for a given year is the
arithmetic average of the flux calculations for each day of
sampling.

(f)

Compare the average PCB flux to the standard in the table
for the corresponding flow bin for Woods Pond and for
Rising Pond.

(g)

Permittee shall propose further details for EPA approval in
a Work Plan submitted pursuant to Section II.H.5.

Biota
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

The Short-Term Biota Performance Standard shall
be an average total PCB concentration of
15

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

1.5 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) wet weight,
skin off, in fish fillet1 in each entire reach of the
river and Backwaters to be achieved within 15 years
of completion of construction-related activities for
that reach (or if the reach is subject to Monitored
Natural Recovery (MNR), upon completion of the
closest upstream reach subject to active
remediation) under this Permit.
In the event that the Short-Term Biota Performance
Standard is exceeded in any two consecutive
monitoring periods after the 15-year period
specified above, the Permittee shall evaluate and
identify the potential cause(s) of the exceedance and
propose, to EPA for review and approval, additional
actions necessary to achieve and maintain the
Performance Standard. EPA, upon reasonable
opportunity for review and comment by the States,
will determine any additional actions necessary to
achieve and maintain the Performance Standard in
accordance with the CD.
(b)

The Long-Term Biota Monitoring Performance
Standard shall be the requirement that the Permittee
continue to monitor, even after the Short-Term
Biota Standard has been attained, the reduction in
risk posed by the biota and the progress towards
achieving an average total PCB concentration of
0.064 mg/kg, wet weight, skin off, in fish fillet2 in
each entire reach of the river and Backwaters in
Massachusetts, 0.00018 mg/kg, wet weight, skin
off, in fish fillet3 in each entire reach of the river in
Connecticut, and 0.075 mg/kg in duck breast tissue4
in all areas along the river.

1

Based on the probabilistic risk assessment central tendency exposure (CTE) adult exposure Hazard Index (HI) = 1.

2

Based on the probabilistic risk assessment Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) 1 x 10-5 cancer risk.

3

Based on CT DEEP consumption calculation assuming 365 fish meals per year and a 1 x 10-6 cancer risk.

4

Based on the probabilistic risk assessment RME 1 x 10-5 cancer risk.
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(2)

Corrective Measures

To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards, Permittee
shall conduct all of the Corrective Measures set forth in this
Section II.B. Permittee shall propose, pursuant to Section II.H., a
methodology to evaluate compliance with the Short-Term Biota
Performance Standard and a plan to continue to monitor biota after
the Short-Term Biota Performance Standard has been achieved.
c.

Restoration of Areas Disturbed by Remediation Activities
(1)

Performance Standards

For all areas disturbed by remediation activities under this Permit,
the Permittee shall:

(2)

(a)

Implement a comprehensive program of restoration
measures that addresses the impacts of the
Corrective Measures on all affected ecological
resources, species and habitats, including but not
limited to, riverbanks, riverbed, floodplain, wetland
habitat, and the occurrence of threatened,
endangered or state listed species and their habitats,
and

(b)

Return such areas to pre-remediation conditions
(e.g., the functions, values, characteristics,
vegetation, habitat, species use, and other
attributes), to the extent feasible and consistent with
the remediation requirements5.

Corrective Measures

To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards, Permittee
shall complete the activities in Sections II.B.1.c.(2)(a) through
II.B.1.c.(2)(d) below as components of a program that addresses
the impacts of the Corrective Measures on all affected ecological
resources, species and habitats, including but not limited to:
riverbanks, riverbed, floodplain, wetland habitat; the occurrence of
threatened, endangered or state-listed species and their habitats; the
restoration of all such areas to pre-remediation conditions (to the
extent feasible and consistent with the remediation requirements);
and in accordance with plans submitted and approved pursuant to

5

The requirements of Section II.B.1.c. do not alter or modify the Permittee’s obligation to comply with ARARs
including, but not limited to, any activities to satisfy the separate net benefit mitigation standard in the
Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA). See Section II.E.
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Section II.H. of this Permit. Either EPA or the Permittee may
propose that select components of these Corrective Measures be
addressed independently prior to the development of the SOW (see
Section II.H.1).
(a)

(b)

Prepare a Work Plan detailing steps to conduct a
Baseline Restoration Assessment (BRA). Perform a
baseline assessment of pre-remediation conditions,
functions, and values of river bottom, bank,
Backwater, Floodplain, Impoundment, and Vernal
Pool habitat, and the occurrence of threatened,
endangered or state-listed species in the areas
affected by Corrective Measures. This Baseline
Restoration Assessment (BRA) shall include, but
not be limited to:
i.

Identification of the presence and location of
specific habitat types, including delineation
of existing wetlands;

ii.

Identification of the presence, location,
abundance, and condition of threatened,
endangered or state-listed species and their
habitats and other representative species;

iii.

Identification of the presence, location,
abundance, and condition of invasive
species;

iv.

Evaluation of Vernal Pool locations,
hydrology, and species use; and

v.

Characterization of physical/biological
attributes (e.g., substrate characteristics,
water depth, velocity, temperature,
elevation/bathymetry, species composition,
density, percent cover, structural
components).

Develop Restoration Performance Objectives and
Evaluation Criteria (RPOEC) to guide the design,
remediation, restoration, construction,
implementation of Corrective Measures, and
evaluation of restoration success. The RPOEC shall
include, but not be limited to:
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i.

Definition of restoration objectives,
including without limitation:
A.
While achieving the Performance
Standards described in this Permit,
minimization of the impacts on all
ecological resources and habitats, including
the riverbanks and Floodplain, resulting
from the implementation of the Corrective
Measures;
B.
Restoration of all ecological
resources and habitats, including the
riverbanks and Floodplain, impacted as a
result of implementing the Corrective
Measures;

(c)

ii.

Identification of measurable evaluation
criteria and applicable methods or
specifications, including, without limitation,
criteria and methods or specifications for
evaluating the success in achieving the
restoration objectives developed pursuant to
Section II.B.1.c.(2)(b)i;

iii.

Identification of stakeholder concerns;

iv.

Preliminary Monitoring Program;

v.

Preliminary Maintenance Program; and

vi.

Specification of corrective actions and
circumstances.

Develop a Restoration Corrective Measures
Coordination Plan (RCMCP) to be performed
during the implementation of the Corrective
Measures. This RCMCP shall include, but not be
limited to:
i.

Integration of restoration activities with
remediation activities (e.g., locations of
access roads/staging areas, harvesting of
material for subsequent use in restoration
construction, habitat layer characteristics,
bank stabilization methods, construction of
bed/bank interface);
19
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(d)

ii.

Timing/phasing of remediation activities;

iii.

Identification of restoration specialists,
roles, and responsibilities;

iv.

Specification of pre-construction preparation
requirements (e.g., installation of silt fence
or other protective/exclusion measures,
propagation of materials,
monitoring/relocation/propagation of
species, field delineation of species
occurrences/Vernal Pool boundaries); and

v.

Specification of protocols to be
implemented prior to and during
construction to minimize impacts to
threatened, endangered or state-listed
species and their habitats, including
elements discussed above as well as other
measures such as seed-banking,
transplanting, wildlife exclusion barriers,
and turtle tracking.

Design a Restoration Plan (RP) to return all areas
disturbed by the remediation activities to preremediation conditions (e.g., the functions, values,
characteristics, vegetation, habitat, species use, and
other attributes), to the extent feasible and
consistent with the remediation requirements. This
RP shall include, but not be limited to:
i.

Identification of materials, sources, and
specifications;

ii.

Development of restoration construction
plans;

iii.

Identification of restoration specialists,
roles, and responsibilities;

iv.

Revised Monitoring Program; and

v.

Revised Maintenance Program.
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2.

River Sediment and Banks
a.

Reach 5A
(1)

6

Performance Standards
(a)

Throughout Reach 5A, river bed sediment shall be
removed and an Engineered Cap (references in this
Permit to “Engineered Cap” shall mean an
Engineered Cap as described below in Section
II.B.2.i.) shall be placed over the entire riverbed.

(b)

Contaminated soil from eroding riverbanks in
Reach 5A shall be removed.

(c)

A bank shall be considered contaminated if it
contains ≥ 5 mg/kg total PCBs.

(d)

A bank shall be considered to be erodible if the
Bank Erosion Hazard Index (BEHI) and Near Bank
Stress (NBS) rating is classified in the BANCS
model as “Moderate-High” or greater at the same
transect location as the PCB samples.

(e)

Excavated riverbanks shall be reconstructed to
minimize erosion considering the principles of
Natural Channel Design6 and result in a channel that
is in dynamic equilibrium, balances flow and
sediment loads, and reduces erosive forces. This
will allow the maximum use of bioengineering
methods in restoring riverbanks. Riverbank
reconstruction shall follow a hierarchy of
approaches as follows, with i. being the most
preferred.
i.

Reconstruct disturbed banks with solely
bioengineering restoration techniques;

ii.

Reconstruct disturbed banks with an
Engineered Cap extending into the riverbank
placed under a bioengineering layer; or

Natural Channel Design methods are described in Chapter 11, Rosgen Geomorphic Channel Design, of the Stream
Restoration Handbook (Part 654) and in the Natural Channel Design Review Checklist Manual.
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iii.

(f)

(2)

Place rip-rap cap or hard armoring on
residual surface of banks (e.g., where
needed for protection of adjacent
infrastructure).

Implementation of remediation activities shall result
in no net loss of flood storage capacity (FSC) and
no increase in water surface elevation in this reach.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall remove sediment, install an Engineered Cap
in the entire riverbed, remove riverbank soils, reconstruct
the riverbanks, and perform all other related activities.
Permittee shall perform the foregoing pursuant to the
Performance Standards and the requirements in Sections
II.B.2.a.(2)(a) through II.B.2.a.(2)(dc) below, and in
accordance with plans submitted and approved pursuant to
Section II.H. of this Permit.

7

(a)

Sediment and riverbank removal and subsequent
capping shall result in a final grade generally
consistent with the original grade or with
modifications, as approved by EPA, considering the
principles of Natural Channel Design. Performance
of removal and capping shall generally use
engineering methods employed from within the
river channel or other methods approved by EPA.

(b)

The location of contaminated eroding riverbanks
shall be determined using a BANCS model7
calibrated for the Housatonic River and the
collection of additional riverbank soil PCB data. A
bank shall be considered contaminated if it contains
≥ 5 mg/kg total PCBs measured in the surficial 0 to
12 inches as the average of three 12-inch cores
taken at the toe, midpoint, and top of the bank at a
maximum spacing of every 25 feet of linear bank.
The Permittee shall complete bank excavation for

A description of the BANCS or "Bank Assessment for Non-point source Consequences of Sediment" model can be
found at http://water.epa.gov/scitech/datait/tools/warsss/pla_box08.cfm and in the River Stability Field Guide,
David Rosgen, copyright 2008 by Wildland Hydrology.
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the Thiessen polygon8 representing the sample
transect that is contaminated and eroding.9
(c)

In addition to the Reach 5A banks that otherwise
require remediation pursuant to Sections
II.B.2.a.(2)(a) through II.B.2.a.(2)(b) above, the
Permittee shall also evaluate the PCB data, erosion
potential, adjacent floodplain removal (if any),
constructability issues, and likelihood of future
downstream transport at such concentrations should
such banks erode, and based on these factors, shall
consider supplemental riverbank removal, and shall
propose further action as necessary.

(c)(d) The location of soil excavated shall be determined
based on the collection, pursuant to this Permit, of
bank soil PCB data and bank erosion/shear stress
data, and a further evaluation of bank soils pursuant
to subsection (c) of this Section.
b.

Reach 5B
(1)

8

9

Performance Standards
(a)

The river bed sediment associated with each
discrete sample with ≥ 50 mg/kg total PCBs shall be
removed and backfilled. The backfill shall consist
of material with characteristics similar to existing
sediment and placed to original grade.

(b)

Subsequent to excavation and backfill, Enhanced
Monitored Natural Recovery (Enhanced MNR or

Thiessen polygon method is described in Technical Attachment E of Appendix E to the Consent Decree.
EPA’s May 2012 status report entitled “Potential Remediation Approaches to the GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River
Site ‘Rest of River’ PCB Contamination” (the Status Report) highlighted the objectives of addressing the
unacceptable risks posed by PCBs and of minimizing the amount of bank excavation to preserve the dynamic
character and related biodiversity and habitats of the river. To that end, the Status Report proposed a remedial
approach that, based on data collected prior to the issuance of the Permit, would result in an amount of bank
excavation in Reach 5A of 3.5 miles, and an amount of bank excavation in Reach 5B of 0.2 miles. The actual
remediation amounts will be determined during remedial design pursuant to the process described herein. If the
new data to be collected identifies the need for greater bank excavation, then the foregoing amounts of bank
excavation will change based on new data. Consistent with the remedial approach identified in the Status Report,
the Corrective Measures for the riverbanks will be designed and implemented to achieve the Performance
Standards while minimizing impacts on river dynamics and other ecological processes, and on the abundance of
state-listed and other wildlife species and the diversity of their habitats that are supported by the existing river
ecosystem.
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EMNR) shall be implemented throughout Reach
5B. Permittee shall place an amendment such as
activated carbon and/or other comparable
amendments proposed by Permittee and approved
by EPA throughout Reach 5B to reduce the
bioavailability of the remaining PCBs in the
sediment bed.
(c)

(2)

The riverbank soil with ≥ 50 mg/kg total PCBs shall
be removed, and disturbed banks shall be
reconstructed using bioengineering methods to
minimize erosion and reduce downstream transport
of the residual PCBs in bank soil (see footnote 9).

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall remove sediment, install backfill in the
riverbed, implement EMNR, including placement of an
amendment such as activated carbon and/or other
comparable amendments, remove riverbank soils,
reconstruct the riverbanks, and perform all other related
activities. Permittee shall perform the foregoing pursuant
to the Performance Standards and the requirements in
Sections II.B.2.b.(2)(a) through II.B.2.b.(2)(dc) below, and
in accordance with plans submitted and approved pursuant
to Section II.H. of this Permit.
(a)

Four cores (thalweg, center, left, right) shall be
collected from the surficial 0 to 12 inches of the
river bed along transects at a spacing of every 25
linear feet of river channel. Sediment shall be
removed from the Thiessen polygon associated with
each discrete sample with ≥ 50 mg/kg total PCBs.

(b)

Riverbank soil shall be removed from Thiessen
polygon represented by a concentration ≥ 50 mg/kg
total PCBs in any of three samples (bottom,
midpoint, or top of the riverbank) collected from the
surficial foot of the riverbank at an interval of 25
feet of linear bank.

(b)(c) In addition to the Reach 5B banks that otherwise
require remediation pursuant to Sections
II.B.2.b.(2)(a) and II.B.2.b.(2)(b) above, the
Permittee shall also evaluate the PCB data, erosion
potential, adjacent floodplain removal (if any),
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constructability issues, and likelihood of future
downstream transport at such concentrations should
such banks erode, and, based on these factors, shall
consider supplemental riverbank removal, and shall
propose further action as necessary.
(c)(d) The location of soil and sediment excavated per this
subsection shall be determined based on the
collection of the bank soil and sediment PCB data
collected pursuant to this Permit and a further
evaluation of bank soils pursuant to subsection (c)
of this Section.
c.

Reach 5C
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

Throughout Reach 5C, sediments shall be removed,
including any areas with ≥ 50 mg/kg total PCBs, to
achieve a spatially-weighted average concentration
of 1 mg/kg total PCBs in surface sediment (0- to
12-inch depth) and subsurface sediment in each
averaging area and depth interval. river bed
sediment shall be removed and an Engineered Cap
shall be placed over the entire riverbed and depth
interval.

(a)(b) Permittee shall backfill as necessary to ensure
channel stability; however, the placement of
backfill shall not be considered in the spatiallyweighted averaging calculations. The backfill shall
be a minimum of 6 inches and consist of material
with characteristics similar to existing sediment to
provide functions and values equivalent to the preexisting surficial sediment substrate.
(b)(c) Implementation of remediation activities shall result
in no net loss of FSC and no increase in water
surface elevation in this reach.
(2)

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall remove sediment and install an Engineered
Cap in the entirebackfill the riverbed and perform all other
related activities. Permittee shall perform the foregoing
pursuant to the Performance Standards and the
25
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requirements in Sections II.B.2.c.(2)(a) and II.B.2.c.(2)(b)
below, and in accordance with plans submitted and
approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this Permit.

d.

(a)

Permittee shall propose in Work Plans separate
averaging areas within Reach 5C, additional
sampling for PCBs, and a method for averaging
surface and subsurface PCB concentrations,
including proposed depth intervals.

(b)

River bed sediment shall be removed, generally
using engineering methods employed from within
the river channel with dredging or wet excavation
techniques to be approved by EPA. Regardless of
sediment removal technique, the sediment shall, if
feasible, be conveyed hydraulically to the Upland
Disposal Facility location for processing Sediment
removal and subsequent capping backfill shall
result in a final grade generally consistent with the
original grade or with modifications, as approved
by EPA, considering the principles of Natural
Channel Design.

Backwaters adjacent to Reaches 5, 6, and 7
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

For contaminated sediment in the portions of
Backwaters located outside of Core Area 1 Priority
Habitat (as generally shown in Attachment B):
i.

For surface sediment (0- to 12-inch depth):
remove sufficient sediment, including any
areas ≥ 50 mg/kg total PCBs, and replace
with a contiguous Engineered Cap to
achieve a spatially-weighted average
concentration of 1 mg/kg total PCBs in each
averaging area. When calculating
post-remediation surficial spatially-weighted
average concentrations, a PCB concentration
equal to 1% of the existing average surficial
concentration shall be used as the PCB
concentration in capped areas.

ii.

For subsurface sediment: in areas outside
the footprint of the Engineered Cap
necessary to meet the requirements in
26
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Section II.B.2.d.(1)(a)i. above, remove
sufficient sediment and replace with a
contiguous Engineered Cap(s) to achieve a
spatially-weighted average concentration of
1 mg/kg total PCBs in subsurface sediment
in each averaging area and depth interval.
For areas beneath an Engineered Cap, a total
PCB concentration equal to 1% of the
existing average surficial concentration shall
be used as the PCB concentration in spatialweighting calculations.
iii.

In lieu of the provisions in Sections
II.B.2.d.(1)(a)i. and II.B.2.d.(1)(a)ii. above,
Permittee may propose to excavate
sediments, including any areas ≥50 mg/kg
total PCBs, to achieve a spatially-weighted
average concentration of 1 mg/kg total PCBs
in surface sediment (0- to 12-inch depth)
and subsurface sediment in each averaging
area and depth interval. The placement of
backfill shall not be factored in the spatiallyweighted averaging calculations.

iv.

All backfilling or capping shall result in a
final grade generally consistent with the
original grade.

(b)

In the portions of Backwater areas located within
Core Area 1 habitat with discrete total PCB
concentrations ≥ 50 mg/kg in surficial (0- to 12inch) sediment, the sediment for each sample ≥ 50
mg/kg shall be removed followed by placement of
an Engineered Cap to original grade.

(c)

The Permittee shall place an amendment such as
activated carbon and/or other comparable
amendments proposed by Permittee and approved
by EPA to reduce the bioavailability of the
remaining PCBs in areas defined as Core Area 1
habitat where total PCB concentrations are between
1 mg/kg and 50 mg/kg in the surficial (0 to 12
inches) of sediment.
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(c)(d) Sediment shall be removed with either dredging or
wet excavation techniques to be approved by EPA
and, if feasible, conveyed hydraulically to the
Upland Disposal Facility location for processing.
(d)(e) Remediation activities shall result in no net loss of
FSC and no increase of water surface elevation in
this reach.
(2)

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall remove sediment, install an Engineered Cap
or backfill in the Backwaters, and place an amendment
such as activated carbon and/or other comparable
amendments in the Backwaters, and perform all other
related activities. Permittee shall perform the foregoing
pursuant to the Performance Standards and the
requirements in Sections II.B.2.d.(2)(a) and through
II.B.2.d.(2)(cb) below, and in accordance with plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
(a)

Permittee shall propose in a Pre-Design Work Plan
(see Section II.H.3. below) additional sampling for
PCBs in sediment, and a method for averaging
surface and subsurface PCB concentrations using a
50-foot grid, including proposed averaging areas
and depth intervals.

(b)

The location of sediment excavated or dredged
and/or capped per this subsection shall be
determined based on the collection of additional
PCB data on a 50-foot sample grid. For Section
II.B.2.d.(1)(b), sediment shall be removed from the
Thiessen polygon associated with each discrete
sample with ≥50 mg/kg total PCBs.

(c)

Sediment shall be removed with either dredging or
wet excavation techniques to be approved by EPA
and, if feasible, conveyed hydraulically to the
Upland Disposal Facility location for processing.
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e.

Woods Pond (Reach 6)
(1)

(2)

Performance Standards
(a)

Sediment shall be removed throughout the pond and
an Engineered Cap shall be placed over residual
PCBs to result in a post-capping minimum water
depth of 6 feet measured from the crest of the dam,
except in near-shore areas where the slope from the
shore to the 6-foot water depth shall be as steep as
possible, while also being stable and not subject to
erosion or sloughing. In areas deeper than 6 feet
prior to remediation, sufficient sediment shall be
removed to allow for the placement of an
Engineered Cap so that the final grade is equal to or
deeper than the original grade.

(b)

Permittee shall conduct updated bathymetric
surveys before sediment removal, and before and
after capping. The post-capping bathymetry survey
shall be the baseline used in determining the amount
of future sediment deposition on the Engineered
Cap.

(c)

If during monitoring following construction, EPA
determines that significant concentrations and
depths of PCB-contaminated sediment have
accumulated above the Engineered Cap in Woods
Pond, the Permittee shall remove such accumulated
sediment while ensuring the integrity of the
Engineered Cap.

(d)

Remediation activities shall result in no net loss of
FSC and no increase of water surface elevation in
this reach.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall conduct sediment removal, capping,
bathymetric surveys, and perform all other related
activities. Sediment shall be removed with dredging or wet
excavation techniques to be approved by EPA and, if
feasible, conveyed hydraulically to the Upland Disposal
Facility location for processing. Permittee shall perform
the foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standards and in
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accordance with plans submitted pursuant to Section II.H.
below.
f.

Columbia Mill Impoundment (Reach 7B), Eagle Mill
Impoundment (Reach 7C), Willow Mill Impoundment (Reach 7E),
and Glendale Impoundment (Reach 7G).
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

For surface sediment (0- to 12-inch depth): remove
sufficient sediment, including any areas with ≥ 50
mg/kg total PCBs, and replace with a contiguous
Engineered Cap to achieve a spatially-weighted
average concentration of 1 mg/kg total PCBs in
surface sediment in each averaging area. When
calculating post-remediation surficial spatiallyweighted average concentrations, a total PCB
concentration equal to 1% of the existing average
surficial concentration shall be used as the PCB
concentration in capped areas.

(b)

For subsurface sediment: for areas outside the
footprint of the Engineered Cap necessary to meet
the requirements in Section II.B.2.f.(1)(a) above,
remove sufficient sediment and replace with
contiguous Engineered Cap(s) to achieve a
spatially-weighted average concentration of 1
mg/kg total PCBs in subsurface sediment in each
averaging area and depth interval. For areas
beneath an Engineered Cap, a total PCB
concentration equal to 1% of the existing average
surficial concentration shall be used as the PCB
concentration in spatial-weighting calculations.

(c)

Engineered Capping shall result in a final grade
generally consistent with original grade.
Engineered Capping and all actions pursuant to
Sections II.B.2.f.(1)(a) and II.B.2.f.(1)(b) above
shall not exceed 3 acres within Reach 7E and 6.5
acres within Reach 7G.

(d)

For Reaches 7B and 7C, in lieu of the provisions in
Sections II.B.2.f.(1)(a) through II.B.2.f.(1)(c)
above, Permittee shall remove sediment and remove
the dams in these impoundments (which include the
coves/ponds adjacent to Columbia Street in Lee).
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Materials requiring removal under this paragraph
shall include sufficient sediment in any areas with
≥ 50 mg/kg total PCBs, to achieve a spatiallyweighted average concentration of 1 mg/kg total
PCBs in surface sediment (0- to 12-inch depth) and
subsurface sediment in each averaging area and
depth interval. Permittee shall backfill with a
minimum of 6 inches of backfill of suitable material
and additional material as necessary to ensure
channel stability; however, the placement of
backfill shall not be considered in the spatiallyweighted averaging calculations.
(d)(e) In any Reaches 7E and 7G Impoundment, in lieu of
the provisions in Sections II.B.2.f.(1)(a) through
II.B.2.f.(1)(c) above, Permittee may propose to
excavate sediments, including any areas with ≥ 50
mg/kg total PCBs, to achieve a spatially-weighted
average concentration of 1 mg/kg total PCBs in
surface sediment (0- to 12-inch depth) and
subsurface sediment in each averaging area and
depth interval. Permittee shall backfill with a
minimum of 6 inches of backfill of suitable material
as necessary to ensure channel stability; however,
the placement of backfill shall not be considered in
the spatially-weighted averaging calculations.
Permittee shall use this approach to ensure that no
more than 3 acres within Reach 7E and 6.5 acres
within Reach 7G require capping.
(e)(f)

For any Reaches 7E and/or 7G dam, in lieu of the
provisions in Sections II.B.2.f.(1)(a) through
II.B.2.f.(1)(cd), Permittee may propose to EPA for
review and approval that Permittee coordinate with
any entity planning to remove any Reach 7 dam.
Such proposal shall include a schedule for reaching
an agreement with an entity(s) on the scope and
extent of the work to be performed, the entity(s)
conducting the work, the allocation of costs, and, if
applicable, the prompt payment by Permittee of
costs in advance of implementation of the necessary
work on the dam removal once necessary approvals
have been received. Materials requiring removal
under this paragraph shall include soil or sediment
that could be mobilized downstream as part of dam
removal and sediments greater than 1 mg/kg total
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PCBs in the river bed. For any Floodplain area
created as a result of dam removal (former
impounded areas exposed due to removal of a dam),
Permittee shall follow the process outlined in
Section II.B.76.b.(2)(b)ii.10 If Permittee cannot
secure and implement an agreement pursuant to this
Section in a timely manner, the Permittee shall
implement the requirements in Sections
II.B.2.f.(1)(a) through II.B.2.f.(1)(c) above and/or
implement actions in Section II.B.2.f.(1)(ed) above.
(f)(g)

(2)

Remediation activities shall result in no net loss of
FSC and no increase of water surface elevation in
each of Reaches 7B, 7C, 7E and 7G.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall remove sediment, install an Engineered Cap
or backfill in the Impoundments, remove dams in Reaches
7B and 7C, and/or secure and implement an agreement with
entity(s) to remove dam(s) in Reaches 7E and/or 7G, and
perform all other related activities. Permittee shall perform
the foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standards, the
requirements in this Section, and in accordance with plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
Permittee shall propose in Work Plans separate averaging
areas within each Impoundment, additional sampling for
PCBs, and a method for averaging surface and subsurface
PCB concentrations using a 50-foot grid, including
proposed depth intervals. This plan shall include
characterization for the three options approaches in
Sections II.B.2.f.(1)(a) through II.B.2.f.(1)(fe) above. The
submission of a Work Plan(s) for Reaches 7B and 7C shall
be expedited per Section II.H.1. below.

10

In addition to the requirements outlined above, at the time that the dam removal work is anticipated, EPA expects
that there will be an agreement in place that, among other things, will ensure that the planned dam removal and
material removal are conducted in accordance with applicable legal requirements, and that will ensure EPA
review and approval of work plans and oversight of the sediment removal work.
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g.

Rising Pond (Reach 8)
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

For surface sediment (0- to 12-inch depth): remove
sufficient sediment, including any areas with ≥ 50
mg/kg total PCBs, and replace with a contiguous
Engineered Cap to achieve a spatially-weighted
average concentration of 1 mg/kg total PCBs in
surface sediment in each averaging area. When
calculating post-remediation surficial spatiallyweighted average concentrations, a total PCB
concentration equal to 1% of the existing average
surficial concentration shall be used as the PCB
concentration in capped areas.

(b)

For subsurface sediment: for areas outside the
footprint of the Engineered Cap necessary to meet
the requirements in Section II.B.2.g.(1)(a) above,
remove sufficient sediment and replace with
contiguous Engineered Cap(s) to achieve a
spatially-weighted average concentration of
1 mg/kg total PCBs in subsurface sediment in each
averaging area and depth interval. For areas
beneath an Engineered Cap, a total PCB
concentration equal to 1% of the existing average
surficial concentration shall be used as the PCB
concentration in spatial-weighting calculations.

(c)

Engineered Capping shall result in a final grade
generally consistent with original grade.
Engineered Capping and all actions pursuant to
Sections II.B.2.g.(1)(a) and II.B.2.g.(1)(b) above
shall not exceed 31 acres.

(d)

In lieu of the provisions in Sections II.B.2.g.(1)(a)
through II.B.2.g.(1)(a)(c) above, the Permittee may
propose to excavate sediments, including any areas
with ≥ 50 mg/kg PCBs, to achieve a spatiallyweighted average concentration of 1 mg/kg total
PCBs in surface sediment (0- to 12-inch depth) and
subsurface sediment in each averaging area and
depth interval. Permittee shall backfill with a
minimum of 6 inches of backfill of suitable material
as necessary Backfilling may be required to ensure
channel stability; however, the placement of
backfill shall not be considered in the spatially33
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weighted averaging calculations. Permittee shall
use this approach to ensure that no more than 31
acres within Reach 8 require capping.

(2)

(e)

Permittee shall conduct updated bathymetric
surveys before sediment removal and before and
after capping. The post-capping bathymetry survey
shall be the baseline used in determining the amount
of future sediment deposition.

(f)

If during monitoring following construction, EPA
determines that significant concentrations and
depths of PCB-contaminated sediment have
accumulated, the Permittee shall remove such
accumulated sediment while ensuring the integrity
of the Engineered Cap, where present.

(g)

Remediation activities shall result in no net loss of
FSC and no increase of water surface elevation in
this reach.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain Performance Standards, Permittee
shall remove sediment, install an Engineered Cap or
backfill, conduct bathymetric surveys and monitoring
activities, and perform all other related activities. Permittee
shall perform the foregoing pursuant to the Performance
Standards and the requirements in this Section, and in
accordance with plans submitted and approved pursuant to
Section II.H. of this Permit.
Permittee shall propose in a Pre-Design Work Plan (see
Section II.H.3. below) separate averaging areas within the
pond, additional sampling for PCBs on a 50-foot grid, and a
method for averaging surface and subsurface PCB
concentrations, including proposed depth intervals. For
Section II.B.2.g.(1)(d), sediment shall be removed from the
Thiessen polygon associated from each discrete sample
with ≥ 50 mg/kg total PCBs.

h.

Flowing Subreaches in Reach 7 and Throughout Reaches 9
Through 16, Including Impoundments
(1)

Performance Standard
Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR) shall be implemented
in these reaches.
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(2)

Corrective Measure
To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard,
Permittee shall conduct monitoring of PCB concentrations
in affected media (including surface water, sediment, and
biota) in these reaches to see if recovery is occurring at the
expected rate, maintain institutional controls, and perform
all other related activities. Permittee shall perform the
foregoing pursuant the Performance Standard and in
accordance with Sections II.B.4., II.B.76., and II.H. of this
Permit.

i.

Engineered Caps
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

All Engineered Caps constructed shall include the
following layers or functions:
i.

A Mixing Layer to prevent contamination of
the chemical isolation layer due to mixing
with underlying contaminated sediment
during cap placement, taking into account
geotechnical considerations, placement
techniques, and other factors as appropriate.

ii.

Chemical Isolation Layer sufficient to
minimize (reduce by 99%) the flux of PCB
concentrations through the isolation layer.

iii.

Erosion Protection Layer to prevent erosion
in accordance with federal and state
requirements and consistent with pertinent
EPA or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) guidance.

iv.

Geotechnical Filter Layer, as needed based
on the design evaluation, to prevent mixing
between other layers.

v.

Bioturbation Layer to prevent bioturbation
from impacting underlying layers.

vi.

Habitat Layer to provide functions and
values equivalent to the pre-existing
surficial sediment substrate.
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(2)

(b)

Installation of the cap shall not result in a loss of
FSC, and there shall be no increase in water surface
elevations in any of the reaches where Engineered
Caps are installed.

(c)

Engineered Caps shall be inspected, monitored, and
maintained to ensure long-term protectiveness and
to ensure that they continue to function as designed.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards, the
Permittee shall design, construct, inspect, monitor, and
maintain Engineered Caps and perform all other related
activities. Permittee shall perform the foregoing pursuant
to the Performance Standards and the requirements in
Section II.B.2.i.(2), including, but not limited to, Sections
II.B.2.i.(2)(a) through II.B.2.i.(2)(g) below, and in
accordance with plans submitted and approved pursuant to
Section II.H. of this Permit.
The Permittee shall design and construct all Engineered
Caps to physically isolate contaminated sediments from
potential ecological and human receptors, and minimize the
transport of PCBs from the sediment beneath the caps to
the bioavailable surface layer and the water column,
consistent with the principles presented in pertinent EPA or
USACE guidance such as EPA’s Contaminated Sediment
Remediation Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites (EPA,
2005) and Guidance for In-Situ Subaqueous Capping of
Contaminated Sediments (Palermo et al., 1998) and in
accordance with federal and state requirements.
Engineered Cap designs generally specify mixing, chemical
isolation, erosion protection, filter, bioturbation, and habitat
layer(s). They also may specify the inclusion of an
amendment such as activated carbon where necessary to
minimize the flux of PCBs. Under some circumstances, a
single layer of material may serve more than one purpose in
achieving the Performance Standards above. Engineered
Cap design must also take into account constructability
concerns (e.g., placement tolerances, method of
construction). The design process shall address the
following items:
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(a)

Mixing Layer

Evaluate the composition and thickness necessary to meet
the Performance Standard.
(b)

(c)

Chemical Isolation Layer
i.

Modeling of the isolation layer shall be
performed in general accordance with EPA’s
Contaminated Sediment Remediation
Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites (EPA,
2005) and Guidance for In-Situ Subaqueous
Capping of Contaminated Sediments
(Palermo et al., 1998).

ii.

Modeling shall be conducted using sitespecific data collected during the design
process, as appropriate.

iii.

Modeling shall consider the processes of
advection, diffusion, sorption, bioturbation,
and exchange with the surface water, and
sediment deposition consistent with current
state-of-the practice for cap design.

iv.

Modeling shall be used to determine the
thickness and composition (i.e., the amount
of activated carbon/total organic carbon
(TOC) or equivalent sorptive amendment) of
the chemical isolation layer sufficient to
meet Performance Standards.

Erosion Protection Layer
i.

The stable particle sizes necessary to resist
the erosive forces in the different reaches of
the Housatonic River shall be computed in
accordance with federal and state
requirements and consistent with pertinent
EPA and USACE guidance such as EPA’s
Contaminated Sediment Remediation
Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites (EPA,
2005) and Guidance for In-Situ Subaqueous
Capping of Contaminated Sediments
(Palermo et al., 1998).

ii.

The design flow event for the erosion
protection layer is a flow event up to and
including the applicable return interval event
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(for example, 100 year or 500 year flow
event), which shall be calculated using upto-date flow data. However, consideration
shall also be given during the cap design to
the potential impact of climate change on
cap performance, and to including
appropriate measures to mitigate the
potential impacts.

(d)

iii.

Site-specific data and modeling will be used
to determine the design velocities and
associated bed shear stresses associated with
various flow events.

iv.

In addition, other potential erosional forces,
including, but not limited to, bioturbation,
wind-generated waves, debris, motor boat
wakes, and ice impacts will be considered.

Geotechnical Filter Layer
The use of a geotechnical filter layer between the
chemical isolation layer material and erosion
protection layer material shall be evaluated and may
be necessary for those areas requiring cobble or
larger sized material in the erosion protection
layer.

(e)

Bioturbation Layer
The assemblage of species, bioturbation depth
profile, and abundances of dominant organisms
shall be evaluated to determine the need for and
thickness of a bioturbation layer to be included.

(f)

Habitat Layer
Engineered Caps shall include a habitat layer that
provides functions and values equivalent to the preexisting surficial sediment substrate.

(g)

Other Design Considerations
i.

The geotechnical stability of the caps (e.g.,
bearing capacity, slope stability, ebullition)
shall be evaluated.
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j.

ii.

The need for over-placement allowances
with additional excavation for each layer
shall be considered.

iii.

The requirement for periodic removal of
contaminated sediment that accumulates on
top of the Engineered Caps at Woods Pond
and Rising Pond shall be considered in the
design of such Engineered Caps.

Additional Response Actions and/or Inspection, Monitoring and
Maintenance for Dams and Impoundments in Reaches 5 through 9
(1)

(2)

Performance Standards
(a)

The Permittee shall minimize PCB releases related
to dams and Impoundments by ensuring inspection,
monitoring, and maintenance of such dams and
Impoundments, and operating the Woods Pond and
Rising Pond dams.

(b)

If there is a catastrophic failure and/or a material
breach of any dam or component of the dam that
results in a release of PCBs that is materially greater
than the PCB transport from that dam under the
normal range of flow conditions, the Permittee shall
propose and implement a response to maintain the
Performance Standards or to maintain the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action.

(c)

The Permittee shall conduct response actions to be
protective of any Legally Permissible Future Project
or Work including, but not limited to, dam removal
(either before or after completion of any response
action conducted pursuant to Sections II.B.2.e.
through II.B.2.g. above). Permittee shall conduct
such response actions (including material handling
and off-site disposal and engineering controls) to
allow such Legally Permissible Future Project or
Work to be conducted in a manner that maintains
Performance Standards and/or maintains the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall perform the following: ensure the
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inspection, monitoring, and maintenance of the dams,
and/or Impoundments; operate Woods Pond and Rising
Pond dams to minimize releases; conduct response actions
to be protective of any Legally Permissible Future Project
or Work including, but not limited to dam removal; if there
is a catastrophic failure and/or material breach of any dam
or dam component, propose and respond to such release to
maintain the Performance Standards or to maintain the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action; and
perform all other related activities. Permittee shall perform
the foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standards, the
requirements in Sections II.B.2.j.(2)(a) through
II.B.2.j.(2)(e) below, and in accordance with the plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
(a)

Permittee shall operate, inspect, monitor, and
maintain Woods Pond and Rising Pond dams, even
if the Permittee transfers ownership interest in the
dams. Such activities shall include, (i) maintaining
the integrity of the dam to contain contaminated
sediments and (ii) conducting materials handling
and off-site disposal and engineering controls
related to dam maintenance, repair, upgrades, and
enhancement activities (including, but not limited
to, addressing sedimentation in sluiceways,
conveyances, and other channels that transport
water over, through or around the dam); and (iii)
and all other related activities. Upon conveyance of
either dam, Permittee may seek EPA approval for
another party to implement some or all of
Permittee’s operation, inspection, monitoring and
maintenance obligations.

(b)

For all other dams and Impoundments in
Massachusetts Permittee shall ensure inspection,
monitoring and maintenance for such dams. Such
activities shall include, (i) maintaining the integrity
of the dam to contain contaminated sediments, and
(ii) conducting materials handling and off-site
disposal, and engineering controls related to dam
maintenance, repair, upgrades, and enhancement
activities (including, but not limited to, addressing
sedimentation in sluiceways, conveyances, and
other channels that transport water over, through or
around the dam) and (iii) and all other related
40
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activities. Permittee shall make best efforts to
obtain an access agreement with each owner of a
dam to allow Permittee to perform such inspection,
monitoring and maintenance activities. Permittee
may seek EPA approval for another party to
implement some or all of the Permittee’s inspection,
monitoring and maintenance activities. If Permittee
uses best efforts but cannot fulfill these obligations,
Permittee may submit to EPA for review and
approval a plan that includes, without limitation, the
reasons why Permittee cannot fulfill these
obligations, any proposed actions Permittee will
take to remediate the PCB contamination behind the
dams, any further actions to be taken to obtain
agreement from the dam owner, and whether the
Engineered Caps will maintain effectiveness
without Permittee having fulfilled its obligations
regarding dam inspection, monitoring and
maintenance.
(c)

If there is a catastrophic failure and/or a material
breach of any dam or dam component that results in
a release of PCBs from the dam that is materially
greater than the PCB transport from that dam and/or
Impoundment under the normal range of flow
conditions, Permittee shall, within thirty (30) days
of notification by EPA of such failure or breach,
submit a Report for EPA approval that (i) proposes
repairs to, or removal of, such dam, and (ii)
proposes a plan to characterize and respond to the
PCBs released by such failure and/or breach (if
necessary to maintain the Performance Standards or
to maintain the effectiveness of the Rest of River
Remedial Action). The Report shall include a
proposed schedule to implement the required
response actions. Following receipt of EPA’s
approval of the Report and schedule, Permittee shall
implement the additional response actions in
accordance with EPA’s approval, including the
approved schedule.

(d)

Permittee shall every five years determine whether
there has been a change in ownership of any dam.
In addition, within 30 days of conducting response
actions behind a dam, and at any time there is a
change in ownership of such dam, and every five
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years after any of the foregoing events, Permittee
shall provide notice to such dam owner (for the
initial notice, notice shall also be sent to any holders
of easements), with copies to EPA, MA DEP, CT
DEEP, and applicable regulatory agencies, of:

(e)

i.

A commitment that the Permittee will
conduct the requirements set forth in
Sections II.B.2.j.(1)(b) and II.B.2.j.(1)(c)
above, and will conduct response actions
including inspections, monitoring and
maintenance (such as dam maintenance,
repair, upgrades, and enhancement
activities), including, without limitation,
engineering controls, restoration of any
aspect of the Rest of River Remedial Action
disturbed by such work, and materials
handling and off-site disposal. For any
activities that would involve the removal,
disposal, handling or excavation of
sediments and/or soils, Permittee shall be
required to take response actions to ensure
the proper excavation, management, and
off-site disposal of such materials and the
protection of workers and other individuals
during such excavation activities, in
accordance with applicable laws and
regulations.

ii.

Notice of contact persons for Permittee,
EPA, MA DEP, and CT DEEP and a request
that the property owner notify the contact
persons prior to conducting work at the dam,
and

iii.

A description of the PCB contamination
behind the dam, including the presence of an
Engineered Cap, if applicable.

If Permittee or another entity implements a Legally
Permissible Future Project or Work including, but
not limited to, the removal of any dam (either
before or after completion of any response actions
conducted pursuant to Sections II.B.2.e. through
II.B.2.g. above), Permittee shall conduct sufficient
response actions (including materials handling and
off-site disposal and engineering controls) to allow
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such Legally Permissible Future Project or Work to
be conducted in a manner that maintains the
Performance Standards and/or maintains the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action.
Permittee may seek EPA approval for another party
to implement some or all of these obligations.
Further response actions under this paragraph will
be (i) in accordance with and pursuant to the
Consent Decree; and (ii) consistent with the scope
of the response actions selected in this Revised
Permit Modification. Permittee’s responsibility for
the costs of said further response actions will be
limited to those costs solely related to the presence
of PCBs.
k.

Additional Response Actions for Sediment, Riverbanks,
Backwaters, Impoundments in Reaches 5 through 9
(1)

Performance Standard
The Permittee shall conduct response actions to be
protective of any Legally Permissible Future Project or
Work. Permittee shall conduct such response actions
(including material handling and off-site disposal and
engineering controls) to allow such Legally Permissible
Future Project or Work to be conducted in a manner that
maintains Performance Standards and/or maintains the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action.

(2)

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard,
Permittee shall conduct response actions to be protective of
any Legally Permissible Future Project or Work. Such
response actions may include, without limitation, material
handling and off-site disposal and engineering controls,
repairing any aspect of the Rest of River Remedial Action
disturbed by such Legally Permissible Future Project or
Work, and all other related activities. Permittee shall
perform the foregoing pursuant to the Performance
Standards, the requirements in Sections II.B.2.k.(2)(a) and
II.B.2.k.(2)(b) below, and in accordance with the plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
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(a)

Permittee shall conduct response actions to be
protective of any Legally Permissible Future Project
or Work. Within 30 days of Permittee receiving
notification from EPA that EPA has determined that
an entity has met the criteria for a Legally
Permissible Future Project or Work, Permittee shall
submit to EPA for approval, a work plan and
schedule to respond to such Legally Permissible
Future Project or Work. For any activities that
would involve the removal, handling or excavation
of sediments and/or soils, Permittee shall be
required to take response actions to ensure the
proper excavation, management, and off-site
disposal of such materials and the protection of
workers and other individuals during such
excavation activities, in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations. Following receipt of EPA’s
approval of the work plan and schedule, Permittee
shall implement the additional response actions in
accordance with EPA’s approval, including the
approved schedule. Permittee may seek EPA
approval for another party to implement some or all
of these obligations. Further response actions under
this paragraph will be (i) in accordance with and
pursuant to the Consent Decree; and (ii) consistent
with the scope of the response actions selected in
this Revised Permit Modification. Permittee’s
responsibility for the costs of said further response
actions will be limited to those costs solely related
to the presence of PCBs.

(b)

Permittee shall annually provide letters to the
Conservation Commissions and Departments of
Public Works (“DPWs”) for the municipalities
located along the River, and the Massachusetts
Department of Transportation District 1 (“MA
DOT”) (with copies to EPA, MA DEP, and CT
DEEP), that provide notice of the potential for
contamination and request that such entities notify
Permittee, EPA, MA DEP, CT DEEP prior to
approving any application for and prior to
implementing any Legally Permissible Future
Project or Work in the Reaches 5 through 9 of the
River and/or Floodplains.
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l.

Additional Response Actions for Dams and Impoundments and
Sediment, Riverbanks, and Backwaters in Reaches 10 through 16
(1)

(2)

Performance Standards
(a)

The Permittee shall conduct response actions to be
protective of any Legally Permissible Future Project
or Work, where documentation is provided that
such Legally Permissible Future Project or Work
requires the handling or disturbance of sediment or
riverbank soils with total PCBs greater than 1
mg/kg. Permittee shall conduct such response
actions (including material handling and off-site
disposal and engineering controls) to allow such
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work to be
conducted in a manner that maintains Performance
Standards and/or maintains the effectiveness of the
Rest of River Remedial Action.

(b)

If there is a catastrophic failure and/or a material
breach of any dam or dam components that results
in a release of PCBs that is materially greater than
the PCB transport from that dam under the normal
range of flow conditions, the Permittee shall
propose and implement a response to maintain the
Performance Standards and/or to maintain the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action.

Corrective Measures

To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards, Permittee
shall conduct response actions to be protective of any Legally
Permissible Future Project or Work including, without limitation,
engineering controls, and materials handling and off-site disposal,
and if there is a catastrophic failure and/or material breach of any
dam or dam component, propose and respond to such release, and
perform all other related activities. Permittee shall perform the
foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standards, the requirements
in Sections II.B.2.l.(2)(a) through II.B.2.l.(2)(dc) below, and in
accordance with the plans submitted and approved pursuant to
Section II.H. of this Permit.
(a)

Permittee shall conduct further response actions to
be protective of any Legally Permissible Future
Project or Work. Within 30 days of Permittee
receiving notification from EPA that that EPA has
determined a) that an entity has met the criteria for a
45

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

Legally Permissible Project or Work, and b) that
such Legally Permissible Project or Work requires
the handling or disturbance of sediment or
riverbank soils with total PCBs greater than 1
mg/kg, Permittee shall submit to EPA for approval,
a work plan and schedule to respond to such Project
or Work, including, without limitation, sampling
and analysis, engineering controls, and materials
handling and off-site disposal. For any activities
that would involve the removal, handling or
excavation of sediments and/or soils, Permittee
shall be required to take response actions to ensure
the proper excavation, management, and off-site
disposal of such materials and the protection of
workers and other individuals during such
excavation activities, in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations. Following receipt of EPA’s
approval of the work plan and schedule, Permittee
shall implement the additional response actions in
accordance with EPA’s approval, including the
approved schedule. Permittee may seek EPA
approval for another party to implement some or all
of these obligations.
(b)

Permittee shall every five years, determine whether
there has been a change in ownership of each dam.
In addition, any time there is a change in ownership
of such property, and every five years thereafter,
Permittee shall provide notice to the dam owner (for
the initial notice, notice shall also be sent to any
holders of easements), with copies to EPA, CT
DEEP and applicable regulatory agencies, of:
i.

A commitment that the Permittee will
conduct the requirements set forth in Section
II.B.2.l.(2)(a) above, and will conduct
response actions to be protective of any
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work
in locations where documentation is
provided that such Project or Work requires
the handling or disturbance of sediment or
riverbank soils with total PCBs greater than
1 mg/kg. Such response actions include,
without limitation, sampling and analysis,
engineering controls, and materials handling
and off-site disposal. For any activities that
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would involve materials handling or the
removal of sediments and/or soils, Permittee
shall be required to take response actions to
ensure the proper handling, management,
and off-site disposal of such materials and
the protection of workers and other
individuals during such excavation
activities, in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations.
ii.

Notice of contact persons for Permittee,
EPA and CT DEEP, and

iii.

A description of the PCB contamination
behind the dam.

(c)

If there is a catastrophic failure and/or a material
breach of any dam or dam component that results in
a release of PCBs from the dam that is materially
greater than the PCB transport from that that dam
under the normal range of flow conditions,
Permittee, shall within thirty (30) days of
notification by EPA of such failure of breach,
submit a Report for EPA approval that (i) proposes
repairs to such dam and (ii) proposes a plan to
characterize and respond to the PCBs released by
such failure and/or breach (if necessary to maintain
the Performance Standards or to maintain the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action).
The report shall include a proposed schedule to
implement the required response actions.
Following receipt of EPA’s approval of the work
plan and schedule, Permittee shall implement the
additional response actions in accordance with
EPA’s approval, including the approved schedule.
Permittee may seek EPA approval for another party
to implement some or all of these obligations.

(d)

Further response actions under this paragraph will
be (i) in accordance with and pursuant to the
Consent Decree; and (ii) consistent with the scope
of the response actions selected in this Revised
Permit Modification. Permittee’s responsibility for
the costs of said further response actions will be
limited to those costs solely related to the presence
of PCBs.
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3.

Floodplain and Vernal Pools
a.

Floodplain Soil Adjacent to Reaches 5 through 8
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

Primary Floodplain Performance Standards and
Secondary Floodplain Performance Standards are
outlined in Table 1.

(b)

For each Exposure Area (see Figures 3, 3A, and 4),
excavate and replace the top 12 inches of soil to
achieve either the Primary Floodplain Performance
Standards or Secondary Floodplain Performance
Standards based upon the approach set forth in
Section II.B.3.a.(2) below. The excavated areas
shall be backfilled to original grade.

(c)

In addition, for each Frequently Used Subarea
(shown in Figure 5), excavate and replace the top 3
feet of soil to achieve the Performance Standards
presented in Table 2. The excavated areas shall be
backfilled to original grade.

(d)

For Residential Floodplain Parcels adjacent to
Reach 5A, as identified in Table 5, Permittee shall
excavate and replace soil to achieve the Residential
Performance Standards set forth in Table 3. For
Reach 5C, as identified in Table 5, Permittee shall,
at the option of the property owner, excavate and
replace soil to achieve the Residential Performance
Standards set forth in Table 3.

(d)(e) Permittee shall avoid excavation in Core Area 1
habitat (other than Frequently Used Subareas)
except in limited areas where necessary to meet
Secondary Floodplain Performance Standards in
Table 1.
(e)(f) Permittee shall minimize the impacts from
remediation on a case-by-case basis11 for Core
11

Minimization of impacts from remediation of Floodplain and Vernal Pool soil in Core Area 2 and 3 habitat means
the implementation of a range of best construction practices that includes, but is not limited to, minimizing
impacts when determining the location and scale of staging areas and access roads, phasing the work, use of time
of year restrictions, tracking and/or exclusion of animals from work areas, plant transplantation. Minimization of
impacts may also include the avoidance of remediation in certain areas where, e.g., the impact to state-listed
species or their habitats of constructing an access road or a staging area to remediate such areas outweighs the
benefits of remediation. Permittee may propose areas to avoid excavating based on this concept; however, final
approval of any avoidance in Core Area 2 and 3 habitats will be made by EPA, after consultation with the States.
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Areas 2 and 3 (as shown in Attachment B);
however, at a minimum, Secondary Floodplain
Performance Standards in Table 1 shall be attained.
(2)

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall excavate and backfill Floodplain soil and
perform all other related activities. Permittee shall perform
the foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standards and
the requirements in Sections II.B.3.a.(2)(a) through
II.B.3.a.(2)(fg) below, and in accordance with plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
(a)

The Permittee shall conduct additional sampling of
Floodplain soil (as needed) to determine the total
PCB exposure point concentration (EPC)12 for each
Exposure Area using a Thiessen polygon approach.

(a)(b) Where applicable per Section II.B.3.a.(1)(d), the
Permittee shall submit to EPA for approval a
proposed remediation plan based on meeting the
Residential Performance Standards in Table 3.
(b)(c) The Permittee shall submit to EPA for approval a
proposed remediation plan based on meeting
Primary Floodplain Performance Standards in Table
1 for each Exposure Area and the Performance
Standards in Table 2 in each Frequently Used
Subarea using the following approach:
i.

12

Remediation in Frequently Used Subareas to
attain Floodplain Performance Standards in
Table 2;

The EPCs shall be calculated using the methods described in Appendix D to the GE’s Corrective Measures
Proposal and subsequent revisions described in Section 4.4 in GE’s October 2010 Revised Corrective Measures
Study, including the use of an approved 95th Upper Confidence Limit method to estimate the mean concentration
of total PCBs, the use of spatially interpolated representation of Floodplain soil PCB data, and factoring in habitat
community mapping where applicable.
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ii.

Remediation in all Exposure Areas to attain
Primary Floodplain Performance Standards
in Table 1;

iii.

A proposal for avoidance of Core Area 1
habitat (other than Frequently Used
Subareas) except in limited areas where
necessary to meet Secondary Floodplain
Performance Standards in Table 1; and

iv.

A proposal for minimization on a case-bycase basis for Core Areas 2 and 3 (as shown
in Attachment B); however, at a minimum,
Secondary Floodplain Performance
Standards in Table 1 shall be attained.

(c)(d) Based on the proposal submitted pursuant to
Section II.B.3.a.(2)(b) (c) above, EPA shall identify
any modification to areas proposed to be avoided,
and the Permittee shall recalculate the EPC, to
ensure that the resultant excavation plan meets, at a
minimum, Secondary Floodplain Performance
Standards in Table 1 in each Exposure Area as a
whole and the Performance Standards in Table 2 for
Frequently Used Subareas.
(d)(e) To the extent that Secondary Floodplain
Performance Standards are not met in each
Exposure Area as a whole, the Permittee shall
propose additional areas to be excavated in order to
meet, at a minimum, Secondary Performance
Standards in the Exposure Area as a whole,
repeating the steps in Sections II.B.3.a.(2)(cb) and
II.B.3.a.(2)(dc) as needed.
(e)(f) In conjunction with the steps in Sections
II.B.3.a.(2)(cb) through II.B.3.a.(2)(ed), the
Permittee shall also evaluate the presence of any
areas of remaining PCB concentrations in
Floodplain soil for erosion potential and the
likelihood of future downstream transport at
concentrations that could result in the exceedance of
the General Performance Standards specified in
Sections II.B.1.a. and II.B.1.b. Based on the
erosion potential and likelihood of future
downstream transport at such concentrations, the
Permittee shall reevaluate, as needed, any area of
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proposed Floodplain soil remediation, considering
the steps in Sections II.B.3.a.(2)(cb) through
II.B.3.a.(2)(ed) above, and shall propose further
action as necessary.
(f)(g) The Permittee shall submit the revised evaluation to
EPA. Upon approval by EPA, the Permittee shall
implement the required actions.
b.

Vernal Pools Adjacent to Reaches 5 Through 8
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

In addition to any remediation conducted in Vernal
Pools in order to meet the Floodplain Performance
Standards in Section II.B.3.a.(1) above, the
Permittee shall remediate Vernal Pools that exceed
a spatially-weighted average concentration of
3.3 mg/kg total PCBs (based upon risk to
amphibians).

(b)

The Permittee shall evaluate the best approach to
remediation of Vernal Pools by first conducting a
pilot study on not more than ten (10) vernal pools
(“Pilot Vernal Pools”), evaluating the following
approaches:
i.

On a select number of Pilot Vernal Pools,
place an amendment such as activated
carbon and/or other comparable
amendments in Vernal Pools that exceed a
spatially-weighted average concentration of
3.3 mg/kg total PCBs (based upon risk to
amphibians) to reduce the bioavailability of
PCBs to a level less than or equivalent to the
bioavailability of PCBs associated with 3.3
mg/kg total PCBs in sediment.

ii.

If remediating a Vernal Pool using activated
carbon or another comparable amendment is
determined to be unsuccessful pursuant to
the process outlined in Section II.B.3.b.(2)
below in meeting the Performance Standard
in Section II.B.3.b.(1)(a) above, Permittee
shallOn a select number of Pilot Vernal
Pools, excavate soil and backfill Vernal
Pools to pre-excavation elevations to
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achieve a spatially-weighted average
concentration of 3.3 mg/kg total PCBs in
each Vernal Pool except for Vernal Pools in
Core Area 1, where no excavation shall
occur. Permittee shall minimize the impacts
from excavation in Vernal Pools in Core
Areas 2 and 3 (as shown in Attachment B)
on a case by case basis in the manner
described in footnote 11.
ii.iii.

(2)

Based on EPA’s evaluation of the initial
pilot round of Vernal Pool remediation and
restoration and taking into the consideration
the Core Area habitat, EPA will determine
the preferred method/approach to
remediation and restoration of each
subsequent Vernal Pool and the Permittee
shall implement this approach.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall place an amendment such as activated
carbon and/or other comparable amendments, and/or
conduct excavation and backfill, and perform all other
related activities. Permittee shall perform the foregoing
pursuant to the Performance Standards and the
requirements in Sections II.B.3.b.(2)(a) through
II.B.3.b.(2)(g) below, and in accordance with plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
(a)

The Permittee shall submit a plan to EPA and, upon
approval, conduct one or more site visits to identify
potential Vernal Pools. EPA will make the
determination as to what constitutes a Vernal Pool.
Areas determined not to be Vernal Pools shall be
considered Backwaters or Floodplain soil under
Sections II.B.2.d or II.B.3.a, respectively,
depending on whether or not the area is typically
inundated.

(b)

The Permittee shall conduct additional sampling
and characterization of Vernal Pools, to generate
baseline data on the concentrations of total PCBs,
and the presence and abundance of animal species
and a range of taxa, including, but not limited to,
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threatened, endangered or state-listed species, and
water and soil chemistry. The Permittee shall also
conduct additional field reconnaissance as needed to
evaluate the potential ecological effects of
remediation of the Vernal Pools. The Permittee
shall conduct the above actions in accordance with a
work plan approved by EPA.
(c)

The Permittee shall identify Vernal Pools that
exceed a spatially-weighted average concentration
3.3 mg/kg total PCBs.

(d)

The Permittee shall submit a plan for EPA approval
proposing the number of Vernal Pools to be piloted
for remediation by both the use of activated carbon
or other comparable sediment amendment and for
remediation by traditional excavation and
restoration methods. For both methods, Permittee
shall submit plans describing the methods to be
used and the criteria for success for both reduction
of bioavailability/concentration of PCBs and impact
to ecological receptors and as outlined below.

(d)(e) Permittee shall, in the plan referenced immediately
above, describe submit a plan describing the type of
activated carbon or other comparable sediment
amendment, how it would be applied, and a method
to measure the effectiveness of activated carbon or
sediment amendment to meet the Performance
Standard for reduction in PCB bioavailability in
Sections II.B.3.b.(1)(a) and II.B.3.b.(1)(b) above.
Such methods may include, but are not limited to,
measuring the reduction in PCB concentrations in
porewater, surface water, benthic invertebrates
and/or other biota. The plan shall also identify the
criteria for success describe and how to measure the
ecological effects of the placement of activated
carbon or sediment amendment in comparison to
the pre-remediation conditions documented in
Section II.B.3.b.(2)(b) above.
(f)

Permittee shall, upon EPA approval of the plan
submitted pursuant to Section II.B.3.b.(2)(d) above,
implement the placement of activated carbon and/or
other comparable sediment amendment in an initial
set of 10 Vernal Pools and submit a report
describing the following: the effectiveness of
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placement activities in achieving the Performance
Standards in Sections II.B.3.b.(1)(a) and
II.B.3.b.(1)(b) and Section II.B.1.c. above; the
ecological effects of the activated carbon and/or
other comparable sediment amendment on Vernal
Pools compared to the criteria for success; any
suggested modifications to the procedures; and a
proposal for how to address the remaining Vernal
Pools such that the Performance Standard in
Sections II.B.3.b.(1)(a) or II.B.3.b.(1)(b) will be
met.
(e)(g) If excavation and backfill is required to meet the
Performance Standard in some or all of the Vernal
Pools, then the The Permittee shall proposesubmit a
plan for remediation by excavation and backfill of
an initial number of pools, to achieve a spatiallyweighted average concentration of 3.3 mg/kg total
PCBs in each Vernal Pool. Permittee shall, upon
EPA approval of the plan, implement this method
and submit a report describing the following: the
effectiveness of excavation and backfill activities in
achieving the Performance Standards in Sections
II.B.3.b.(1)(a) and II.B.3.b.(1)(b) and Section
II.B.1.c. above; the ecological effects of the
excavation and backfill on Vernal Pools compared
to the criteria for success; and any suggested
modifications to the procedures. Permittee shall
conduct subsequent remediation activities using
excavation and backfill pursuant to EPA approval
of this report.
(f)(h) Upon EPA review and approval of the reports
submitted pursuant to Sections II.B.3.b.(2)(e)
through II.B.3.b.(2)(g) above, after providing an
informal opportunity for public input, Permittee
shall proceed with remediation of the remaining
Vernal Pools with the placement of activated carbon
and/or other comparable amendment, or
implementation of excavation and backfill for any
of the remaining Vernal Pools for which it is
determined that this method can meet the
Performance Standard. For Vernal Pools for which
it is determined that the placement of activated
carbon and/or other comparable amendment cannot
meet the Performance Standard, Permittee shall
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remediate such Vernal Pools through excavation
and backfill (excluding Vernal Pools in Core
Area 1), or a combination of the two methods. The
excavation and backfill shall be conducted such that
the hydrology necessary for a Vernal Pool is not
adversely affected.
4.

Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance for All Response Actions Except
for Those Related to the Upland Disposal Facility.
a.

Performance Standard
Permittee shall implement a baseline and construction monitoring
program and an inspection, monitoring and maintenance program.

b.

Corrective Measure
To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard, Permittee
shall implement baseline and construction monitoring, and
inspection, monitoring and maintenance activities, and perform all
other related activities. Permittee shall perform the foregoing
pursuant to this Performance Standard and the requirements in
Sections II.B.4.b.(1) and II.B.4.b.(2) below, and in accordance
with plans submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
(1)

Baseline and Construction Monitoring Program
A baseline and construction monitoring program shall be
implemented, including but not limited to, the following:
(a)

Prior to the commencement of construction
activities, PCB data in surface water, sediment, and
biota (and other data) shall be collected to serve as a
baseline for the evaluation of the potential impacts
of the Corrective Measures and project operations
as well as to inform model parameterization in the
model re-evaluation plan. The submission of a
Baseline Monitoring Plan shall be expedited per
Section II.H.1.

(b)

The Permittee shall propose a program to minimize
adverse impacts of construction activities on the
environment (e.g., resuspension) including:
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i.

Measures to assess these impacts (e.g.,
establishing notification and action levels
for PCBs measured in surface water);

ii.

A monitoring plan to collect these data; and

iii.

Establishing response actions (e.g.,
slowdown and evaluation of operations, stop
work and modification of operations, etc.).

This program shall be designed to be consistent
with an adaptive management approach, as outlined
in Section II.F. below.
(2)

An inspection, monitoring, and maintenance program shall
be conducted in phases and be implemented upon
completion of each phase of the Rest of River Remedial
Action, except for areas subject to MNR. For areas where
MNR is the Performance Standard, monitoring shall begin
with baseline monitoring and shall continue throughout the
Remedial Action and O&M.
The inspection, monitoring, and maintenance program shall
be implemented throughout the Remedial Action to
evaluate the effectiveness of the Corrective Measures in
achieving Performance Standards, to evaluate MNR, to
monitor the sediment accumulation above the Engineered
Caps at Woods Pond and Rising Pond, and to conduct
maintenance, repair, or other response actions necessary to
achieve and maintain compliance with Performance
Standards. This program shall be designed to be consistent
with an adaptive management approach as outlined in
Section II.F. below.

5.

Upland Disposal Facility
a.

Performance Standards
(1)

The Permittee shall construct an Upland Disposal Facility
to contain certain sediment, floodplain soils and other
waste material (as defined in the Consent Decree)
generated as part of the Rest of River Remedial Action that
meet the Acceptance Criteria in Attachment E to this
Permit at the location shown in Figure 6.

(2)

The Upland Disposal Facility shall meet the following
design Performance Standards:
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(a)

The Upland Disposal Facility shall have a
maximum design capacity of 1.3 million cubic
yards.

(b)

The landfill consolidation area shall have a
maximum footprint of 20 acres and a maximum
elevation of 1,099 feet above mean sea level. If the
seasonally high groundwater elevation is
determined to be higher than 950 feet above mean
sea level, the maximum elevation of the landfill
consolidation area may be increased by the number
of feet that is the difference between the seasonally
high groundwater elevation and 950 feet above
mean sea level in order for the Upland Disposal
Facility to have a maximum capacity of 1.3 million
cubic yards.

(c)

The Upland Disposal Facility shall consist of a
double bottom liner, separated by a drainage layer,
and shall incorporate primary and secondary
leachate collection systems.

(d)

The bottom liner of the landfill will be installed a
minimum of 15 feet above a conservative estimate
of the seasonally high groundwater elevation. The
seasonally high groundwater elevation will be
projected using site-specific groundwater elevation
data collected in the location of the Upland Disposal
Facility, modified by an appropriate technical
method that takes into account historic groundwater
level fluctuations at similarly-sited off-site
long-term monitoring wells in Massachusetts. The
estimation of a seasonally high groundwater
elevation will be performed pursuant to a
methodology reviewed and approved by EPA. The
estimate of seasonally high groundwater elevation
shall then be used to support the design of the
landfill relative to achieving the required minimum
separation distance from the bottom of the liner
system to the seasonally high groundwater
elevation.

(e)

The landfill will be capped with a low-permeability
cap to include liner(s) drainage layer(s) and
vegetation.
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(f)

Liners (bottom liners and cap liners) shall have a
permeability equal or less than 1 x 10-7 cm/sec, a
minimum thickness of 30 mils and be chemically
compatible with PCBs.

(g)

Landfill design will include a stormwater
management system to control surface runoff, to
minimize the potential for surface erosion or
stormwater contribution to leachate generation.

(h)

A groundwater monitoring network shall be
designed and installed around the Upland Disposal
Facility to monitor for PCBs and other constituents
identified in the groundwater monitoring plan as
approved or modified by EPA. Groundwater
monitoring shall include a sufficient number of
monitoring wells to allow detection of groundwater
impacts.

(3)

Permittee shall identify all non-community and private
water supply wells currently within 500 feet of the Upland
Disposal Facility consolidation area. Unless the well
owner does not consent, Permittee shall pay the installation
cost of a connection to public water. In the event any new
water users (e.g., new construction) move within 500 feet
of the Upland Disposal Facility consolidation area during
construction or O&M, Permittee shall pay the installation
cost of a connection to public water.

(4)

Permittee shall be responsible for the proper functioning of
the Upland Disposal Facility landfill during landfill
operations and shall remain responsible for the proper
O&M of the landfill thereafter. Permittee shall be
responsible for the closure of the landfill including the
installation of the low-permeability cap and vegetative
cover promptly upon EPA’s determination that either of the
following conditions has occurred: (1) the landfill is full
(e.g., when the maximum footprint, elevation and/or design
capacity are reached), or (2) excavation and dredging
activities conducted as part of the Rest of River Remedial
Action are complete. Permittee shall be responsible for
post-closure activities and monitoring thereafter.

(5)

No material from the Rest of River Remedial Action will
be disposed of at any other location in Berkshire County.

58

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

(6)

b.

No one shall take any materials to the Upland Disposal
Facility for disposal except those meeting Acceptance
Criteria and generated pursuant to this Permit. No
materials from previously remediated sites in the Upper 2Mile Reach of the Housatonic River cleanup nor any other
materials associated with the other response actions
conducted pursuant to the Site Consent Decree may be
disposed of at the Upland Disposal Facility.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards, Permittee
shall construct, operate and maintain an Upland Disposal Facility.
Permittee shall perform the foregoing pursuant to the Performance
Standards and the requirements below, and in accordance with the
plans submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.

5.6.

(1)

Landfill operations, inspections, maintenance, and
groundwater sampling activities will be conducted in
accordance with approved plans.

(2)

Permittee shall include in its landfill design submissions
one or more proposals (based on Permittee’s consultations
with officials from the Town of Lee) describing how
Permittee will prepare the Upland Disposal Facility for
potential re-use once the landfill is capped if the Town of
Lee desires. Any such proposals shall be described in the
final Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plans.

(3)

During the implementation of the Corrective Measures, the
Permittee may propose to EPA for approval the use of
innovative treatment technologies as part of an adaptive
management approach as outlined in Section II.F. below.

Off-Site Disposal of Contaminated Sediment and Soil
a.

Performance Standard
The Permittee shall dispose of all contaminated sediment and soil,
as well as other waste material, that do not meet the Acceptance
Criteria for the Upland Disposal Facility outlined in Attachment E,
and any other waste material that is otherwise not placed in the
Upland Disposal Facility, off-site at existing licensed facilities that
are approved to receive such waste material and are in compliance
with EPA’s off-site rule (40 C.F.R. 300.440).
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b.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard, Permittee
shall dispose of all certain contaminated sediment and soil, as well
as other waste material, at an approved and licensed existing offsite disposal facility and perform all other related activities.
Permittee shall perform the foregoing pursuant to the Performance
Standard and the requirements in Sections II.B.65.b.(1) and
through II.B.65.b.(32) below, and in accordance with plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this Permit.
(1)

The Permittee shall propose the methods and locations for
off-site disposal to EPA for review and approval.
Permittee’s proposal shall include measures to maximize
the transport of such waste material to off-site facilities via
rail, to the extent practicable.

(2)

During the implementation of the Corrective Measures, the
Permittee may propose to EPA for approval the use of
innovative treatment technologies as part of an adaptive
management approach as outlined in Section II.F. below.

(2)(3) At a minimum, 100,000 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated
soil and/or sediment will be disposed of off-site.
6.7.

Institutional Controls and Related Requirements
a.

Biota Consumption Advisories
(1)

Performance Standard
The Permittee shall cooperate with and support EPA and
the States regarding all biota consumption advisories issued
by EPA and/or the States for the Rest of River area until
such time that the advisories are discontinued.

(2)

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard, the
Permittee shall cooperate with and support EPA and the
States to improve public awareness of the advisories by
conducting the following: preparing, distributing,
inspecting, monitoring and maintaining educational and
outreach activities, including the producing and posting of
signs; providing to hunting and fishing license distributors
appropriate written notices regarding such advisories to be
included with licenses; and performing all other related
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activities. Signs and outreach material shall be produced in
languages appropriate for communities that hunt or fish in
the Rest of River area. Permittee shall perform the
foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standard, and in
accordance with plans submitted and approved pursuant to
Section II.H. of this Permit.
b.

Floodplain soils (inclusive of Vernal Pools and Backwaters) in
Exposure Areas in Reaches 5 through 8.
(1)

Performance Standards
(a)

On all property without a registered or recorded
Environmental Restriction and Easement (ERE) or
Notice ERE (including Conditional Solution
properties as discussed below), and for all nonsubordinated property interests on properties with
an ERE or a Notice ERE, Permittee shall conduct
such response actions (including material handling
and off-site disposal, engineering controls, repairing
any aspect of the Rest of River Remedial Action) to
allow such Legally Permissible Future Project or
Work to be conducted in a manner that maintains
Performance Standards and/or maintains the
effectiveness of the Rest of River Remedial Action.

(b)

For all Exposure Areas (see Figures 3 and 4) that do
not meet the Performance Standard for Residential
Use set forth in Table 3, Permittee shall, for the
portion of the property within the Exposure Area,
record (hereinafter “record” shall mean record or
register as appropriate) an ERE or a notice ERE for
the purposes of implementing, ensuring noninterference with and/or ensuring the integrity and
protectiveness of the response actions performed; or
after a response has been implemented pursuant to
Section II.B.3. above, implement a Conditional
Solution to achieve and maintain the applicable
Performance Standard set forth in Tables 3 and/or 4
for any Legally Permissible Future Use and for the
purposes of ensuring the integrity and
protectiveness of the response actions performed.
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(2)

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards,
Permittee shall conduct response actions to be protective of
any Legally Permissible Future Project or Work, and shall,
for all Exposure Areas (see Figures 3 and 4) that do not
meet the Performance Standard for Residential Use set
forth in Table 3, for the portion of the property within the
Exposure Area, record an ERE, a Notice ERE or after a
response has been implemented pursuant to Section II.B.3.
above implement a Conditional Solution to achieve and
maintain the applicable Performance Standard in Tables 3
or 4 for any Legally Permissible Future Use, and perform
all other related activities. Permittee shall perform the
foregoing pursuant to the Performance Standards, the
requirements in Sections II.B.76.b.(2)(a) through
II.B.76.b.(2)(c) below, and in accordance with the plans
submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
(a)

Environmental Restriction and Easements:
For all Exposure Areas (see Figures 3 and 4) that do
not meet the Performance Standard for Residential
Use set forth in Table 3, Permittee shall, for the
portion of the property within the Exposure Area:
i.

Prepare and record EREs for properties
owned by Permittee in accordance with
Section XIII of the CD.

ii.

Prepare and record Notices of
Environmental Restriction and Easements
(Notice EREs) for properties owned by the
Commonwealth. These activities shall be
conducted in accordance with Section XIII
and the Twelfth Modification of the Consent
Decree.

iii.

For properties not owned by Permittee or the
Commonwealth, make best efforts to obtain
and record an ERE with an offer of
appropriate compensation in accordance
with Section XIII of the CD. Permittee shall
make such best efforts in coordination with
requesting access from the property owners
to implement the response actions to be
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conducted pursuant to Section II.B.3. above
or on a schedule approved by EPA.
iv.

(b)

Permittee shall, on an annual basis after the
recordation or registration of an ERE or
Notice ERE, conduct an inspection of any
property with an ERE or a Notice ERE that
is not owned by Permittee as generally
described in Appendix Q to the Consent
Decree. For properties not owned by
Permittee or the Commonwealth, Permittee
shall also on an annual basis determine if
there has been an ownership change in the
property. Whenever there is an ownership
change, and at a minimum of every two
years, Permittee shall send a letter to the
property owner notifying them of the
presence of the ERE.

Conditional Solutions:

If the owner declines the ERE offer in Section
II.B.76.b.(2)(a)iii. above, or an easement holder or an entity
with a property interest declines to subordinate its property
interest to the ERE, Permittee shall, after a response has
been implemented pursuant to Section II.B.3. above,
implement a Conditional Solution to be protective of a
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work and/or to
achieve and maintain the applicable Performance Standards
set forth in Table 3 or 4 to be protective of any Legally
Permissible Future Use in accordance with the following
requirements:
i.

Response actions to be protective of a
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work:

For any response action to be protective of any
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work that
would involve handling, excavation, or the removal
of sediment or soil, Permittee shall be required to
take response actions to ensure the proper
excavation, management, and off-site disposal of
such sediment or soil, the protection of workers and
other individuals during such activities, and
restoration of any aspect of the Remedial Action, in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Further response actions under this paragraph will
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be (A) in accordance with and pursuant to the
Consent Decree; and (B) consistent with the scope
of the response actions selected in this Revised
Permit Modification. Permittee’s responsibility for
the costs of said further response actions will be
limited to those costs solely related to the presence
of PCBs.
ii.

Response Action to achieve and maintain
the applicable Performance Standards set
forth in Table 3 or 4 to be protective of any
Legally Permissible Future Use:

For any change in the exposure scenario basis from
Table 1 (or from the exposure scenario basis for
subsequent response actions), Permittee shall
conduct additional response actions, if necessary, to
achieve and maintain the applicable Performance
Standards in Tables 3 and/or 4. Permittee shall:
A.
B.
C.

D.

D.E.
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Determine the appropriate exposure
scenario from Tables 3 and 4.
Determine the EPC for the exposure
area.
Evaluate whether or not the EPC
meets the Primary Performance
Standard for Table 3 and/or the
Performance Standard for Table 4.
For non-agricultural future uses, if
the EPC exceeds the Primary
Performance Standard, follow the
procedures outlined in Section II.B.3
of this permit to determine if
additional response actions are
required.
The Permittee shall submit this
evaluation to EPA. Upon approval,
by EPA, the Permittee shall
implement the required actions.
Further response actions under this
paragraph will be (I) in accordance
with and pursuant to the Consent
Decree; and (II) consistent with the
scope of the response actions
selected in this Revised Permit
Modification. Permittee’s
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responsibility for the costs of said
further response actions will be
limited to those costs solely related
to the presence of PCBs.
iii.

Timing Requirements for implementing
Sections II.B.76.b.(2)(b)i. and
II.B.76.b.(2)(b)ii. above. Permittee shall:

Within 30 days of the date that EPA notifies
Permittee in writing that EPA has determined that
the criteria for a Legally Permissible Future Use or
a Legally Permissible Future Project or Work has
been met, Permittee shall submit to EPA for
approval, a work plan and schedule for the
additional response actions described in Sections
II.B.76.b.(2)(b)i. and II.B.76.b.(2)(b)ii above.
Following receipt of EPA’s approval of the work
plan and schedule, Permittee shall implement the
additional response actions in accordance with
EPA’s approval, including the approved schedule.
Permittee may seek EPA approval for another party
to implement some or all of these obligations.
Further response actions under this paragraph will
be (A) in accordance with and pursuant to the
Consent Decree; and (B) consistent with the scope
of the response actions selected in this Revised
Permit Modification. Permittee’s responsibility for
the costs of said further response actions will be
limited to those costs solely related to the presence
of PCBs.
iv.

Notifications

Within 30 days of completion of response actions
conducted pursuant to Section II.B.3 or Sections
II.B.76.b.(2)(b)i. and II.B.76.b.(2)(b)ii above, at any
time there is a change in ownership of such
property, and no later than every two years after the
most recent notification, Permittee shall provide
notice to the owner (for the initial notice, notice
shall also be sent to any holders of easements), with
copies to EPA, MA DEP and applicable regulatory
agencies, of:
A.
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forth in Sections II.B.76.b.(2)(b)i.
through II.B.76.b.(2)(b)iii. above,
including the requirements for
conducting response actions to be
protective of any Legally Permissible
Future Project or Work, or any
Legally Permissible Future Use
including without limitation,
materials handling and off-site
disposal, engineering controls, and
restoration of any aspect of the Rest
of River Remedial Action disturbed
by such work. For any activities that
would involve the removal, handling
or excavation of sediments and/or
soils, Permittee shall be required to
take response actions to ensure the
proper excavation, management, and
off-site disposal of such materials
and the protection of workers and
other individuals during such
activities, in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations.

v.

B.

A recommendation that the property
owner notify EPA or MA DEP prior
to conducting soil excavation or
disturbance or a change in use. In
addition, provide contact persons for
Permittee, EPA and MA DEP, and

C.

A description of the residual PCB
contamination on the property where
the Conditional Solution has been
implemented.

Annual inspections and determinations of
property ownership

Following the implementation of any Conditional
Solution pursuant to Section II.B.76.b.(2)(b) above,
Permittee shall on an annual basis: determine if
there is new ownership and conduct an inspection of
such property to determine: whether there has been
any change in uses that are inconsistent with the
exposure scenario basis upon which the Conditional
Solution was implemented; identify any activities
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resulting in the disturbance of 10 or more cubic
yards of soil; and identify other items based on
additional criteria developed in accordance with the
Institutional Controls and Related Requirements
Plan submitted pursuant to Section II.H.2019. of
this Permit. Within 30 days of such inspection,
Permittee shall submit a report to EPA and MA
DEP based on an evaluation of the criteria set forth
above and in the Institutional Controls and Related
Requirements Plan submitted pursuant to Section
II.H.1920. of this Permit.
(c)

Additional Conditional-Solution related
requirements:
With respect to the following three scenarios,
Permittee shall within 30 days of Permittee
receiving notification from EPA that EPA has
determined that an entity has met the criteria for a
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work,
Permittee shall submit to EPA for approval, a work
plan and schedule to respond to such use, project, or
work, including, without limitation, sampling and
analysis, materials handling and off-site disposal,
engineering controls, restoration of any aspect of
the Rest of River Remedial Action disturbed by
such work. Such scenarios are as follows: prior to
the recording of ERE or Notice ERE; after
recording of an ERE or a Notice ERE for property
interests that do not subordinate their property
rights, including property interests other than the
owner for properties with a recorded Notice ERE;
and, prior to implementing the initial response
action set forth in Section II.B.3. for a Conditional
Solution. For any activities that would involve the
removal, handling or excavation of sediments
and/or soils, Permittee shall be required to take
response actions to ensure the proper excavation,
management, and off-site disposal of such materials
and the protection of workers and other individuals
during such activities, in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations. Following receipt of EPA’s
approval of the work plan and schedule, Permittee
shall implement the additional response actions in
accordance with EPA’s approval, including the
approved schedule. Permittee may seek EPA
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approval for another party to assume some or all of
these obligations. Further response actions under
this paragraph will be (i) in accordance with and
pursuant to the Consent Decree; and (ii) consistent
with the scope of the response actions selected in
this Revised Permit Modification. Permittee’s
responsibility for the costs of said further response
actions will be limited to those costs solely related
to the presence of PCBs.
Permittee shall also, in accordance with a schedule
set forth pursuant to Section II.H., provide notice to
the owner (for the initial notice, notice shall also be
sent to any holders of easements), with copies to
EPA, MA DEP and applicable regulatory agencies,
that meets the requirements of Section
II.B.76.b.(2)(a)iv. above.
c.

Floodplain Soils outside Exposure Areas in Reaches 5-16
(1)

(2)

Performance Standards
(a)

Permittee shall conduct response actions to be
protective of any Legally Permissible Future Project
or Work where there is sampling data documenting
that total PCBs are greater than 1 mg/kg on the
Floodplain portion of the property subject to the
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work.

(b)

Permittee shall conduct response actions to achieve
and maintain the applicable Performance Standards
in Tables 3 and 4 for the Floodplain portion of
properties where there is sampling data
documenting that total PCBs are greater than 1
mg/kg on the Floodplain portion of the property to
be protective of any Legally Permissible Future
Project or Work or any change in use of the
property after the Effective Date of the Permit that
constitutes a Legally Permissible Future Use.

Corrective Measure

To achieve and maintain these Performance Standards, Permittee
shall: conduct response actions to be protective of any Legally
Permissible Future Project or Work where there is sampling data
documenting that there are greater than 1 mg/kg total PCBs on the
Floodplain portion of the property; conduct response actions to
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achieve and maintain the applicable Performance Standards in
Tables 3 and 4 for the Floodplain portion of properties where there
is sampling data documenting that total PCBs are greater 1 mg/kg
on the Floodplain portion of the property to be protective of any
Legally Permissible Future Project or Work or any change in use
of the property after the Effective Date of the Permit that
constitutes a Legally Permissible Future Use; and perform all other
related activities. Permittee shall perform the foregoing pursuant
to these Performance Standards, the requirements in Sections
II.B.76.c.(2)(a)
and II.B.76.c.(2)(b)
below, and in accordance with
the plans submitted and approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this
Permit.
(a)

Permittee shall conduct response actions to be
protective of any Legally Permissible Future Project
or Work, including, but not limited to, flood
management activities, road and infrastructure
projects, and activities such as the installation of
canoe and boat launches. Within 30 days of the
date that EPA notifies Permittee in writing that EPA
has determined: a) that the criteria for a Legally
Permissible Project or Work has been met, and b)
that there is sampling data documenting that there
are greater than 1 mg/kg total PCBs on the
Floodplain portion of the property, Permittee shall
submit to EPA for approval, a work plan and
schedule to respond to such Legally Permissible
Future Project, or Work, including, without
limitation, sampling and analysis, engineering
controls, repairing any aspect of the Rest of River
Remedial Action disturbed by such work, and
materials handling and off-site disposal. For any
activities that would involve the removal, handling
or excavation of sediments and/or soils, Permittee
shall be required to take response actions to ensure
the proper excavation, management, and off-site
disposal of such materials and the protection of
workers and other individuals during such activities,
in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Following receipt of EPA’s approval of the work
plan and schedule, Permittee shall implement the
additional response actions in accordance with
EPA’s approval, including the approved schedule.
Permittee may seek EPA approval for another party
to implement some or all of these obligations.
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(b)

(c)

For any property subject to Section II.B.76.c.(2)(a)
above, and for any property with a change in use of
the property after the Effective Date of the Permit
that constitutes a Legally Permissible Future Use
where there is sampling data documenting that there
are greater than 1 mg/kg total PCBs on the
Floodplain portion of the property, Permittee shall
implement additional response actions, (including
characterization and evaluation activities) to
achieve the applicable Performance Standards in
Tables 3 and 4. Permittee shall:
i.

Determine the appropriate exposure scenario
from Tables 3 and 4.

ii.

Determine the EPC for the exposure area.

iii.

Evaluate whether or not the EPC meets the
Primary Performance Standard for Table 3
and/or the Performance Standard for Table
4. For non-agricultural future uses, if the
EPC exceeds the Primary Performance
Standard, follow the procedures outlined in
Section II.B.3. of this Permit to determine if
additional response actions are required,
substituting Table 3 for Table 1. For
agricultural future uses, if the EPC exceeds
the Performance Standard in Table 4,
evaluate soil removal necessary to meet the
Performance Standard in Table 4.

iv.

The Permittee shall submit this evaluation to
EPA. Upon approval by EPA, the Permittee
shall implement the required actions.

Within 30 days of the date that EPA notifies Permittee that
the criteria in this subsection have been met, Permittee shall
submit to EPA for approval a work plan and schedule for
the additional response actions. Permittee shall submit to
EPA for approval such work plan and schedule, including,
without limitation, sampling and analysis, engineering
controls, repairing any aspect of the Rest of River Remedial
Action disturbed by such work, materials handling and offsite disposal. For any activities that would involve the
removal, handling or excavation of sediments and/or soils,
Permittee shall be required to take response actions to
ensure the proper excavation, management, and off-site
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disposal of such materials and the protection of workers
and other individuals during such activities, in accordance
with applicable laws and regulations. Following receipt of
EPA’s approval of the work plan and schedule, Permittee
shall implement the additional response actions in
accordance with EPA’s approval, including the approved
schedule. Permittee may seek EPA approval for another
party to implement some or all of these obligations.
Further response actions under this paragraph will be (i) in
accordance with and pursuant to the Consent Decree; and
(ii) consistent with the scope of the response actions
selected in this Revised Permit Modification. Permittee’s
responsibility for the costs of said further response actions
will be limited to those costs solely related to the presence
of PCBs.
d.

Upland Disposal Facility
(1)

Performance Standard
Permittee shall record an ERE to restrict future uses of land
and groundwater that are inconsistent with the use of the
Upland Disposal Facility.

(2)

Corrective Measure
To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard,
Permittee shall prepare and record an ERE in accordance
with Paragraph 54 of the CD to prohibit excavation of the
landfill, prohibit extraction, consumption, or utilization of
the groundwater located underneath the Upland Disposal
Facility, including a 500-foot zone around the consolidation
area, and restrict the future use of and access to the Upland
Disposal Facility. Permittee shall perform the foregoing
pursuant to the Performance Standard above, and in
accordance with plans submitted and approved pursuant to
Section II.H. of this Permit.

7.8.

Water Withdrawals and Uses
a.

Performance Standard
The Permittee shall minimize/mitigate impacts during
implementation of Corrective Measures to withdrawals and/or uses
of water from the Rest of River by any entity.

71

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

b.

Corrective Measures
To achieve and maintain this Performance Standard, Permittee
shall minimize/mitigate impacts during implementation of
Corrective Measures to withdrawals and/or uses of water from the
Rest of River by any entity and perform all other related activities.
Permittee shall perform the foregoing pursuant to the Performance
Standards and the requirements in Sections II.B.87.b.(1) through
II.B.87.b.(3) below, and in accordance with plans submitted and
approved pursuant to Section II.H. of this Permit.

C.

(1)

Identify all industrial, commercial, private, or other
withdrawals and/or uses of water from the Rest of River;

(2)

Identify requirements associated with these uses (including
water quality and quantity) that may be affected by
implementation of Corrective Measures; and

(3)

Propose methods to minimize/mitigate impacts during
implementation of response actions.

Operation and Maintenance
Permittee shall implement an O&M program upon completion of the Remedial
Action for the Rest of River. The O&M program shall be implemented to
maintain the effectiveness of the Corrective Measures, to evaluate MNR, and to
conduct inspection, maintenance, repair, or other response actions necessary to
achieve and maintain compliance with Performance Standards. This program
shall be designed to be consistent with an adaptive management approach, as
outlined in Section II.F. below.
The O&M Plan will be a component of the Final Remedial Action Completion
Report. Permittee shall submit a draft O&M Plan to EPA for review as a
component of the Draft Remedial Action Completion Report. Upon approval or
modification of the Final Remedial Action Completion Report, the O&M Plan
will take effect. Components of the O&M Plan shall include, but not be limited
to:
1.

Monitoring of PCBs in groundwater, surface water, sediment, and biota.

2.

Inspection and maintenance of Engineered Caps.

2.3.

Inspection and maintenance of the Upland Disposal Facility, including
collection and management of leachate.

3.4.

Maintenance/implementation of Institutional Controls and Related
Requirements in Section II.B.76. and the requirements in Sections II.B.2.j.
through II.B.2.l.
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D.

4.5.

Inspection and maintenance of restoration activities, including invasive
species control.

5.6.

Inspection and maintenance of other Corrective Measures to ensure that
Performance Standards are maintained.

Review of Response Actions
In accordance with Paragraph 43 of the CD, the Permittee shall conduct studies
and investigations as requested by EPA to permit EPA to conduct periodic
reviews, consistent with Section 121(c) of CERCLA and any applicable
regulations, of whether the Rest of River Remedial Action is protective of human
health and the environment. The Permittee shall also comply with any additional
requirements pursuant to Section X of the Consent Decree with respect to periodic
reviews.

E.

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be
Considered (TBC) Requirements
The federal and state laws and regulations that constitute applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements (ARARs) for the response actions for Rest of River
and To Be Considered (TBC) requirements are identified in Attachment C.
The ARAR tables include a description of the listed ARARs and a determination
by EPA as to whether the listed ARARs will be met, any ARARs waived and any
modified performance requirements based on EPA’s waiver determination, and all
TBC requirements. EPA may also, in accordance with CERCLA and the National
Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. 300, waive an ARAR during the implementation of
the remedy.
In addition, the technical Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) submittals
for response actions for the Rest of River shall, consistent with CERCLA, specify
additional ARARs (not listed in Attachment C), if any, for such response actions.
Additionally, such RD/RA submittals shall contain a proposal as to how the
response action will comply with any such additional ARARs, and to the extent
that EPA determines a waiver is appropriate, any modified performance
requirement. The Permittee shall comply with and attain any such additional
ARARs that EPA determines should be met by such response action.

F.

Adaptive Management
An adaptive management approach shall be implemented by the Permittee in the
conduct of any of the Corrective Measures, whether specifically referenced in the
requirements for those Corrective Measures or not, to adapt and optimize project
activities to account for “lessons learned,” new information, changing conditions,
evaluations of the use of innovative technologies, results from pilot studies, if
any, and additional opportunities that may present themselves over the duration of
the project, including during periodic reviews. The Permittee shall modify the
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implementation of the Corrective Measures, with EPA approval, after a
reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the States, through this
process to minimize any adverse impacts of the response action, expedite the
response, improve the Corrective Measures, and/or to ensure compliance with, or
continued progress towards, achieving Performance Standards. To implement an
adaptive management approach effectively, Permittee shall submit deliverables
identified in Section II.H. (Rest of River SOW) in phases, where appropriate, and
identify how any lessons learned and any new information will be incorporated
into subsequent deliverables and/or other methods to optimize project activities.
The Permittee shall perform the Corrective Measures in accordance with any
modifications that are so identified by the Permittee (with EPA’s approval), or
that are identified and required by EPA, including, but not limited to, applying an
adaptive management approach to the Rest of River SOW, or any other plans,
specifications, schedules, or other documents. Any requirements identified by
EPA pursuant to this provision cannot be inconsistent with the Consent Decree
(including, but not limited to, Paragraphs 39, 162 and 163).
G.

Coordination of Corrective Measures
Corrective Measures associated with the Rest of River will require a significant
level of project scheduling, coordination, and sequencing, which shall be
addressed by the Permittee in the Rest of River SOW. As the corrective measures
are expected to be implemented in a phased approach, it is expected that the work
to be implemented in each phase will have its own set of deliverables, including
several of the deliverables identified in Section II.H.

H.

Requirements for the Rest of River SOW
As required in Paragraph 22.x of the CD, the Permittee shall submit a Rest of
River SOW for the implementation of the Corrective Measures, including predesign activities and the subsequent performance of Corrective Measures. The
SOW shall incorporate the Performance Standards and Corrective Measures from
this finalized Permit, or portion thereof, and shall include a description of, and a
submittal schedule for, at a minimum, the documents outlined below. In addition,
the contents of the documents required in the SOW are subject to modification or
adjustment based on specific activities for a given Corrective Measure and any
site- or activity-specific considerations, including, but not limited to, resulting
from an adaptive management approach. If deviations to such documents are
proposed, such proposals shall be presented for EPA approval in the technical
deliverables specific to that Corrective Measure.
1.

Expedited Deliverables
a.

In order to expedite response actions, Permittee shall commence
and perform investigation and design work as contractual
obligations effective February 10, 2020. Specifically, Permittee
shall submit a schedule for the Rest of River SOW, develop the
SOW, and, subject to approval by EPA, implement the
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investigation and design components of the SOW and subsequent
Work Plans to accelerate the commencement of the Rest of River
cleanup. The obligation to perform this investigation and design
work shall continue unless and until EPA issues a Revised Permit
that does not contain terms substantially similar to those in the
2016 Permit, revised as specified by the 2020 Settlement
Agreement.
b.

Permittee agreed in the 2020 Settlement Agreement to coordinate
as soon as practicable with municipal officials and affected
landowners regarding work activities, schedules and traffic routes.
Permittee’s coordination with officials and landowners shall be
described in the relevant work plans submitted to EPA.

c.

Permittee has already submitted pursuant to the 2016 Permit the
following documents:
•

•
•
•
•

•

2.

Rest of River Initial Statement of Work, including a section
meeting the Requirements for the Overall Strategy and
Schedule for Implementation of Corrective Measures submittal
relating to GE's project organizational structure: roles,
responsibilities, and lines of communication among GE, EPA,
and state and local entities
Baseline Monitoring Plan
Floodplain Pre-Design Investigation Work Plan, Reach 5A
(and related documents)
Health and Safety Plan, a component of the Updated Project
Operations Plan
Components of the Institutional Controls and Related
Requirements Plan limited to Biota Consumption Advisory
Outreach Plan – Connecticut; Biota Consumption Advisory
Outreach Plan – Massachusetts; and Plan for Obtaining
Environmental Restrictions and Easements
Dam Operation, Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance Plans
and related documents for Woods Pond Dam and Rising Pond
Dam

The Permittee shall submit the following plans for EPA review and
approval 30 days after submittal of the SOW:
a.

Work plan for sampling of Reaches 7B and 7C described in
Section II.B.2.f.(2) above.

b.

Baseline Restoration Assessment (BRA) described in Section
II.B.1.c.(2)(a) above.
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c.

Baseline Monitoring Plan described in Section II.B.4.b.(1)(a)
above, including a plan to measure the effectiveness of MNR.

d.

Work plan for the siting of Temporary Centralized Contaminated
Materials Processing/Transfer Location(s), including:

e.
3.2.

(1)

Processes to be conducted at centralized temporary
location(s) for contaminated materials processing and
transfer for off-site disposal, including potential dewatering
facility and/or rail transfer facility;

(2)

Criteria to be used in the temporary siting of the
contaminated materials processing/transfer location(s);

(3)

Process to coordinate with affected communities regarding
the operation of the temporary location(s);

(4)

Evaluation of potential location(s) using the criteria; and

(5)

Development of site-specific construction plans.

Work plan for Phase 1B Cultural Resource Survey.

Overall Strategy and Schedule for Implementation of the Corrective
Measures
The Permittee shall present its overall strategy for implementing the
Corrective Measures that have been selected by EPA in this Permit,
including the preparation of work plans, designs, and reports, completion
of pre-design investigations, construction and implementation of the
remediation, and inspection, maintenance, and monitoring. In addition,
the Permittee shall describe the Permittee’s project organizational
structure, roles, and responsibilities, and lines of communication among
the Permittee, EPA, and state and local entities, as appropriate, and will
include the project organization and a project implementation schedule.
The overall strategy shall include:
a.

Coordination of Floodplain and sediment and bank remediation;

b.

Sequence of remediation;

c.

Project management structure.

4.3.

Pre-Design Investigation Work Plans, including for the Upland Disposal
Facility

5.4.

Pre-Design Investigation Summary Reports

76

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

6.5.

Plan for Measuring Compliance with Performance Standards

7.6.

Conceptual Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plans, including for
the Upland Disposal Facility

8.7.

Final Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plans, including for the
Upland Disposal Facility

9.8.

Supplemental Implementation Plans (e.g., contractor health and safety
plans (HASPs), operations plan)

10.9.

Updated Project Operations Plan and Field Sampling Plan/Quality
Assurance Project Plan for Rest of River-specific changes, including a
Construction Monitoring Plan

11.10. On-Site and Off-Site Transportation Plan
12.11. Quality of Life Compliance Plan:
a.

Noise, air, odor, light standards;

b.

Continued recreational activities during and after the remediation,
including that Permittee shall work cooperatively with the City of
Pittsfield, the Towns of Great Barrington, Lee, Lenox, and
Stockbridge, and the State of Massachusetts to facilitate their
enhancement of recreational activities, such as canoeing and other
water activities, hiking, and bike trails in the Rest of River
corridor, on properties where remediation will occur and/or where
temporary access roads are constructed;

c.

Road use, including restrictions on transport of waste material
through residential areas and methods to minimize and/or mitigate
transportation related impacts to neighborhoods, infrastructure and
the general public; consideration of methods to reduce residential
impacts where practical, including remediation techniques that
further restrict transport of waste material through residential
areas. Examples of roads that would warrant such further
restrictions include: Brunswick, Kenilworth, Warwick, and Chester
Streets; Noblehurst Avenue; Revilla Terrace; Shetland, Clydesdale,
Pinto, and Palomino Drives; and Anita, Lucia, Quirco, Joseph, and
Eric Drives;

d.

Coordination with local governments, affected residents or
landowners at or near areas impacted by remediation to take
reasonable steps to minimize the adverse impact of work activities
by, among others, coordinating work activities, scheduling, and
traffic routes; and
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e.

Community Health and Safety
(1)

The Permittee shall maintain a website (similar to
http://www.hudsondredging.com/) to provide community
access to information such as data, technical reports, work
plans, and project fact sheets, as well as updates on current
and future project activities; and

(2)

The Permittee shall establish and maintain a system to
identify and address community complaints and concerns
during construction activities.

13.12. Baseline Restoration Assessment (BRA) Work Plan, Baseline Restoration
Assessment, Restoration Performance Objectives and Evaluation Criteria
(RPOEC), Restoration Corrective Measures Coordination Plan (RCMCP),
and Restoration Plan (RP)
14.13. Adaptive Management Plan
15.14. Sustainability and Climate Adaptation Plan, including measures to ensure
that Corrective Measures are designed and constructed to be resilient to
potential changes due to climate change and incorporate, where practical
and appropriate, methods to minimize greenhouse gas emissions.
16.15. Work Plan for Phase 1B Cultural Resource Survey and Overall Cultural
Resource Plan
17.16. Model Reevaluation Plan
18.17. Dam Removal-Related Activities Plan(s), as necessary
19.18. Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan
a.

Construction Monitoring Plan; and,

a.

Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan(s) (including an
Invasive Species Control Plan, a plan for the accumulation of
contaminated sediment on top of the Woods Pond and Rising Pond
Engineered Caps, a plan for Engineered Caps, and a plan to
measure the effectiveness of MNR.)

20.19. Upland Disposal Facility Operation, Maintenance, and Monitoring Plan
21.20. Institutional Controls and Related Requirements Plan
22.21. Dam Operation, Inspection, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan
23.22. Water Withdrawal and Uses Plan
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24.23. Plan for Further Response Actions, and any implementation of further
response actions, in accordance with Section X of the Consent Decree
(Review of Response Actions).
25.24. Remedial Action Completion Report, including an O&M Plan.
I.

Schedule
As required under Paragraph 22.x of the CD, whenever the Permittee is required
to design and implement the Rest of River Remedial Action or a portion thereof
as the Permit or portions of the Permit become finalized, the Permittee shall
develop and submit within 7 days to EPA for review and approval, a schedule for
the subsequent submission of the SOW or relevant portions thereof. The schedule
for the submittal for the SOW or relevant portions thereof shall be no sooner than
90 days and no later than 120 days from the Effective Date of the permit, or
relevant portions thereof. The SOW shall contain schedules for the subsequent
development of Remedial Action activities.
Implementation of the Corrective Measures shall begin concurrently, if feasible.
Permittee shall begin such concurrent implementation in Reach 5A (sediment and
Floodplain) and Woods Pond, unless Permittee proposes, and EPA approves an
alternate approach.
Unless the Permittee proposes and EPA approves a modified schedule, Corrective
Measures shall proceed downstream from Reach 5A and Woods Pond on a
parallel track as shown in Figure 6. The final sediment caps in the Impoundments
shall not be placed, however, until all remediation in the upstream reaches has
been completed. Following the placement of the cap in Reach 7G, sediment
removal and subsequent capping shall take place in Rising Pond (Reach 8). This
approach shall be subject to review under an adaptive management approach to
evaluate the effectiveness of sequencing.
If remediation in any part of Reach 7 is performed pursuant to Section
II.B.2.f.(1)(e), EPA may require an alternative sequencing to that described
above. The Corrective Measures in the Floodplain shall be performed by the
Permittee while the adjacent sediment cleanup activities are taking place and shall
share construction infrastructure to the maximum extent practicable to minimize
the Corrective Measures footprint.

J.

Project Coordinators
1.

Pursuant to the Consent Decree, EPA and the Permittee have each
designated a Project Coordinator and an Alternate Project Coordinator.

2.

EPA and the Permittee shall provide at least five (5) working days’ written
notice prior to changing Project Coordinators or Alternate Project
Coordinators, unless impracticable but in no event later than the actual day
the change is made.
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3.

The absence of EPA's Project Coordinator shall not be cause for stoppage
of work by the Permittee.

4.

Unless otherwise specified, reports, notices, or other submissions required
under the Permit shall be in writing and shall be sent to:
EPA's Project Coordinator
Dean Tagliaferro
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPA New England
5 Post Office Square Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912
EPA's Alternate Project Coordinator
Alternate Housatonic Rest of River Project Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPA New England
5 Post Office Square Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912
Permittee's Project Coordinator
Andrew T. Silfer
General Electric Company
Corporate Environmental Programs
319 Great Oaks Boulevard
Albany, NY 12203
Permittee's Alternate Project Coordinator
Alternate Housatonic Rest of River Project Coordinator
General Electric Company
Corporate Environmental Programs
159 Plastics Avenue
Pittsfield, MA 01201
Massachusetts Project Coordinators
Michael Gorski
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
436 Dwight Street - Fifth Floor
Springfield, MA 01103
Mark Tisa
Massachusetts Department of Fish and Game
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
Field Headquarters, North DriveOne Rabbit Hill Road
Westborough, MA 01581
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Connecticut Coordinator
Connecticut Housatonic Rest of River Coordinator
Planning and Standards Division
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06103
K.

Sampling Requirements
The Permittee shall provide the results of all sampling and/or tests or other data
generated by the Permittee or on the Permittee’s behalf with respect to the
implementation of the Permit to EPA and shall submit these results to EPA, at a
minimum, in monthly progress reports. Data and supporting information shall be
provided in electronic format and shall include locational information for all
samples collected.
At the request of EPA, the Permittee shall allow split or duplicate samples to be
taken by EPA and/or its authorized representative, of any samples collected by the
Permittee or on the Permittee’s behalf pursuant to the implementation of this
Permit. The Permittee shall notify EPA not less than seven (7) days in advance of
any sample collection activity.
EPA will notify the Permittee not less than seven (7) days in advance of any
sample collection activity by EPA in connection with the implementation of this
Permit. At the request of the Permittee, EPA shall provide to the Permittee, or
allow the Permittee to take split or duplicate samples of any samples collected by
EPA or on EPA's behalf in conducting work in the Rest of River area.

L.

Reservation of Rights
EPA and the Permittee reserve all rights and defenses that they may have, subject
to the provisions of the Consent Decree.

M.

Access to or Use of Property
1.

To the extent that the work required of the Permittee under this Permit
requires access to or use of property currently owned or under the control
of persons other than the Permittee, the Permittee shall use its best efforts
to obtain access in accordance with the provisions of Paragraph 59.a of the
Consent Decree relating to access.

2.

Except as otherwise provided in the Consent Decree or this Permit,
nothing in this Permit shall be construed to limit EPA’s authority to
exercise its rights pursuant to Section 3007 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 6927, or
to affect any rights of entry possessed by EPA pursuant to any applicable
laws, regulations, or permits.
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N.

Dispute Resolution
Resolution of disputes arising from implementation of this Permit shall be
resolved consistent with the provisions in the Consent Decree.
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TABLES

Table 1

Performance Standards for PCBs for Floodplain Soil by Exposure
Area – Current Use
Performance Standard
(in mg/kg)
Exposure Scenario Basis
Primary
(RME 10-5/
Hazard
Index
(HI)=1)

Secondary
(RME 10-4/
HI=1)

10a, 10b, 70, 87

4.6

4.6

General Recreation,
young child (high use)

90d/yr

10

4.6

6.9

General Recreation,
young child (high use)

90d/yr

2b, 25, 78, 85b

27

27

General Recreation, older
child (high use)

90d/yr

3, 11, 13-17, 19, 20, 24, 32,
33, 38, 44-46, 48, 54, 58,
67-69, 73-77, 79, 89

14

38

General Recreation, adult
(high use)

90d/yr

2, 4, 5, 7, 12, 21, 22, 26a,
26F, 27, 28, 30, 31, 31a, 35,
35a, 37, 37b, 40, 40b, 55,
57, 59, 60, 90

14

27

General Recreation,
adult/older child (high
use)

90d/yr

1, 56

21

40

General Recreation,
adult/older child (medium
use)

60d/yr

23, 88

40

40

General Recreation, older
child (medium use)

60d/yr

18, 34, 41, 42, 43

21

58

General Recreation, adult
(medium use)

60d/yr

6, 49, 50, 51, 80a, 81, 82,
84

43

115

General Recreation, adult
(low use)

30d/yr

2a, 9

80

80

General Recreation, older
child (low use)

30d/yr

29

43

80

General Recreation,
adult/older child (low use)

30d/yr

37a, 38a, 40a, 41a, 42a,
43a, 59a, 70a, 71,72, 87a

26

42

Bank Fishing
adult/older child

30d/yr

22a, 27a, 28a

14

14

Dirt Biking/ATVing
(older Child)

90 d/yr

8,47, 47F, 52, 53, 60a, 85a

12

28

Recreational Canoeist

Adult
60 d/yr
Older child
30 d/yr

Exposure Areas

Exposure
Scenario/Receptor

Assumed
Frequency
of Use (days
per year)

Table 1

Performance Standards for PCBs for Floodplain Soil by Exposure
Area – Current Use (Continued)

Performance Standard
(in mg/kg)
Exposure Scenario Basis
Primary
(RME 10-5/
Hazard
Index
(HI)=1)

Secondary
(RME 10-4/
HI=1)

Exposure
Scenario/Receptor

Assumed
Frequency
of Use (days
per year)

39

7.8

13

Marathon Canoeist

150d/yr

26b, 36b, 80b

12

43

Agricultural Use (farmer)

40d/yr

36a

89

126

Low-use Commercial
(groundskeeper)

30d/yr

83, 86

18

25

High-use Commercial
(groundskeeper)

150 d/yr

61-66

169

242

Utility Worker

5 d/yr

50a, 51a, 55a, 56a

90

140

Waterfowl Hunting

14 d/yr

Exposure Areas

Table 2

Performance Standards for PCBs for Floodplain Soil Frequently
Used Subareas – Current Use
Exposure Scenario Basis
Assumed
Frequency of
Exposure
Use (days per
Scenario/Receptor
year)

Exposure Area

Performance
Standard
(in mg/kg)

4, 12, 26a, 37b, 40, 58, 59

14

General
Recreation,
adult/older child
(high use)

90 d/yr

39

7.8

Marathon Canoeist

150 d/yr

47, 52, 53, 60a

12

Recreational
Canoeist

Adult 60 d/yr
Older child
30 d/yr

Table 3

Performance Standards for PCBs for Floodplain Soil – Future Use
Performance Standards (in
mg/kg)
Type of
Area/Exposure
Scenario

Assumed
Frequency
of Use

Primary
(RME 10-5/
HI=1)

Secondary
(RME 10-4/
HI=1)

All

2*

2*

90 d/yr

4.6

4.6

15 d/yr

27

27

90 d/yr

27

27

60 d/yr

40

40

30 d/yr

80

80

90 d/yr

14

38

60 d/yr

21

58

30 d/yr

43

115

Older child

30 d/yr

42

42

Adult

30 d/yr

26

56

Dirt biking/ATVing

Older child

90 d/yr

14

14

Marathon canoeist

Adult

150 d/yr

7.8

13

Recreational canoeist

Older child

30 d/yr

42

42

Adult

60 d/yr

12

28

Older child

14 d/yr

140

140

Adult

14 d/yr

90

196

Agricultural use
(farmer) (See note)

Adult

40 d/yr

12

43

Commercial
(groundskeeper)

Adult

150 d/yr

18

25

30 d/yr

89

126

Utility worker

Adult

5 d/yr

169

242

Receptor

Residential

All

General Recreation

Young child

Older child

Adult

Bank fishing

Waterfowl hunting

*The Performance Standard for residential use is 2 mg/kg at 0-1 foot depth increment, 2 mg/kg at the 1-X
depth increment where X equals the depth at which PCBs are detected at 2 mg/kg or greater (up to a
maximum depth of 15 feet), and a not-to exceed of 10 mg/kg in the top foot.
Note: Values in this table for agricultural use represent human exposure to soil. For Performance
Standards representing future agricultural use (protective of exposure through consumption of dietary
items grown in the Floodplain), see Table 4.

Table 4

Performance Standards for PCBs for Agricultural Uses in
Floodplain Soil

Because cleanup standards for future agricultural uses were derived as diet, a formula backcalculating from the dietary concentrations to concentration of PCBs in Floodplain soil was
necessary. The equation below incorporates a soil concentration (Cea) calculated using the
deterministic reasonable maximum exposure (RME) risk equations for each agricultural
scenario from the baseline Human Health Risk Assessment. Each Cea is the more stringent of
the two soil concentrations corresponding to an excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10 -5 and a
Hazard Index of 1. The equation below also takes into account the fraction of the use
conducted in the Floodplain.
𝐶𝐶𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒
Ct =
,
𝐹𝐹𝑡𝑡

where:

Ct = Performance Standard in Floodplain soil where agricultural activities will take
place (in mg/kg)
Cea = Soil concentration in mg/kg for a given agricultural use assuming 100% of the use
is in the Floodplain. See table below for the Cea for specific agricultural uses
Ft = Fraction of agricultural use in the Floodplain

Note: If this formula results in a Ct less than 2 mg/kg total PCBs, the Performance Standard will
be 2 mg/kg total PCBs.
Agricultural Scenario

Cea (in mg/kg)

Commercial Farm Family: Dairy Consumption

2.4

Backyard Farm Family: Dairy Consumption

0.059

Commercial Farm Family: Beef Consumption

0.17

Backyard Farm Family: Beef Consumption

0.16

Commercial Farm Family: Poultry Meat Consumption

0.15

Backyard Farm Family: Poultry Meat Consumption

0.27

Commercial Farm Family: Poultry Egg Consumption

0.062

Backyard Farm Family: Poultry Egg Consumption

0.091

Commercial Farm Family: Produce Consumption

4.1

Backyard Farm Family: Produce Consumption

6.5

See July 20, 2012 letter from The Science Collaborative to Weston Solutions, titled
Calculate Performance Standards for Agricultural Production Consumption for the
basis of the Performance Standard.

Table 5

Floodplain Properties Subject to Residential Performance Standards
Reach 5A Floodplain Properties Subject to Residential Performance Standards
(Listed by Tax Parcel ID)

I6-1-42

J4-3-10

J3-1-12

J3-2-5

I6-3-13

J4-3-11

J3-1-13

J3-2-6

J6-2-3

J3-1-8

J3-1-14

K3-1-2

J4-3-7

J3-1-9

J3-2-2

K2-1-10

J4-3-8

J3-1-10

J3-2-3

J4-3-9

J3-1-11

J3-2-4

Reach 5C Floodplain Properties Subject to Residential Performance Standards
(Listed by Tax Parcel ID) (if the property owners consent to the necessary soil removal, and with the costs
to be shared equally by the Permittee and the Town of Lenox)
24-1

24-3

24-5

24-2

24-4

24-6
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ATTACHMENT B
MASSACHUSETTS DIVISION OF FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CORE
HABITAT AREA FIGURES, HOUSATONIC RIVER PRIMARY STUDY
AREA (PSA), AND JULY 31, 2012 LETTER FROM MASSACHUSETTS
DIVISION OF FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE

Commonwealth of Massachusetts

~ ~
MassWildliFe

Diwi1ion of
fi1herie1 & Wildlife
Wayne F. MacCallum, Director

July 31, 2012
Robert G. Cianciarulo, Chief
Massachusetts Superfund Section
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
EPA New England (OSRR-07-01)
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912
Re:

Housatonic River, Core Habitat Areas in the Primary Study Area

Dear Mr. Cianciarulo:
As you are aware, the states of Massachusetts and Connecticut have been working cooperatively
for the last several months to discuss potential approaches to clean up the Rest of River portion of
the GE Housatonic site. These discussions have focused, in part, on the need to address the risks
from polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) to humans, fish, and wildlife while avoiding, mitigating
or minimizing the impacts of the cleanup on the unique ecological character of the Housatonic
River. Minimizing impacts to habitat and, in particular, species listed pursuant to the
Massachusetts Endangered Species Act, M.G.L. c. 131A (“MESA”), and 321 CMR 10.00 (the
“MESA Regulations”) presents unique challenges as almost the entire Primary Study Area (PSA)
is mapped as Priority Habitat for state-listed species (for a description of Priority Habitat and its
regulatory function please see:
http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/regulatory_review/priority_habitat/priority_habita
t_home.htm. Therefore, in order to help identify the most important areas for habitat protection,
as well as habitats and species that might be particularly sensitive to impacts from PCB
remediation activities, the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (“DFW”) developed
maps of “Core Habitat Areas.” The purpose of this letter is to provide an overview of the
approach we used to identify the Core Areas.
As part of our Priority Habitat mapping process, taxonomic experts from DFW’s Natural
Heritage & Endangered Species Program (“NHESP”) routinely delineate habitat for each statelisted species, based on actual field-documented records, or “occurrences.” There are four types
of Housatonic Core Areas. Core Areas 1, 2, and 3 represent subsets of the delineated state-listed
species habitat found in the PSA. Core Area 4 represents a subset of the documented and
potential vernal pool habitat in the PSA. Please refer to the enclosed maps dated May 21, 2012
which depict the locations of these Core Areas, entitled “Core Habitat Areas, Housatonic River
Primary Study Area (PSA)”, “Core Habitat Areas (Core Area 2), Housatonic River Primary Study
Area (PSA)”, and “Part of the Housatonic River Showing Primary Study Area, High Species
Richness, and Vernal Pools”.
Core Area 1 includes the highest quality habitat for species that are most likely to be adversely
impacted by PCB remediation activities (Table 1). As can be seen in Table 1, most of these species
are plants that are not mobile, and are very sensitive to the expected effects of soil remediation

www.masswildlife.org

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
Field Headquarters, North Drive, Westborough, MA 01581 (508) 389-6300 Fax (508) 389-7891
An Agency of the Department of Fish and Game

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
Field Headquarters, One Rabbit Hill Road, Westborough, MA 01581 (508) 792-7270 Fax (508) 792-7275

Housatonic Core Habitat Areas, 7/31/2012, page 2 of 3

activities. Core Area 1 also includes habitat for one state-listed moth species that inhabits mature
floodplain forest, one habitat area for the Jefferson’s Salamander, and Triangle Floater mussel
beds. Some of the plant species found in Core Area 1 are located in floodplain forest, which is
not readily restorable and would take decades to return to its current state, if ever. Finally, Core
1 includes areas that are excellent examples of two rare natural communities—High Terrace
Floodplain Forest and Black Ash Bur Oak Hemlock Swamp.
Core Area 2 includes the highest quality habitat for more mobile species that may be less
vulnerable to remediation impacts, species where the habitat is likely to be somewhat more easily
restored, and listed species that may be of a somewhat lower conservation concern, given their
state-wide distribution (e.g. American Bittern; see Table 2). For example, the Mustard White is a
Threatened butterfly species of significant conservation concern that uses a mix of natural areas
along the river and old field habitat. It may be possible to remediate its habitat in phases,
restoring and replacing host plants as the work is completed.
Core Area 3 includes those areas with dense concentrations of state-listed species. Specifically,
Core Area 3 includes areas where Division biologists have delineated overlapping habitat for
eight (8) or more state-listed species.
Core Area 4 includes all certified vernal pools in the PSA as well as additional potential vernal
pool habitat areas which, based on information provided by GE and EPA, are likely to meet the
Massachusetts criteria for vernal pool certification based on the presence of “obligate” vernal
pool breeding amphibians see:
http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/vernal_pools/vernal_pool_cert.htm.
These Core Areas played an important role during recent discussions between the EPA and the
states of Massachusetts and Connecticut regarding potential remediation approaches to Rest of
River. Consistent with the requirements of MESA and the MESA Regulations, the Core Areas are
helping to guide efforts to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to state-listed species. Although
a final MESA evaluation will not be completed until the remedy design phase, by focusing on the
Core Areas, EPA and the Commonwealth believe that a framework has been established to
achieve MESA permitting standards of assessing alternatives to both temporary and permanent
impacts to state-listed species, and of limiting the impact to an insignificant portion of the local
populations of affected species. See 321 CMR 10.23. For example, the parties focused on
avoidance of some of the most important and sensitive rare species habitats in Core Area 1.
Similarly, in Core Areas 2 and 3, avoidance of impacts when practical, careful consideration of
PCB remediation methods and the sequence and timing of remediation activities, as well as afterthe-fact habitat mitigation are all approaches that will assist in achieving the substantive
requirements of MESA. Although the Core Areas play an important role in guiding avoidance
and minimization of impacts to state-listed species, in some cases the “take” of state-listed species
is likely to be unavoidable. In those cases, consistent with MESA’s status as a location-specific
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement (“ARAR”), the Commonwealth will work
with GE and the EPA to minimize impacts and to ensure that an adequate long-term net-benefit
mitigation plan for the affected state-listed species is designed and implemented, as required by
321 CMR 10.23(2)(c).
If you have any questions about this letter, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Housatonic Core Habitat Areas, 7/31/2012, page 3 of 3

Sincerely,

Jon Regosin, Ph.D.
Chief of Conservation Science
Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program

Encl.:

Table 1. Species and Natural Communities Included in Core Area 1 Delineation
Table 2. Species and Natural Communities Included in Core Area 2 Delineation

cc:

Mark Tisa, MA Division of Fisheries & Wildlife
Richard Lehan, MA Department of Fish & Game
Mike Gorski, MA Dept. of Environmental Protection
Eva Tor, MA Dept. of Environmental Protection
Traci Iott, CT Dept. of Energy & Environmental Protection

TABLE 1. Species and Natural Communities Included in Core Area 1 Delineation
Common Name

Scientific Name

Taxonomic Group

MESA Status

Triangle Floater

Alasmidonta undulata

Mussel

No Longer Listed

Crooked‐Stem Aster

Symphyotrichum prenanthoides

Plant

Special Concern

Wapato

Sagittaria cuneata

Plant

Threatened

Bristly Buttercup

Ranunculus pensylvanicus

Plant

Special Concern

Bur Oak

Quercus macrocarpa

Plant

Special Concern

Ostrich Fern Borer

Papaipema sp. 2 nr. pterisii

Butterflies & Moths

Special Concern

High‐terrace floodplain forest

Natural Community

Red Maple ‐ Black Ash ‐ Hemlock ‐ Bur Oak Swamp

Natural Community

Hairy Wild Rye

Elymus villosus

Plant

Endangered

Intermediate Spike Sedge

Eleocharis intermedia

Plant

Threatened

Narrow Leaved Spring Beauty

Claytonia virginica

Plant

Endangered

Tuckerman's Sedge

Carex tuckermanii

Plant

Endangered

Gray's Sedge

Carex grayi

Plant

Threatened

Jefferson Salamander

Ambystoma jeffersonianum

Amphibian

Special Concern

TABLE 2. Species and Natural Communities Included in Core Area 2 Delineation
Common Name

Scientific Name

Taxonomic Group

MESA Status

American Bittern

Botaurus lentiginosus

Bird

Endangered

Mustard White

Pieris oleracea

Butterfiles & Moths

Threatened

Wood Turtle

Glyptemys insculpta

Turtle

Special Concern

Common Moorhen

Gallinula chloropus

Bird

Special Concern
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ATTACHMENT C
SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) THAT HAVE
BEEN REVISED SINCE 2016 PERMIT
DRAFT 2020 MODIFICATION TO THE 2016 FINAL PERMIT MODIFICATION TO THE REISSUED RCRA PERMIT
AND SELECTION OF CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FOR REST OF RIVER
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT – JULY 2020

Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

Status

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs
Federal ARARs
Clean Water Act,
National
Recommended
Water Quality
Criteria for PCBs

[This entry has been moved to Action-Specific ARARs and To-beconsidered.]

National
Recommended
Water Quality
Criteria: 2002,
EPA-822-R-02047, USEPA,
Office of Water,
Office of Science
and Technology
(Nov. 2002)

State ARARs
Numeric
Massachusetts
Water Quality
Criteria for PCBs
- Massachusetts
Surface Water
Quality Standards

314 CMR
4.05(5)(e)

Same as federal water quality
criteria[See entry below for
Massachusetts action-specific Water
Quality Standards.]

Relevant and
appropriate

Same as federal standard, see above.[See entry below for
Massachusetts action-specific Water Quality Standards.]

Numeric
Connecticut
Water Quality
Criteria for PCBs

Connecticut Water
Quality Standards,
Section 22a-426-1
to 22a-426-9

Same as federal water quality
criteria.[See entry below for
Connecticut action-specific Water
Quality Standards.]

Relevant and
appropriate

Same as federal standard, see above.[See entry below for Connecticut
action-specific Water Quality Standards.]
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

Status

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs
Federal ARARs
National Historic
Preservation Act
and regulations

16 USC 470f54
U.S.C. 300101 et
seq.
36 CFR Part 800

A federal agency must take into
account the project’s effect on
properties included or eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places.

Applicable

If this remedy affects historic properties/structures subject to these
requirements, activities will be coordinated with the state, tribal, and
federal authoritiesDepartment of the Interior (DOI) and conducted in
accordance with the substantive requirements of these regulations.

Archaeological
and Historic
Preservation Act

16 USC 46954
USC 312501 et
seq.

When a Federal agency finds, or is
notified, that its activities in connection
with a Federal construction project may
cause irreparable loss or destruction of
significant scientific, prehistorical,
historical, or archaeological data, such
agency shall notify state, tribal, or
federal authoritiesDOI. Such agency
may request state, tribal, or federal
authoritiesDOI to undertake the
preservation of such data or it may
undertake such activities. If the state,
tribal, or federal authoritiesDOI
determines that such data is significant
and is being or may be irrevocably lost
or destroyed, it is to conduct a survey
and other investigation of the area
which are or may be affected an d
recover and preserve such data which
are not being, but should be, recovered
and preserved in the public interest.

Applicable

If during remedial design or remedial action, it is determined that this
remedy may cause irreparable loss or destruction of significant
scientific, prehistorical, historical, or archaeological data, EPA will
notify state, tribal, and federal authoritiesDOI and comply with the
substantive requirements in this statute.
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Statute/
Regulation
Endangered
Species Act and
regulations

Executive Order
13690
(Establishing a
Federal Flood
Risk Management
Standard and a
Process for
Further Soliciting
and Considering
Stakeholder
Input)

Citationa
16 USC 1536(a)((d)
40 CFR 6.302(h)
50 CFR Part 402,
Subparts A&B
50 CFR 17

Synopsis of Requirements
Must identify whether threatened or
endangered (T&E) species or critical
habitat is affected by proposed action,
or take mitigation measures so that
action does not affect species/habitat.

Status
Applicable

[This
Executive
Order has
been
repealed.]
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Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb
These provisions will be complied with in regard to federally-listed
threatened or endangered species and their critical habitat.
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

State ARARs
Massachusetts
Waterways Law
and Regulations

MGL Ch. 91
310 CMR 9.00,
including 9.40.

Regulates construction, placement,
excavation, alteration, removal or use
of fill or structures in waterways.
Among the requirements is 310 CMR
9.40, Standards for Dredging and
Dredged Material Disposal, which
includes restrictions on improvement
dredging.

Applicable

This remedy includes construction, placement, excavation, alteration,
removal and use activities in the Housatonic River. Except as
otherwise provided herein, measures undertaken will meet the
substantive environmental standards and limit impacts. Portions of the
remedy in the river will take place within the ACEC. If the dredging
in the ACEC is governed by 310 CMR 9.40, the dredging is permitted
as an Ecological Restoration Project. If it is deemed to not be an
Ecological Restoration Project, EPA, in consultation with the
Commonwealth, reiterates the waiver in the 2016 Permit in which
EPA, in consultation with the Commonwealth, waivedhereby waives,
pursuant to CERCLA 121(d)(4)(C), the requirements of 310 CMR
9.40 that prohibit dredging in an ACEC. Disposal of material dredged
from within the ACEC, as well as other areas, will be off-site, outside
the ACEC, at existing licensed facilities approved to receive such
material.

Massachusetts
Dam Safety
Standards

302 CMR 10.00

Regulations govern design and
construction of new and existing dams,
and removal of existing dams, and
inspection of dams.

Potentially
Aapplicable

The remedy includes provisions for inspection, operation and
maintenance of dams, removal of dams, and management of materials
generated during work on, or removal of, a dam. Additionally, the
remedy will comply with these regulations for to the extent that these
regulations are applicable to a Massachusetts dams which is in the area
of remedy activity., the remedy will comply with these regulations.

Massachusetts
Site Suitability
Criteria

310 CMR
16.40(3),(4)

Site suitability criteria for solid waste
facilities, including facility-specific and
general site suitability criteria.

No change in
status from
2016 Permit
for the
temporary
management

The remedy includes, among other components, the excavation of PCBcontaminated soil and sediment, and the off-site disposal of at least
100,000 cubic yards of the PCB-contaminated material, including all
PCB material that averages greater than or equal to 50 ppm (as
determined by Attachment E to the Permit)such excavated soil and
sediment at existing licensed facilities approved to receive such
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

of excavated
materials;
potentially
applicable or
relevant and
appropriate for
Upland
Disposal
Facility

material, and the on-site disposal at the Upland Disposal Facility of
material averaging less than 50 ppm PCBs. Portions of the remedy will
be implemented in the ACEC, or in a Resource Area or Riverfront Area.

Synopsis of Requirements

As provided in Attachment D to the Permit, PCB-contaminated sediments
and soils in the Rest of River are regulated for cleanup and off-site
disposal as PCB-remediation waste under 40 C.F.R. Part 761. For the
portion ofIf the remedy involvinges sediments and soils with PCB
concentrations that average less than below 50 ppm, and such sediments
and soils are not commingled with sediments and soils with PCB
concentrations at or above 50 ppm or other hazardous wastes (see
Attachment E to the Permit), siting standards in 310 CMR 16 are
potentially relevant and appropriateapplicable, rather than 310 CMR 30.
EPA believes that the remedy can comply with all substantive
provisions of 310 CMR 16 except for the provisions of 310 CMR
16.40(4)(d). For each provision of 310 CMR 16, to the extent that
they are deemed to be an ARAR but cannot be met at the Upland
Disposal Facility, EPA determines that compliance would pose a
greater risk to human health and the environment and accordingly,
EPA would invoke a waiver of the provision pursuant to CERCLA
121(d)(4)(B) (hereinafter, references to CERCLA 121(d)(4)(B)
include 40 C.F.R. 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C)(2)).
For the provisions at 16.40(4)(d), tThe remedy portions in the ACEC
(or, at locations outside but adjacent to the ACEC) or at a Resource
Area or Riverfront Area may necessarily include temporary
management of material excavated during implementation prior to offsite disposal. In the 2016 Permit, EPA, in consultation with the
Commonwealth, considered as waived, pursuant to CERCLA
121(d)(4)(C), the requirements that prohibit or restrict such temporary
management. The EPA Environmental Appeals Board upheld EPA’s
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb
waiver. The temporary management requirements have not changed
since the 2016 Permit.
For each area in which solid waste may be disposed of on-site
temporarily managed during remedy implementation, including those
within the ACEC or Resource Area or Riverfront Area, the remedy
includes provisions for restoration of the disposal facility.what is
disturbed by the temporary management of materials, and for final
disposition of materials through off-site disposal.
To the extent: 1. the materials disposed of on-site during
implementation of the remedy constitute solid waste under this
regulation; and 2. the locations for disposal of the materials are within
the ACEC (or, the locations are outside but adjacent to the ACEC and
such locations fail to protect the outstanding resources of the ACEC)
or in a Resource Area or Riverfront Area: the requirements are not
appropriate for the Upland Disposal Facility because compliance will
create greater risk to human health and the environment than
implementation of the remedy set forth in the Draft Revised 2020
Permit given the already damaged and altered area surrounding the
Upland Disposal Facility location, the existing contamination from
current industrial uses at or near the Upland Disposal Facility location,
the multiple protectiveness safeguards built in to the design of the
Upland Disposal Facility, the risks inherent to the disposal alternatives
besides the Upland Disposal Facility, and the benefits of the proposed
remedy. However, if the provisions of 310 CMR 16.40(4)(d) are
deemed to be ARARs, EPA considers as waived, pursuant to
CERCLA 121(D)(4)(B), the requirements of 16.40 that prohibit or
restrict such disposal locations during implementation of the remedy.
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Statute/
Regulation
Massachusetts
Facility Location
Standards

Citationa
310 CMR 30

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

Location standards for hazardous waste
management facilities, including, but
not limited to, Land Subject to
Flooding and Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC).
Criteria for proposed projects that
name specific sites, including
restrictions on projects in an ACEC or
in wetlands.

No change in
status from
2016 Permit
for the
temporary
management
of excavated
materials; not
an ARAR for
the Upland
Disposal
Facility.
Potentially
applicable

The remedy does not include disposal of hazardous waste on-site so
this provision does not apply to disposal of materials at the Upland
Disposal Facility. The remedy includes, among other components, the
excavation of PCB-contaminated soil and sediment, and the off-site
disposal of at least 100,000 cubic yards of the PCB-contaminated
material, including all PCB material that averages greater than or
equal to 50 ppm (as determined by Attachment E to the Permit)such
excavated soil and sediment at existing licensed facilities approved to
receive such material, and the on-site disposal of material averaging
less than 50 ppm PCBs at the Upland Disposal Facility. Both the onsite and off-site disposal of PCBs are addressed pursuant to 40 C.F.R.
761.61(c) and EPA’s revised risk-based determination in
Attachment D of the Draft Revised 2020 Permit.
In the 2016 Permit, EPA, in consultation with the Commonwealth,
considered as waived, pursuant to CERCLA 121(d)(4)(C), the
requirements that prohibit or restrict temporary management of
excavated materials prior to disposal. The EPA Environmental
Appeals Board upheld EPA’s waiver. The provisions regarding
temporary management of excavated materials prior to disposal have
not changed since the 2016 Permit. For disposal of material on-site, to
the extent any material averaging less than 50 ppm is deemed to be
Massachusetts hazardous waste solely because of the presence of
PCBs, EPA has determined that the requirements are not appropriate.
However, if the provision is deemed to be an ARAR, EPA proposes to
waive it pursuant to CERCLA 121(d)(4)(B) because compliance with
the prohibition of disposal at the Upland Disposal Facility would pose
a greater risk to human health and the environment than the proposed
remedy, given the already damaged and altered area surrounding the
Upland Disposal Facility location, the existing contamination from
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb
current industrial uses at or near the Upland Disposal Facility location,
the multiple protectiveness safeguards built in to the design of the
Upland Disposal Facility, the risks inherent to the disposal alternatives
besides the Upland Disposal Facility, and the benefits of the proposed
remedy.
For portions of the remedy implemented outside the ACEC (or,
implemented at locations outside but adjacent to or in close proximity
to the ACEC that are protective of the outstanding resources of the
ACEC), PCB-contaminated material that is hazardous waste solely
due to PCB concentration greater than or equal to 50 ppm is regulated
for cleanup and off-site disposal as PCB-remediation waste under 40
C.F.R. Part 761 (see Attachment D to the Permit), and thus, per 310
CMR 30.501(3)(a), the provisions of 310 CMR 30, including 310
CMR 30.708, do not apply.
Portions of the remedy will also be implemented in the ACEC. PCBcontaminated material will be regulated for cleanup and off-site
disposal as PCB-remediation waste under 40 C.F.R. Part 761, and the
provisions of 310 CMR 30, including 310 CMR 30.708, may apply.
The remedy portions in the ACEC may necessarily include temporary
management of material excavated during implementation prior to offsite disposal. Such temporary management includes, without
limitation, temporary stockpiling or accumulation of materials, and the
potential inclusion of locations related to railroad transport of
materials excavated during implementation of the remedy.
For each area in which hazardous waste is temporarily managed
during remedy implementation, including those within the ACEC, the
remedy includes provisions for restoration of what is disturbed by the
temporary management of materials, and for final disposition of
materials through off-site disposal.
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Statute/
Regulation
Massachusetts
Area of Critical
Environmental
Concern (ACEC)

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

301 CMR
12.11(1)(c)00

Provides for establishment of Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern in the
State. ACEC designation affects other
state laws and regulations.

Applicable
Relevant and
appropriate

An The ACEC regulations pertain to State agency actions, and are not
applicable to the federal EPA action. has been established in part of
the Rest of River area. The remedy takes into account this designation
and the restrictions in other state laws/regulations related to activities
in an ACEC. However, the remedy complies with the substantive
requirements of 301 CMR 12.11(1)(c), which may be relevant and
appropriate, by advancing the values of 301 CMR 12.11(1)(c), while
avoiding adverse effects on identified values in section 12.11(1)(c).

MassDEP
Guidance

Dam Removal and
the Wetland
Regulations, 2007

Provides guidance on permitting issues
and review considerations associated
with dam removal projects, especially
as it relates to the Massachusetts
Wetlands Protection Act.

To be
considered

The remedy now includes dam removal requirements. To the extent
that this guidance is pertinent to a Massachusetts dam that is in the
area of remedy activity, the remedy will consider this guidance.

Massachusetts
Executive Office
of Energy and
Environmental
Affairs (EOEEA)
Guidance

Dam Removal in
Massachusetts: A
Basic Guide for
Project Proponents,
2007

Provides guidance through the initial
conceptualization of a project, the
feasibility studies, and the permitting
process.

To be
considered

The remedy now includes dam removal requirements. To the extent
that this guidance is pertinent to a Massachusetts dam that is in the
area of remedy activity, the remedy will consider this guidance.

Massachusetts
Department of
Fish and Game
Guidance

Impounded
Sediment and Dam
Removal in
Massachusetts:
2003

Provides guidance on a decisionmaking framework regarding dam
removal and in-stream management
options for impounded sediment.

To be
considered

The remedy now includes dam removal requirements. To the extent
that this guidance is pertinent to a Massachusetts dam in the area of
remedy activity, the remedy will consider this guidance.

To Be Considered
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs
Federal ARARs
Toxic Substances
Control Act
(TSCA)
Regulations on
Cleanup of PCB
Remediation
Waste

40 CFR 761.50
40 CFR 761.61(c)

General requirements (761.50) and
specific options (761.61) for cleanup of
PCB Remediation Waste, including
PCB-containing sediments and soils.
Options include self-implementing
provisions (not applicable to
sediments) and risk-based approval by
EPA. Risk-based approval through a
TSCA determination issued by EPA is
pursuant to 40 CFR 761.61(c) and
requires demonstration that cleanup
method will not pose an unreasonable
risk of injury to health or the
environment.

Applicable
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The remedy will comply with these provisions. The Draft Revised
2020 Permit includes a proposed revised TSCA risk-based
determination issued by EPA as Attachment D (“TSCA
Determination”). Both the on-site and off-site disposal of PCBs are
addressed pursuant to the TSCA Determination. The TSCA
Determination finds that the remedy will not pose an unreasonable risk
of injury to health or the environment as long as the remedy complies
with all of the conditions set out in the TSCA Determination.
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

State ARARs
Numeric
Massachusetts
Water Quality
Criteria for PCBs
– Massachusetts
Surface Water
Quality Standards

314 CMR
4.05(5)(e)

Same as federal water quality criteria
Freshwater chronic aquatic life
criterion (based on protection of mink):
0.014 µg/L.
Human health criterion based on
human consumption of water and
organisms: 0.000064 µg/L.

Relevant and
appropriate

The remedy activities to be conducted are designed to reduce human
health and environmental risks posed by PCBs, including not
contributing to any exceedances of the Water Quality Criteria. The
remedy includes, among other components, excavation and capping of
PCB contamination from the riverbed, riverbanks, Floodplains and
Backwaters. The remedy will include excavation technology and
multiple engineering controls to minimize resuspension of any PCBcontaminated water. (For purposes of this Attachment C, “remedy”
includes the corrective measures, remedial design and remedial action
activities, and operation and maintenance activities undertaken
pursuant to the revised modification to the RCRA permit.)
The freshwater chronic aquatic life criterion of 0.014 µg/L will be met
by the remedy.
Regarding the human health criterion based on human consumption of
water and organisms of 0.000064 µg/L: in the 2016 Permit, in
Massachusetts, EPA, in consultation with the Commonwealth,
waivedis waiving this criterion on the grounds that achievement of this
ARAR is technically impracticable, given that based on current data, it
is not predicted to be met by this or any sediment alternative in
Massachusetts. To be protective of human health and the
environment, as specified in the permit modification, EPA is
establishing alternative criteria (that are not ARARs) for this waived
criterion. That action has not changed since the 2016 Permit.
Same as federal action-specific standard; see above.
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Statute/
Regulation
Connecticut
Water Quality
Standards for
PCBs

Citationa
Connecticut Water
Quality Standards,
Section 22a-426-1
to 22a-426-9

Synopsis of Requirements
Criteria and standards for waters in
Connecticut. Freshwater chronic
aquatic life criterion (based on
protection of mink): 0.014 µg/L.
Human health criterion based on
human consumption of water and
organisms: 0.000064 µg/L.

Status
Relevant and
appropriate
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Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb
To the extent that remedy activities take place in a Connecticut
waterway, such remedy activities will be conducted so as to not
contribute to an exceedance of Water Quality Standards Criteria.
Remedy activities will contribute to the achievement of the State
Water Quality Standards.
Regarding the human health criterion based on human consumption of
water and organisms of 0.000064 µg/L:
As in the 2016 Permit, in Connecticut, the remedy is intended to meet
the standard. Current modeling shows the remedy will achieve
attainment in at least 3 of the 4 Connecticut impoundments. However,
the results from the Connecticut model are very uncertain due to the
empirical, semi-quantitative nature of the analyses. As such, it is not
possible to predict with certainty attainment or lack of attainment of
the human health criterion based on human consumption of water and
organisms of 0.000064 µg/L in Connecticut (Reaches 10-16). Thus,
EPA, in consultation with Connecticut, does not believe that there is a
basis to establish alternative standards at this time.
In addition, this concentration (0.000064 µg/L) cannot be reliably
measured using available analytical techniques. Monitoring, using
appropriate analytical techniques and reporting levels, will be
conducted to measure progress toward this standard over time
throughout the Housatonic River in Connecticut.
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Statute/
Regulation

Citationa

Synopsis of Requirements

Status

Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve ARARsb

To Be Considered
Clean Water Act,
National
Recommended
Water Quality
Criteria for PCBs

National
Recommended
Water Quality
Criteria: 2002,
EPA-822-R-02047, USEPA,
Office of Water,
Office of Science
and Technology
(Nov. 2002).

Freshwater chronic aquatic life
criterion (based on protection of mink):
0.014 µg/L.
Human health criterion based on
human consumption of water and
organisms: 0.000064 µg/L.

To be
Considered

To be considered with respect to Action(s) to be Taken to Achieve
ARARs in connection with Massachusetts and Connecticut Water
Quality Standards.

a

The substantive requirements, including environmental performance standards, contained in the statutes, regulations, and other documents referenced in the column captioned
“Citation” shall control to determine the requirements that must be met and the actions to achieve such requirements. Other references in the table that summarize the requirements
of or action necessary to achieve ARARs are summary in nature, may not be all-inclusive, and are not controlling.

b

As stated in Attachment C to the 2016 Permit, for purposes of this Attachment C, compliance with ARARs or standards refers to compliance with the substantive requirements,
criteria, or limitations of each provision.
Note: This Chart provides only the ARARs that have been revised since EPA’s issuance of the October 2016 RCRA Permit Modification. Revisions since the 2016 Permit are
noted through redline/strikeout in the table. Following the opportunity for public comment on the changes to the proposed remedy, including the revised ARARs, EPA’s final
revised RCRA Permit Modification will include all the ARARs for the remedy.
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TSCA 40 C.F.R. SECTION 761.61(C) DETERMINATION

ATTACHMENT D
TSCA 40 C.F.R. SECTION 761.61(C) DETERMINATION
PCB-contaminated sediments and soils in the Rest of River likely meet the definition of PCB
remediation waste as defined under 40 C.F.R. Section 761.3 and thus are regulated for cleanup
and disposal under 40 C.F.R. Part 761.
EPA’s Rest of River administrative record available for public review includes extensive
information on the nature of the contamination, location and extent of the contamination, the
procedures used relative to sampling, and Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments. The
Rest of River cleanup plan is specified in the Permit. In accordance with the requirements under
the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) and 40 C.F.R. Section 761.61(c), and as supported by
the Administrative Record for this matter, EPA has made a finding that the manner of sampling,
storage, cleanup, and disposal of PCB-contaminated sediment and soil as set out in this Permit,
including attainment of the Performance Standards and associated Corrective Measures to meet
the Performance Standards, including Tables 1-4, will not result in an unreasonable risk of injury
to human health or the environment as long as the following conditions are met:
•

A combination of off-site disposal and disposal in an on-site Upland Disposal Facility
will be used to manage contaminated sediment and floodplain soil removed as part of the
cleanup.

•

All At least 100,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediment and Floodplain soil that is
removed will be disposed of off-site at an existing TSCA-approved disposal facility or
RCRA hazardous waste landfill or a landfill permitted by the receiving state to accept
PCB remediation wastes, depending on the contaminant levels and waste classifications.

•

The average concentrations of PCBs to be placed in the Upland Disposal Facility are
estimated to be 20 to 25 milligrams per kilogram (or parts-per-million (ppm)).
Segregation of the material will be based on sampling protocols that are also outlined in
the Permit, including Attachment E.

•

The Upland Disposal Facility design criteria outlined in the Permit include a double
bottom liner (at least 15 feet above the seasonal high groundwater elevation), leachate
collection and management, a groundwater monitoring network, and a multi-layer low
permeability engineered cap/cover. The bottom liners and the cap material shall have a
permeability equal or less than 1 x 10-7 cm/sec, a minimum thickness of 30 mils and be
chemically compatible with PCBs. The Upland Disposal Facility will only accept
materials that are part of the Rest of River cleanup.

•

Several components of the Permit require construction of an Engineered Cap following
sediment removal. Such Engineered Caps will be constructed in accordance with the
Engineered Cap Performance Standards and design protocols identified in the Permit.

D-1

I

•

Protocols, developed in accordance with TSCA, will be developed and maintained for the
decontamination of all equipment used when handling TSCA-regulated material to ensure
proper decontamination of equipment and to avoid mixing of TSCA-regulated material
with non-TSCA material.

•

The use of activated carbon or another amendment as part of Rest of River remediation
will be implemented in accordance with the Permit to reduce the bioavailability of PCBs
following remediation.

•

Institutional Controls, O&M, and Periodic Reviews will be carried out as a component of
the cleanup, both in the areas of sediment and Floodplain removal, and in areas subject to
Monitored Natural Recovery, and at the Upland Disposal Facility.

•

Air monitoring and dust suppression measures for PCBs will be maintained until
excavation and transport of PCB-contaminated soil and sediment, and capping and
disposal of PCB-contaminated soil and sediment is complete.

•

Temporarily stockpiled TSCA-regulated material will be bermed and properly covered to
capture runoff in accordance with the requirements of §761.65. Runoff shall be collected
and disposed of, as appropriate, in accordance with § 761.60 or § 761.79(b)(1), or as
otherwise approved by EPA pursuant to the process outlined in this Permit.

-•

A financial assurance provision is incorporated into the remedy via the Consent Decree.
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ATTACHMENT E
Criteria/Methods Applicable to
Disposal of Material Excavated in Rest of River Remedial Action
1.

For floodplains in each of the 90 Exposure Areas shown in Figure 4, to the extent that
remediation is required in any given Exposure Area, GE will segregate and dispose of
off-site (out-of-state) soils containing high concentrations so that the remaining
floodplain soil to be disposed of in the Upland Disposal Facility averages less than 50
mg/kg PCBs. The process is further described as follows:
•

After additional data collection required by the 2016 Permit, the horizontal footprint
and vertical removal depth (the volume) of soil that needs to be removed in each
Exposure Area will be determined.

•

The volume-weighted average PCB concentration of all soil to be removed from each
Exposure Area will be calculated (using the same PCB data set used to delineate the
soil to be removed).

•

If the volume-weighted average PCB concentration in the soil to be removed equals
or exceeds 50 mg/kg in an Exposure Area, the soil with the highest PCB
concentrations (e.g., “hot spots”) in the Exposure Area will be segregated, or
separated out, for out-of-state disposal until the average concentration of the
remainder of the soil to be removed in the Exposure Area decreases to less than 50
mg/kg for disposal at the Upland Disposal Facility.

2.

For Reach 5A banks, GE will segregate and dispose of off-site (out-of-state) soils
containing high concentrations so that the remaining Reach 5A bank soil to be disposed
of in the Upland Disposal Facility has a volume-weighted average of less than 50 mg/kg
PCBs. In calculating the volume-weighted average concentration of PCBs in Reach 5A
riverbank soils for disposal purposes, the only soils that will be considered are soils to be
removed from Reach 5A riverbanks.

3.

GE will dispose of all riverbank and sediment from Reach 5B off-site (out-of-state),
except in the following circumstances: If, pursuant to Section II.C. of the agreement, GE
removes additional riverbank soil with PCB concentrations less than 50 mg/kg, this
material may be disposed of in the Upland Disposal Facility.

4.

For all sediment except for Reach 5B, GE will segregate and dispose of off-site (out-ofstate) sediments containing high concentrations so that the remaining sediment to be
disposed of in the Upland Disposal Facility averages 25 mg/kg PCBs or less on a reach or
subreach basis as described below.
•

The 25 mg/kg average applies individually to: Reach 5A, Reach 5C, Woods Pond,
Backwaters, Reach 7 Subreaches (Subreach 7B [Columbia Mill Impoundment],
Subreach 7C [Eagle Mill Impoundment], Subreach 7E [Willow Mill Impoundment],
Subreach 7G [Glendale Impoundment]), and Rising Pond. These reaches/subreaches
are depicted in Figures 3 and 4. The segregation of sediment for Reach 5B is
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described in item 3 above, which provides that all sediment removed from Reach 5B
shall disposed of off-site (out-of-state).

5.

•

As described in the 2016 Permit, each subreach, and in some cases each reach, has its
own Performance Standards to be achieved through sediment removal and capping or
backfill. Following additional data collection, the area and amount of sediment to be
removed to meet the Performance Standard will be determined. After the horizontal
footprint and vertical removal depth are determined, the volume-weighted average
PCB concentration of the sediment within that footprint will be calculated.

•

If the volume-weighted average PCB concentration within a reach or subreach
removal footprint exceeds 25 mg/kg, sediment with the highest PCB concentrations
(e.g., “hot spots”) will be segregated for out-of-state disposal until the average
concentration of the remaining sediment to be removed from the reach or subreach
decreases to 25 mg/kg or less for disposal at the Upland Disposal Facility.

•

Relevant data from the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) and data collected
pursuant to the 2016 Permit or Revised Permit will be used in determining average
concentrations for comparison to the 25-mg/kg criterion for placement in the Upland
Disposal Facility.

•

EPA agrees to work with GE to design an appropriate transition and hybrid disposal
averaging area in the Woods Pond Headwaters area between Reach 5C and Woods
Pond.

In addition, for all sediment in reaches and subreaches, including backwaters, except for
Reach 5B, GE will segregate and dispose of off-site (out-of-state) sediment that is
represented by a 3-dimensional polygon associated with a single vertical core that has an
average concentration greater than or equal to 100 mg/kg PCBs, as further described
below:
•

GE will compare the 100 mg/kg criterion to the average concentration in each
individual vertical core.

•

Vertical core polygons will be generated by a Thiessen polygon method. Thiessen
polygon mapping involves the use of computer software to draw perpendicular
bisector lines between adjacent sample locations to create two-dimensional polygon
areas. The two-dimensional Thiessen polygon will be extended vertically to the
depth of sediment removal to create a three-dimensional polygon.

•

The data used in this evaluation will be limited to, and representative of, the depth
intervals that correspond to depth of removal associated with the location where the
core was collected.

•

If sampling data, at a given vertical core location, consist of data from different depth
intervals, the vertical PCB average concentration will be calculated as a depthweighted average at that location.
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6.

•

Vertical sediment cores will be of sufficient depth to characterize sediment PCB
concentrations throughout the full vertical interval required to comply with the
Performance Standards for each reach, subreach and backwater under the 2016 Permit
or Revised Permit.

•

If the vertical depth-weighted PCB average in a polygon is equal to or greater than
100 mg/kg, then all sediment associated with the vertical core polygon will be
segregated and disposed of off-site (out-of-state).

•

For all reaches except Subreaches 5A and 5C, relevant data from the RFI and
additional data collected by GE pursuant to the 2016 Permit or Revised Permit, as
applicable, will be used in determining these vertical depth-weighted core averages.

•

Additional vertical core samples will be collected by GE pursuant to the 2016 Permit
or Revised Permit, as applicable, in Reach 6 (Woods Pond) to supplement existing
data and to fill in data gaps.

•

For Reaches 5A and 5C, only data collected pursuant to the 2016 Permit or Revised
Permit shall be used in this evaluation. Vertical core samples will be collected in
6-inch increments. The sampling will consist of three vertical cores per transect (left,
center and right of the channel) with transects performed at a linear spacing of 250
linear feet of the river channel.

•

Additional vertical sediment cores may be collected to further refine the areas where
average sediment concentrations exceed 100 mg/kg and/or to assist in achieving the
relevant Performance Standards in all reaches or subreaches.

•

GE will submit sediment sampling plans to EPA for review and approval. These
plans shall detail, at a minimum, the approach for collection of vertical sediment
cores and the data analysis approach to determine compliance with the 100 mg/kg
criterion.

GE will not dispose of material classified as federal RCRA hazardous waste, or free
liquids, free product, or any intact drums, capacitors or containers, into the Upland
Disposal Facility. GE can use relevant data from the RFI and apply the 20 times rule
(i.e., dividing the concentration in the sample by 20 and comparing the result to certain
threshold values described in 40 C.F.R. 261) to determine if there are compounds that
could potentially exceed the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) testing
requirements. GE can also use relevant data from EPA’s 1.5-Mile Reach Removal
Action (e.g., TCLP data and other RCRA Characteristic requirements, including
ignitability, corrosivity and reactivity). If existing data are not sufficient to demonstrate
that material will not contain RCRA hazardous waste, then GE will propose additional
sampling in the appropriate Work Plans. In any subreach where RCRA hazardous waste
may be present, GE will collect a reasonable number of composite samples for analysis
(for example, TCLP sampling for metals). If any composite sample demonstrates the
material is RCRA hazardous waste, then: a) the material can be treated until testing
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demonstrates that the material is non-hazardous, or b) the material can be disposed of at
an off-site facility in compliance with EPA’s off-site rule (40 C.F.R. § 300.440).
7.

Any other materials to be disposed of not otherwise addressed above will be sampled
prior to disposal and disposed of in the Upland Disposal Facility if they have less than 50
mg/kg PCBs. (This could apply to haul road materials, etc. that GE may need to dispose
of as part of the overall remedy construction.)

1.8.

GE will dispose of the segregated high concentration sediment, soil and waste materials,
and any free liquids, free product, or intact drums, capacitors or containers, in any facility
that is licensed/permitted to accept such waste and will accept it, including RCRA
Subtitle C Landfills, so long as said facility is in compliance with EPA’s off-site rule
(40 C.F.R. § 300.440).
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Andrew Holt
Lenox, MA 01240
Andrew.bassett.holt@gmail.com
September 14th, 2020
GE‐Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
Submitted via email
Hi EPA,
I am formally submitting my personal comments on the Draft Revised 2020 Permit for the
Housatonic River Cleanup. Please note, I am a member of the Lenox Environmental Committee.
As the Committee was neither assigned any role, nor consulted about, matters relating to
cleanup of PCB contamination in the Housatonic River, including the mediation and settlement
of litigation regarding cleanup, the Committee has not taken action with respect to the Permit.
These comments are my own and don’t reflect any position on behalf of the Committee.
Phasing Cleanup by Area
In order to mitigate potential risks around the opening/capping of the Upland Disposal
Facility, I would like to see the cleanup phasing to start with Woods Pond, which is closest in
proximity to the landfill and contains much of the waste destined for the Upland Disposal
Facility. Propose revisiting for a touchup after upstream reaches have been remediated to care
for any new PCB Contamination.
Recreational Upgrades Along the River
Request trails/service roads used for cleanup be ultimately converted to recreational
trails along the river to create a pathway from Pittsfield to Connecticut for biking and walking.
This would create a positive lasting impact of the cleanup and support the growth of local eco‐
tourism to complement existing cultural attractions. Additionally, I believe this would help
foster goodwill between GE and the local community and could be accomplished by utilizing
service roads that will be built to support the cleanup.
Upland Disposal Facility Reuse
Request GE partner with the Town of Lee to ensure the Upland Disposal facility is
designed for reuse as seen appropriate by the town so they can see lasting positive impact from
the cleanup.
Monitoring of Cleanup
Request transparent and frequent communications to townspeople of Lee and Lenox,
including information such as (but not limited to):
 % of Upland Disposal Facility Filled/Capped
 Risk log and mitigation plans for unforeseen issues
 Any/All possible issues with liner

Additionally, Requesting:
 Updates be posted on EPA sites on a quarterly basis
 Request quarterly webinar be made available online to share updates and progress
 These updates should be written in plain language, with additional artifacts available
to cover technical topics

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bob Hopp <hoppgator@aol.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 2:26 PM
R1Housatonic
EPA dumping--a Lee Resident Response to the GE-Housatonic River Site EPA Cleanup

Gentlemen,
After listening to the EPA presentation a few nights ago, as a resident of Lee, we are opposed to your remediation plans.
Basically, remediation plans to simply relocate pollutants from one site to another, especially in a populated
neighborhood town, is totally unacceptable. This will only add potentially harmful pollutants in to our neighborhood
whether it be now or in the future endangering our children and all ages. Not only will this lower all property values, as
it must be disclosed upon sale, but, more importantly, will only give rise to potential future ailments and harmful
diseases.
Respectfully, please find alternative methods to remediate these harmful pollutants. All of the monetary settlements
will in no way satisfy all of the future ailments and diseases that might arise out of neighborhood dump.
Thank you for your consideration.
Robert Hopp
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Richard L. Hopp <dickhopp@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 2:38 PM
R1Housatonic
Purnell, ZaNetta
GE-Housatonic Rest of River Remediation - Public Comment

Please be advised that as a resident of Lee, MA, I oppose the dumping of pollutants in Lee or in any location that can
foreseeably be harmful to the health of its residents. In addition, the siting of toxic dumps near residential
neighborhoods has an adverse affect on real estate values and this reality has not been addressed. The remediation of
one area should not translate to the pollution of another.
Sincerely yours,

Richard L. Hopp

Richard L. Hopp
120 Wood Duck Road
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

caitlin.hotaling <caitlin.hotaling@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 8:03 AM
R1Housatonic
GE-Housatonic River Site

As a concerned citizen of Great Barrington I'm appalled that the dump site is so close to the river. I'm appalled
that residents are being forced to close their wells. Haven't the tragic choices of the past taught this company
anything? Do it right the first time so you don't have to fix it again in the future! Leaking will happen, airborne
toxins will be spread through multiple towns. Don't you want to prevent further damage and potential lawsuits
by people who will get sick? Please do the right thing and treat our children as if they were yours and find a
better, safer way to handle this mess!
Gravely concerned,
Caitlin Hotaling
12 Fairview Terrace

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

leah gulmi
R1Housatonic
GE"s Lee/lenoxdale PCB toxic dump
Monday, September 14, 2020 5:15:29 PM

I am writing to give my opposition to GE's proposed toxic PCB dump in Lee/Lenoxdale, MA.
All people, throughout southern Berkshire, are at risk of being exposed by all the trucks
driving through the towns, and the toxicity within the proposed dump site itself.
Please Treat, don't dumps PCB's
Sincerely,
Leah House
Hosatonic, MA

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bobby Houston <bobbyhouston@hotmail.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 11:51 AM
R1Housatonic
GE settlement

I am writing in support of the settlement with GE and EPA to build the PCB containment
facility in Lenoxdale/Lee.
This has gone on long enough and it's time to take the deal and clean the damn river.
BOBBY HOUSTON
30 Rowe Rd
Gt Barrington, MA 01230
ph/text: 914 319 3396
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SHunt <sjhunt70@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 4:32 PM
R1Housatonic
Opposition to the Housatonic River cleanup settlement

We oppose a hazardous landfill in Lee, Lenox, Lenox Dale, or anywhere else in the. There was
inadequate opportunity for citizens to participate at the local, state, and federal levels relating to all
decisions made during this permitting process. Insufficient contamination is being removed from the
river, riverbanks, floodplain, and residential and commercial properties, making this plan neither
protective of human or environmental health.
We support PCB destruction technology to be used on contaminated sediment and soils at this site to
render the toxic chemical compounds harmless.
If PCB destruction technology is not employed at this site, we support out of state transport by rail of
contaminated sediment and soils to a federally licensed hazardous waste facility.
We have lived in South Lee, MA near the Housatonic River for most of our lives. Our children (4),
grandchildren (10) and great‐grandchildren (4) all live with a 15 mile radius of us. We are worried
about their future. Please help us insure that they will all be able to live happy, healthy, productive
lives here in this beautiful place.
Suzanne and Wilbur Hunt
105 Pine Street
South Lee MA 01260
413‐243‐2783
Sent from my iPad
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dennis Irvine <dennisirvine@icloud.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 12:39 PM
Conway, Timothy
Since 1963

I’ve lived and worked on the Housatonic. The permitting process for the clean up is neither transparent nor accountable.
It should be put on hold. I don’t think the community will alllow it. Dennis
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dennis Irvine <dennisirvine@icloud.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 12:50 PM
R1Housatonic
I lived on this river my whole life

“Your own rules state that approval of these dumps require community support, and this is the community stating that
you do not have it!”
If resources to geuninely remdiate are not deployed now, they will not be available much longer. We all know the gig is
up and there just won’t be the money to do this, EVER again.
Leet’s clean it now before we’re too broke and too cold and too hungry to do it.

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ohm <crystal075@gmail.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 10:15 AM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic

Treat, don’t dump.
Crystal Jarek
Lenox, mass
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Greg Jones <gnm2140@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 3:38 PM
R1Housatonic
team@thebeatnews.org; jcook@cohenkinne.com; shutchinson@massaudubon.org
Stop the Cleanup!

Please, leave the river alone, it took care of itself!
Nobody is swimming or eating fish from the river, but the wildlife in and around the river is thriving. Kayaking on the
river is peaceful and beautiful. Birds are chirping, and the serenity of the river valley takes your breath away.
That all will be taken from us by the roaring trucks and dredging equipment, polluting air, killing turtles and beavers,
destroying birds' habitat, raping the nature...the river will be lost for a generation!
Stop before it's too late!
Gregory Jones
67 Mountain Drive
Pittsfield, MA 01201
413‐442‐4792

Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Deborah Kain <deborah.kain@icloud.com>
Friday, September 11, 2020 8:15 AM
R1Housatonic
No PCB Dump

Please count my voice as against the GE dumping ANYWHERE in our Berkshire county. It cannot support any PCB dumps.
Haven’t you learned from the previous problems GE caused here?
Please make sure we do not have GE dumps anywhere in our Berkshires.
Deborah Kain
Deborah.Kain@gmail.com
Sent from my iPhone
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9/13/2020
EPA Region 1, New England
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-O7-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
Dear EPA Region 1 (attention Dean Tagliaferro),
My name is Cornelia Kalischer. I grew up in Stockbridge MA, and
moved to Lee MA. I am 62 years old. I have been a resident of Lee
for 35 years. In Lee we have a Representative Government system
and I have been an elected District Representative since 2002,
however I am a lay person in writing comments about the Draft
Revised 2020 Permit Modification on Rest of River Clean Up.
The Housatonic River has been a central part of my beautiful
Berkshire surroundings. I have been impacted growing up knowing
that I can not go near the Housatonic River as it contains poisons.
Now as an adult, I am more educated about these poisons, learning
that they are PCB’s (Polychlorinated biphenyls) that were deposited
by GE in the Housatonic River from 1932-1977 and the horrific impact
on humans and wildlife. This impact includes the bioaccumulation of
PCB’s that occurs with aquatic organisms, habitats, waterfowl,
predators… that consume aquatic organisms. The impact affects
natural resources including direct riverfront and abutting riparian
corridors, nesting habitats for birds, and endangered species. The
impact includes the inability to do recreational activities such as
fishing, swimming…and there is an impact on the food chain that then
impacts humans. This also includes the impact that PCB’s have had
on humans living in the vicinity – on children, underweight births,
cancer and other illnesses related to PCB’s, just to name a few. All
this has been done to our communities along the Housatonic River
for years, and there will be lasting effects from PCB’s on us for years
from now. The plan now is to dredge up some of the PCB’s from the
water and then redeposit some of them here in our soil, all to save
GE some of their money by not shipping them out, as a negotiating
point. How do you see this plan as a solution for the Berkshires?

The Hudson River not so far away from us has been dredged taking
out PCB’s. There is uncertainty and different perspectives as to
lasting results.
The Pittsfield 2.5 mile project to remove PCB’s from the Housatonic
River has occurred. It is my understanding that it was estimated that
10,000 truck trips per year were to occur – I am wondering what the
actual amount was? I am sure that there was a major impact on the
community, and the proposed time line for completion was longer
than projected. How much longer was the impact than initially
projected? It is my understanding, that in the first phase of the clean
up some PCB’s were buried in hill 78 which bordered the Allendale
School. While the process of removal during phase one, was to be
safe and monitored there were instances where GE had to reseal and
repair fissures, there were alarm malfunctions, erosion, washouts,
wells needing to be sampled for other toxic metals along with testing
for PCB’s to check for above bench mark, actionable levels which
had some instances that exceeded acceptable standards. Why do I
mention this section of the work already done? I am concerned about
the next phase and complications which would impact my community
directly.
Now in 2020 the process has begun again with a plan to continue the
what is called the Rest of the River Cleanup. Each time a specific
community is impacted the community rallies with concerns, public
hearings and comment periods are provided. The overall project has
been segmented which is unacceptable and then allows for GE to
restart negotiations to benefit them with decreased responsibility.
Now this is before my community and of course I am now more
aware and involved. While I do recognize improvements in this
settlement agreement and appreciate the tremendous work of the
Housatonic Rest of River Municipal Committee, and EPA, and
understand the potential fear of losing funding for EPA under this
political climate, I also still feel that GE dumped PCB’s in our river
and they need to take them out of our community completely. This
should never have been negotiated. This potentially as I understand it
could only lead to law suits, and time, energy and money wasted
before starting this clean up.

As a citizen of the Town of Lee and a Town Representative I want to
clearly document that Lee citizens did not have any knowledge or
ability to object to a hidden settlement agreement decision made by
our selectmen as part of a five town Rest of River Committee. As of
9/1/2020 it was my understanding that during a Rest of River
Committee Meeting it was noted by an attendee that there were no
minutes of this committee that were yet available for the public to
review – minutes over a seven year period. The Rest of River
Statement of Work from GE was done prior to the EPA’s release of
the draft permit, and prior to the end of public comment period. There
are many areas of concern that I hope the EPA carefully evaluates
and incorporates before a final decision is made.
I would also like you to consider that in the Town of Lee we have not
held our annual town meeting yet due to the pandemic. It is my
understanding that on the warrant which is legally binding that there
are warrant articles which pertain to this settlement agreement
process. One of them I understand calls for a Town Wide Vote to be
done, so that citizens in Lee are actually heard and represented. I
hope that the EPA takes into consideration this due process before
making final decisions and again that DEP also registers this.
Since 2013 Lee Town Representatives have voted at our Annual
Town Meeting to allocate $10,000 a year to approve funds as
represented by our Select Board leaders to hire together with the five
towns legal council to keep a PCB dump from occurring here – a “
‘Rest of River’ Cleanup Damages Defense Fund” which stated in the
article its purpose was to “obtain financial assistance from General
Electric Company to mitigate the effect of its anticipated clean up of
the river.” (quote taken from the Lee town warrant) The explanations
each year for allocating these funds was the same. As I now look
back at the wording in the warrant this protective act changed. We
were no longer represented, and closed executive sessions which we
were not even aware of, occurred. Only after a decision was signed
and sealed were we informed. This needs to be carefully reviewed as
it is unacceptable to me and other citizens in this community. At least
$70,000 of tax payer’s money was allocated to protecting our
community from a PCB landfill which now we find is not the case.

Initially the 2016 permit and EPA Region 1 – had no PCB dump site
in the Berkshires. I understand that this was appealed to the EAB.
Later GE offered along with the EPA to privately mediate with the
Housatonic Rest of River Municipal Committee – thus leaving public
input from Lee residents out of this process. According to a June
30,2016 WBUR Boston Radio report – it documented that the EPA
estimated that 600,000 pounds of PCB’s were in the Housatonic
River. The plan according to Jim Murphy – EPA’s head of community
involvement for the Housatonic was “ our proposal is to have the
waste, what ever comes out of the river and floodplain – we’re
estimating it’s close to a million cubic yards – to be shipped out of
state.” Presently the 2020 draft permit is a far cry from this. Now the
plan is to have a twenty acre PCB toxic dump in Lee. During recent
informational meetings the EPA representative Brian Olson, at the
meeting explained that only low grade (under 50 parts per million)
PCB’s would be put at the Lane Construction Site, and that they
would be safely contained there. I am not an expert in the field;
however I do not want any toxic waste site in our town. I do not want
any PCB waste site in the Berkshires. The impact of GE’s toxins has
already had a detrimental effect on our community for over 80 years
and I am asking that you object and make sure that PCB’s are taken
out of state. While the standards of this dump site/landfill upland
disposal facility are supposedly safe it is not a Federally licensed and
designated site. The official name of the site is Lane Sand and
Gravel. The title “Sand” represents a component of the site. While I
do understand that sand would be a part of the construction of the
landfill and a resource on the premises, I question the shifting
conditions that this sand may have over the years and its stability.
Here are some other things to consider and areas of concern.
I strongly believe that funds should be available for Independent
monitoring, inspections, site analysis, hiring of Independent engineers
to evaluate and review the project. GE (and the EPA) previously have
been the only official entities to monitor the work.
I feel that it is imperative that the State of Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Protection - Western Mass – which was not part of
the negotiation on this settlement agreement, needs to weigh in now
and represent its jurisdiction. I would like the EPA to ask for their
specific input.

How is the Housatonic River Initiative’s (who did not sign the
settlement agreement) knowledge of information from following the
GE / Housatonic PCB process from the beginning, being listened to
and incorporated into the EPA’s decisions? It is my understanding
that they have been involved since 1976 and formed as a group
reviewing plans, challenging information and educating the public
since the 1990’s.
The Housatonic Rest of River Municipal Committee who signed
the agreement, agreed to monies to mitigate the impact on
towns, however money can never rectify damages to morale and
long term impacts on a community. Here are some other things to
consider:
Who will monitor the cancer and illness rates and see if these
increase? Some PCB’s will be airborne as they are transported and
dredged – While work will be monitored, who will pay for physical and
emotional damages that occur, years down the road? Have you
looked at the high rate of cancer and related PCB illness in Berkshire
County compared to other parts of Massachusetts? I have heard that
Pittsfield has the third highest level of cancer in the state. Is this true?
I do not want Lee to be next casualty in this category.
Having a dump site in Lee will impact the community. How will
decreased real estate values in Lee be accommodated ? How will
impacts on tourism and the local economy be accounted for? The
money set aside, (already?) in escrow can not fully satisfy the impact
on our community.
There is provision for residents near the dump site to have
connection to town water instead of well water. If there is no concern
for PCB’s going into the ground water then why this measure? It is
my understanding that leachate can overflow over the membrane of
the landfill and go into ground water. How will this be managed when
this occurs?
I am concerned about the thirteen to fifteen or more year impact on
the Lee Community, with PCB’s being trucked to Lee from
surrounding towns to the dump site, and the higher level PCB’s being

trucked out of state. The noise, light, traffic, odor, health, quality of life
will be greatly compromised. There must be continued negotiation
with citizens along segments of the river as to how this will be
managed and monitored.
Shouldn’t GE do more test samples along the river closer in time to
the start of each segment of the project? It is my understanding that
this has been minimally done with limited sampling, and by now this
sampling is years old.
Please ensure that natural plant species are planted along the
riverbanks where there is degradation from dredging to the natural
plant life. The new rock wall replacement ripwrap, does not replicate
a beautiful riverfront area that attracts people to our region, people
canoeing down the river or allow for the return of wildlife to an area
that has been disturbed.
It is my understanding that PCB’s do volatize. Specifically I am most
concerned about air born PCB’s. The most strict air sampling and
water monitoring needs to be ensured and enforced. I understand
that GE will minimize impacts – and will use tarps and spray foam to
keep vapors down – but this does not assure me – what other toxins
are then being released near my home and community?
While it has been said that PCB’s will be carefully protected in trucks
transporting them to Lee or out of state, I am concerned that dust
particles containing PCB’s still can escape in route and need to be
continuously moist in order to prevent this. What plan do you have to
ensure this?
If there is a leak or spill I think that there should be an on call
emergency system with an immediate response to assure the
community. How would this be incorporated into the plan?
It is my understanding that in order to get to the dredging sites and
riverbanks where dredging will occur that at times trees will be cut,
and roads built for machines to get to the river. How will individual
property owners be compensated for this huge disruption? How will
properties be fully restored?

I am also specifically concerned about the noise from the many
thousands (I have heard various figures from 100,000 to 55,000 to
33,000 to 2,500 (what is the actual number over the years?) of truck
trips transporting PCB’s through residential areas. Lee will be
impacted the most as the PCB’s will be trucked from several towns to
Lee, or through Lee to the turnpike.
This will not only disturb local residents but my peace at my home.
How will this be specifically mitigated near my home so that I am not
adversely affected? Would the EPA require GE to put up sound
protecting fences/barriers on the roadways and highways to mitigate
sound travel? Are there other neutralizing ways to divert the sound of
trucks and the machines dredging the river?
I understand that use of the railroad might be considered. The
increase in trains with heavy loads for this would also impact the
sound level near my home. This needs to be also considered. It is my
understanding that it could take 1-2 years to remove PCB’s at the
Willow Mill Dam area. This could have a detrimental effect on the mill
operation and local citizens with all quality of life considerations.
Will local labor be used in favor of outsourced contractors?
Lee and the surrounding towns’ infrastructure of roads and bridges
will be impacted and GE must be held responsible for the longer term
repairs that will be needed. Can our present infrastructure even
accommodate such a plan?
Who is representing the direct abutters to the dump site and are they
financially being compensated for their loss?
Recently at a Rest of River Municipal Committee Meeting, one local
participant questioned whether Berkshire Regional Planning
Commission was holding to their mission in this process. Afterwards I
looked up BRPC and they are supposed to be “representing
collective interests of municipalities” (quote taken from their website).
I respect all the hard work that they do, but can this be done, when
they have been part of the closed door mediation on the Rest of River
Committee negotiating with GE? Again, residents in Lee did not know
about this part of the process and they were not represented.

There needs to be a definitive agreement for GE to be responsible
for long term impacts after the completion of the project – including
problems that may arise. The agreement needs to include the
designation, in perpetuity, for the well being of children / citizens in
the future. While this agreement takes out more PCB’s and has less
capping, this agreement if I am correct does not take out all PCB’s,
perhaps only 20-3O%. GE needs to be accountable for all PCB’s and
their lasting impact and future potential need for removal. If this is so
why aren’t they all being taken out now?
There needs to be a written agreement that if during the project or
later new more viable methods or other technologies and research
find ways of removing PCB’s that are determined to be effective, that
GE will still be accountable and work to use these methods, to lessen
the impact on the river and communities. It is my understanding that
the agreement provides for identification and research of alternative
technologies however I would like it stated that pilot studies should
occur and if results are favorable then implementation should occur,
and dredging PCB’s and removal halted and that GE is to be
responsible for implementing these changes and their cost.
What provisions are being made to protect endangered plant and
animal species (specific mussels, turtles, bald eagles to name a few)
impacted by this project? I am assuming the Massachusetts Wildlife
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program will be involved. I
appreciate the attention to vernal pools and relocation or replication,
however this also causes disruption on sensitive species, and is of
grave concern if it does not work.
How will sediment that is hydraulically pumped to the upland
disposal facility be segregated and managed to make sure that only
materials that meet the standards that are acceptable are deposited
in this landfill? This needs much greater scrutiny, examination and
planning.
How are climate change and changing conditions accounted for in
the plan? The river could be greatly impacted – a change in the flood
plain, or need for new river monitoring or plans when the river course
is altered from storms - once this project is finally started in the future

and over the long 13 plus years. The potential change in
environmental conditions could also affect the upland disposal facility.
It is my understanding that other projects that used liners (even
double liners) to contain PCB’s have failed (it was reported at one of
the informational meetings by a participant, of leaking liners in
Warren County, North Carolina.) What do you think about this? Even
though there are reassurances, how can you ensure that the PCB’s
will not go into storm water, wells, back into the river? What about the
impacts of the synthetic plastic liners and capping sheets as they
deteriorate / break down over time? Plastic particles long term can
have a long lasting impact on the environment and water resource.
My understanding is that GE already has a contingent purchase
agreement for the Lane Construction Site. Years down the road when
the dump site is completed and the liner capped GE who will own the
site could build on top of the site. How then will the long term impacts
of PCB’s there be monitored?
I hope this letter and comments help in your review and decision
making process. If you have any questions or need any clarifications
please feel free to contact me.
I request that you respond to my comments with an individual
response rather than in a grouping with others.
Thank You for your time and consideration,
Cornelia Kalischer
Cornelia@stringsmith.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Kelley
R1Housatonic
Great, don’t dump PCBs
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 11:56:28 AM

Hello my name is Lisa Kelley I live at 710 Maple St. in Lee Massachusetts. I have lived in Lee
Massachusetts my entire life. I’ve been a realtor for over 22 years, I am married and have 3
sons. Our entire family vehemently opposes the toxic dump inLee/Lenoxdale!!! This is our
home and future generations home, The Berkshires is a wonderful place to live and raise a
family but if this toxic dump is to be put in our community you are destroying it!! Lee is off
exit 2 off of the Massachusetts Turnpike and the”Gateway to the Berkshires”, The Berkshires
are not only a wonderful place to raise a family but a haven for second homeowners and
tourists alike with its cultural attractions, wellness and beautiful surroundings. To have a toxic
dump is devastating to our beautiful prosperous community and our welfare. It is my
professional opinion that our home values are sure to plummet once the toxic dump is placed
in our community!! Let me ask you this question would you want to live and purchase a home
with a toxic dump site?? Would you feel comfortable raising your children with such a dump
in their backyard!!!! Instead of exit 2 “Gateway to the Berkshires” it will be “Gateway to the
toxic dump site “GE should be held accountable to treat the river and not put in a toxic dump
that is guaranteed to leak. The EPA must stand firm and do what is right for all of the residents
and future residents of Berkshire County. We live in a democracy and the people should have
a voice and not have a toxic dump forced upon them!!!
Sincerely,
Lisa Kelley
John Kelley
Jake Kelley
Matty Kelley
Gabe Kelley
710 Maple Street
Lee,Ma.
01238
Get Outlook for iOS

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

dakchar1
R1Housatonic
Comments - GE Housatonic
Friday, September 18, 2020 5:04:38 PM

Please see my comments re. the proposed Housatonic PCB clean-up
plan:

•

•
•

•

•

All dumps leak. Placing a toxic waste dump 1100 feet above the
river you are trying to clean up makes absolutely no sense. Even
worse, the proposed dump site is very close to homes (including
mine), the Lee Reservoir, and farmland. Taking the chance of
these PCBs getting into our groundwater is no solution and likely to
cause further problems. I strongly oppose the placement of a PCB
dump of any kind in Lee and certainly not upland of the river and
so close to our reservoir.
The townspeople of Lee had NO say in the proposal and the town
leadership that approved this acted at a minimum unethically and
possibly illegally in agreeing to the plan to dump these PCBs in Lee.
There are other technologies to clean up PCBs, one developed by
NASA, another used at Danang airport....the idea of this 13 year
dredging operation with trucks running through the Berkshires is
archaic. Surely a better solution can be found since we know that
dredging did not resolve the PCB problem in the Hudson.
The proposal to have GE monitor the dump for leaks is sketchy,
incomplete, and quite likely to fail and if PCBs are found to be
leaking we have an even worse problem on our hands. GE has
proven over and over that they cannot be trusted with the
environment or people's health .
I beg you to reconsider the proposed dredging and seriously
evaluate alternatives. Short of that, then GE should be forced to
remove ALL PCBs and not dump any of them in Lee.

Thank you
Deborah A. Kellogg
880 east St. 3C
Lee, MA 01238

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

DENNIS FIELD <DENFIE@msn.com>
Friday, August 07, 2020 6:14 PM
R1Housatonic
public comments GE/ Housatonic River cleanup

To Whom It May Concern:
I am a resident of Lenox, Massachusetts and would like to comment on the 2020 changes to the 2016 permit issued to
GE for the cleanup of the Housatonic River in Berkshire County.
I listened to the EPA audio presentation of “GE‐Housatonic River Site, Rest of River Cleanup Plan, Outline of Proposed
Revisions, June 2020”, narrated by Bob Cianciarulo, EPA, Boston. In the “Hybrid Disposal Approach” section, Bob stated,
“EPA’s 2016 permit calls for disposal of all soil and sediment off site. GE advocated for disposal of all materials on site,
at up to three locations, two in Lee and one in Great Barrington”. When GE won their appeal in 2018, “the EAB
remanded the decision back to EPA Region 1, noting that our decision on off‐site disposal was not fully supported” and
the EPA was to reconsider their decision to dispose of all material outside of Massachusetts.
In my opinion, the original disposal option of all material to be shipped outside of Massachusetts is the more responsible
answer to GE. This solution was supported by Sen. Elizabeth Warren, Sen. Edward Markey and Rep. Richard Neil in a
letter dated February 8, 2018, sent to Scott Pruitt, Administrator, U.S. EPA. They wrote, “We write to you today with
regards to the ongoing responsibility of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to ensure that General Electric (GE)
fulfills its commitment to Housatonic River ‘Rest of River’ project. Specifically, we urge the EPA to uphold its previous
finding that any contaminated material removed during the cleanup must be ‘shipped off‐site to existing licensed
facilities for disposal’”.* 1)Was the unanimous opinion of two U.S. senators and a U.S. representative ever considered
or discussed? 2)After GE won the appeal in 2018, did the EPA even consider upholding the original mandate for out of
state disposal of all material? 3)Could the EPA have advocated strongly of behalf of the communities in Berkshire
County, especially Lee and Lenox Dale? The proposed PCB dump is to be located alongside residential areas. The people
who live there and their property values will be greatly affected by this. They are being forced to accommodate GE for a
problem that is essentially GE’s. 4)How did the EPA come to the decision that this was OK? GE is a huge, financially
successful company, that certainly could handle the responsibility of complete out of state disposal of all contaminated
material. This “hybrid” disposal system, I believe, was designed for the benefit of GE, to ease the burden and expense
of this. 5)Why is GE given a break on cost when it caused the pollution in the first place? GE is the polluter!!! 6)And
since GE manufactured the PCB waste, why is the company granted the privilege and opportunity to choose the location
of a dump in the first place? 7) Why are the communities of Lee and Lenox Dale/Lenox punished by receiving this toxic
waste dump as a convenience for GE?

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I strongly disagree that this PCB dump is the best solution for the Housatonic River situation. I am completely against
and outraged by the proposed construction of this. This is a horrible agreement for the people who live in Berkshire
County, especially for Lee and Lenox Dale residents. This agreement was decided in private negotiations, without a
public voice or vote. I feel this ‘hybrid” approach is a rationalized solution, approved by the EPA, that neglects to assign
full responsibility to GE.
Thank you for your time.
Debra Kelly
West St
Lenox MA
1

*(https://www.scribd.com/document/371073679/Pruitt‐Letter‐Housatonic‐River)
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Donna L Kelly <donnalynnkelly@hotmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 7:11 AM
R1Housatonic
Dumping site in Lee and Lenoxdale Ma

Good morning,
I am a former resident of Lee now living in Lenox. I have two sons with disabilities. While I cannot make any causal
connection to environmental issues In regard to their disabilities, I always felt that the contaminants in the Housatonic
River may have somehow contributed. With the actual known dumping of toxins, the causal connection will not be as
attenuated. For the people of Lee and Lenox, as well as the rest of this precious county, please do the right thing! Clean
up the mess that you made GE. Take it to a proper site. The scars that GE has left on this county are everywhere already.
Do not create more!
The scars are not just to the land, but people have been injured as a result of the contaminants. We do not need more. A
disabled child breaks hearts and costs many dollars. Disabled adults lose their lives as they knew them. You hear the
pleas of the people. Do the right thing. Clean up without more damage, destruction and scarring. Do not make Lee and
Lenoxdale your dumping ground.
Thank you for listening.
Donna Kelly
Sent from my iPad

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jonathan Kelly <jkelly3000@gmail.com>
Friday, July 24, 2020 9:07 PM
R1Housatonic
I say NO to GE's Toxic Waste Dump in Lee and Lexox

To Whom It May Concern,
I am outraged at the proposed Rest of River clean up project proposed for the Housatonic River.
GE's corporate malfeasance and lack of concern for public safety are outrageous!
There is no good reason to force a toxic waste dump upon the people of Western Massachusetts.
As the motivation of this project seems to be saving GE money, if allowed to happen, it is
inevitable that they will cut corners and cause irreparable harm to the economy and public health
of Western Massachusetts. It will spread PCB's downriver all the way to the Long Island Sound
causing needless death and damage to the people of Massachusetts, Connecticut and New York.
The communities along the Housatonic River and Superfund Site have been victims of large scale
corporate pollution from GE for almost a hundred years. Please do not make our suffering extend
indefinitely We deserve a clean river, we deserve to properly be rid of the scourge of PCBs. PCB's
need to be destroyed, not buried in a pit outside town.
I ask that the current Rest of River plan be scrapped and a new plan which includes an emphasis
on public safety be considered.
Jon Kelly
Tyringham Ma

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert M. Kelly <wscom@roadrunner.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 11:25 AM
R1Housatonic
Proposed PCB Landfill in Lenoxdale, MA

Dear EPA Administrators,
I write today to express my opposition to the supposed solution of allowing GE to remove poisons from the Housatonic
River only to turn around and allow GE to put them back into the river by creating a landfill in Lenoxdale. I understand
that most of the contaminants would be trucked out of the area. But this proposed solution still leaves the problem of
reduced property values and ongoing health concerns for the citizens of Lenoxdale, Lenox, and Lee.
The basic points are these:
1. GE poisoned the river;
2. GE agreed to remediate the poisoning;
3. I, as citizen of Lee for 40 years and resident of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, expect the owners of GE to keep
their word;
4. Allowing GE to re‐deposit some PCBs in Lenoxdale would be a severe injustice to the home and property owners of
that area.
My family owns property in Lee, but it is not near the river nor the proposed dump. The proposed siting of the landfill at
the former quarry therefore seems to be simply a matter of my good luck and the bad luck of others. This does not feel
like a fair outcome.
The driving purpose of the consent decree in 1999 was to relieve GE of extreme financial liability for poisoning our
environment. This liability arose from then-pending lawsuits from the states of Massachusetts and Connecticut and the
federal government. In return for this substantial benefit, GE promised two things: first, to fund the solution to the
problem of local PCB contamination, and second, to bear the uncertainty of how this was to be accomplished. The deal
was, in 1999, that this uncertainty would be borne by GE, not local citizens. The uncertainty is not our problem. And
while the PCBs are everyone’s problem, they matter most to those who live the closest to them and who are therefore
harmed the most.
Specifically, in return for not being sued, GE avoided “…liability to the Plaintiffs arising out of the transactions or
occurrences alleged in the complaints [the pollution].” GE was also allowed to maintain their innocence: “… nor does it
[GE] acknowledge that the release or threatened release of hazardous substance(s) at or from the Site constitutes or may
present an imminent or substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare or the environment…” (p. 5).
This clause is extremely important. Absent this promise, GE would have been on the hook for untold millions (if not
billions) of dollars in damages. The other side of the deal was that GE would bear the cost of the cleanup. It would take
place “…at the Settling Defendant’s [GE’s] sole cost and expense…” a phrase that is found repeatedly in the Decree.
In summary, the Consent Decree of 1999 is a legal settlement which updated an earlier Consent Decree from 1981. These
documents were successful in heading off a massive complaint - a lawsuit - filed by three governmental entities (The
United States of America, the State of Connecticut, and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts).
So, this leaves me with a observation, and three questions: over the 39 years since the deal was first made, GE has not
been sued. The citizens have kept our part of the bargain.
Question One: When is a safe, complete, and fair cleanup going to take place?
1

Question Two: If the proposed cleanup plan is not safe, not complete, and not fair, (as I allege) why is the EPA
supporting it?
Question Three: If the EPA is willing to assert that the proposed plan, including the new landfill, is safe, complete, and
fair, how does EPA answer the criticisms that the property values of those near the proposed landfill are sure to
decrease, that the proposed remediation does not make the river whole again, and that the remediation plan does not
truly address the goals of the Consent Decrees?
Sincerely,
Robert M. Kelly
65 So. Prospect St.
Lee, MA, 01238
413-281-1715
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Kinnas
R1Housatonic
No PCB DUMP in LEE, MA
Monday, September 14, 2020 5:56:47 PM

Good evening,
I am writing this email to you as a life long resident in the town of Lee. I grew up in this small, wonderful town and
now I have chosen to raise my young children here, however placing a TOXIC PCB DUMP in this tiny town was
never something I was asked about or would ever have agreed to. I want to live here for the rest of my life and want
my children to grow up here but not with a TOXIC DUMP! As residents of this small town we feel our voices were
not heard when this decision was made. There will be no more town of Lee if you continue to move forward
poisoning the town. PLEASE reconsider your bad decision making from many years ago when you polluted with
PCBs. We have had enough of them here!
Again, I ask that you take your TOXIC DUMP elsewhere for our town and the young children who are growing up
here.
Lisa Kinnas
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Randy Kinnas
R1Housatonic
Don’t Dump
Monday, September 14, 2020 6:02:15 PM

There is not one rational person who thinks it’s OK to dump PCB’s in a land fill. This looks
and feels like the beginning script of a Stephen Spielberg horror movie!
As a resident of Lee I was not asked and had no opportunity to provide input but now I do and
I implore you to have an alternative plan in removing these PCB’s in our communities!
Those who made this decision without the support of the residents of Lee should be ashamed
of themselves!

Randy Kinnas

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and
may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the
intended recipient, please inform the sender immediately and be aware that any
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of this e-mail or any attachment is prohibited.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Caren Kinne <ckinne@ckinne.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 3:00 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River Project

Greetings,
As a town resident of Lee, I strongly oppose the proposed dump site/plan for the Housatonic River Clean Up Project.
Your own rules state that approval of these dumps require community support, and this is the community stating that
you do not have it!
C.Kinne

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chad Klapes <cklapes@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:21 PM
R1Housatonic
Expressed community rejection of the current plans.

We need a far better plan for the cleanup of the housatonic river.
It certainly looks like the environment and the population take second place compared with the protection of corporate
wealth.
Life does not have to be this way.
At behest and in complete support of other concerned members of the community,
Be Best ‐
Sincerely,
Chad Klapes
Lee MA

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Frances Kollman <fkollman@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 8:29 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump

Dear Folks at EPA,
I am a 48 year full time resident of Great Barrington and have lived through many phases of the
difficulties with GE and the PCB's in the Housatonic<
We have grieved the school children in the Central Berkshires that went to school across the street
from a heavily polluted area of PCB's and have lived with the fact that the river being so polluted
that living near it, we are all getting airborn PCB's all the time.
While we have been grateful for the presence of GE in the past, in recent years, I have felt that the
cost of huge denial ads in the Times could have gone to cleaning up the river and didn't.
The proposed PCB dump would be yet another blow to the health of the river and Berkshire
residents. Please do what you can to stop this plan.
Thank you,
Frances Kollman, LICSW
Great Barrington, MA
1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Esther Kosakoff <rekosa54@gmail.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 8:53 AM
R1Housatonic
Toxic waste dump

I am a resident of Rolling Hills. I have lived here for many years and have never had a concern about the water. I am now
very concerned about the toxic waste dump.
We have never had an issue such as this. We have not been made aware of this situation until now. I am thoroughly
against this as I am sure that all of the people in this area are! Please address this situation! Esther Kosakoff Sent from
my iPad

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kateri Kosek <katerikosek@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 11:46 PM
R1Housatonic
No toxic dumps in Lee/Lenox

To whom it concerns:
The planned siting of PCB dump sites in the very same communities that have long been dealing with GE's toxic legacy
simply adds insult to injury. While I understand the position of those who say, this is our best chance to force GE to clean
up its mess, GE should be bending over backwards to do that in a manner which places no additional burden on
Berkshire towns beyond the burden they have already been bearing.
Dumping the PCBs here is simply the laziest, cheapest manner of dealing with them. GE has forfeited its right to take a
pass here. The technologies exist‐‐indeed, have been offered, and refused‐‐for GE to experiment with treating the PCBs
where they lie. This is obviously the safest option for our communities, and even if more costly, GE should spare no cost
in attempting it. At the very least, if the river must be dredged, the toxic waste should be transported to large, already
existing facilities that are more remote, and more equipped to deal with it. The proposed solution as it stands will be
seen by those who live here as nothing less than a cop‐out on the part of GE, who surely can do better, after all they
have done.
Sincerely,
Kateri Kosek
Sheffield, MA

1

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Kousch <johnpkousch@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 12:30 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River

Whom it May Concern,
I strongly feel that it is incumbent upon GE to clean up the mess they made – and profited from – when they allowed the
by‐product of their manufacturing to pollute the Housatonic River. The adverse health effects of PCBs in the river, air
and water tables is well‐documented, and the EPA needs to protect citizens by requiring GE to pay whatever costs are
necessary to have this toxic substance moved to a superfund site where it will be properly treated and/or stored.
Personally, I am disheartened by the degree to which I have witnessed our national, state, and local governments
putting profits before people. Please show us that we can count on you to stand up for what’s good for citizens and not
just what’s good for large corporations.
Thank you.
Regards,
John
John Kousch
https://www.linkedin.com/in/john‐kousch‐b364a6153/
41 Pine Knoll Rd, Lenox, MA
M: +1 978‐505‐6443

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

pamela Kruger <pkruger39@gmail.com>
Saturday, September 05, 2020 5:22 PM
R1Housatonic
GE Housatonic River Site - COMMENT

Hi. I’m a home owner in Sheffield, Mass and I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed toxic PCB dump in
Lenox/Lee. I am very much opposed to this toxic GE dump. I rely on well water and I am concerned about what happens
with airborne PCBs from the transport through towns. Please please do not proceed.
Pamela Kruger

Sent from my iPhone

1

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jacob Kuhn <jacobkuhn84@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 11:37 PM
R1Housatonic
Rest of River Cleanup

I have lived in Berkshire County my whole life. So has my father and my Grandfather. GE knowingly polluted our river,
teeming with life and beauty. The Housatonic River deserves to be restored as close to its natural state as possible. That
includes removing all toxic waste out of Berkshire county. Ship it to a facility that can handle the PCBs. Your idea of a
local toxic waste dump is insensitive and ridiculous. You know the liners will break down and when that happens it will
go right back into our water table. Do the respectful and moral cleanup. Only $60‐70 million more. They can afford it.
Jacob Kuhn
Sent from my iPhone

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Krysia Kurzyca
R1Housatonic
Housatonic river clean up scandal
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 10:43:37 AM

Dear EPA, I am writing to let you know I support a river clean-up plan that holds GE to
greater accountability than by letting them build a toxic dump in Lee. Nothing of their track
record deserves anything but greater accountability, from dumping toxins in our river, to
leaving our towns high and dry to chase dollars elsewhere, to years upon years of clean-up
heel dragging, wasting our time and money. This is not a company that deserves EPA or
public forgiveness at this time. They need to be held to greater accountability by not creating a
new local dump that lets them save a few $100 million, because not only is our local health at
stake, the impacts of this decision may set precedent for other localities to be harmed the same
way. I get that you are in a tough place. GE and the public are pulling you. I also understand
that in life we have only one chance to do the right thing at the right time. We can make up for
our actions though damage done is damage done and must be carried for life. Please don't let
GE off the hook. Please don't make a decision years down the road we all will regret: letting
GE off the hook here and possibly elsewhere, having to deal with the toxicity again and again.
Please think of the little guys that carry the toxic burden now and will, that will never see a
cent of the clean-up dollars and will struggle even more if a local toxic dump is a reality.
Those "little guys" are kids, generations of kids, are plants and animals, generations of plants
and animals, near and far. We live in a high population area with a rich history and this will
always be a loved place on the river. Please go the extra mile to protect us and the river from
near and distant future damage. GE has made few if any promises of caring for the well being
of the people. Please don't trust them now. Please hold them to greater accountability and ship
the waste to a licensed existing facility and push for even greater accountability in the future,
like demanding companies be able to undo technologies they wildly profited off and not leave
us with the arbitration costs, the toxic costs.
thank you,
Krysia Kurzyca
Great Barrington Ma
-www.kryshaandrews.com
trust comes from direct experience of what's real

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michelle Kuzia <mkuzia947@hotmail.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 11:54 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dumping

When I was a child living in Pittsfield, we used to drive by rainbow colored, steamIng, stinking Silver Lake by the GE plant
in Pittsfield! It left a lasting impression on me before I had ever heard the word pollution!
GE pollution of the Housatonic river still haunts the Berkshires! Let’s not continue to spread this toxic substance
throughout the Berkshires!
Please do not allow this dumping site! Treat it. Don’t dump it!
Michelle Kuzia
206 Castle Hill Avenue
Great Barrington, MA 01230

Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

atatartworks@aol.com
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 3:43 PM
R1Housatonic
GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site

My name is Ann Langlais, and I've lived here Lee most of my life.
My husband and I have five children and 11 grandchildren which most reside here in Lee and nearby towns.
First, what a disgrace that EPA is trying to call this a fair public hearing... we were only allowed 6 weeks then extended 2
additional weeks ... the material to be reviewed is astronomical and very technical... in fact GE and EPA with the
Selectmen had SEVEN YEARS of SECRET MEETINGS to rewrite the original work order. Why were we, the
people ONLY given 6 weeks to review it ?
There are hundreds of people who are not able to participate in this type of virtual hearing due to the lack of technical
abilities and no internet service in the vast amount of remote areas here in the Beautiful Berkshires.
I do not accept EPA allowing General Electric to collect approximately one half of the amount of all the chemical pcbs that
General Electric dumped on Berkshire County residents over Decades, and then have them trucked here to Lee and
Lenox Dale for a permanent Chemical Dump "solution".
There are many new remediation techniques proven which would be well over $800 million for GE to absorb the cost.
Boohoo, I say.
Our local officials did not and do not have the educational capacity to have made this horrible choice for toxic chemicals to
be placed in a residential area. They were BLINDSIDED with out the proper educational back round for the task at hand.
Also this proposed site is less than 2 miles from several of our children's schools.
(PCB are known to go Air Born, YOU EPA, have already allowed General Electric to Get away with Murder in Pittsfield,
Mass. )
This proposed site is only 1 Mile and a half from our town water source, only 1050 ft up-land from the Housatonic River.
THESE LINERS WILL LEAK !!!!!! by the time you'll know about a leak, it will be too late to stop it or do anything !!!!!
I'd like to ask where is the impact study, the impact for the residents ?????
With the GUIDANCE of EPA, Our current Lee officials have made the most Devastating, Reckless, Uneducated choice for
the history of The Town of Lee Mass.
We the people did not get a choice !!!!!!
We the People did not get to vote !!!!!!
We the people have had our constitutional rights trampled upon by our Lee select board with the help of you, the EPA !!!
Shame on You All !!!!!
We were even LIED to as a body of Representatives, representing the towns people.
Our select board member Patty Carlino stated to the representatives at an annual town meeting, that NO ACTION would
be taken until they came before the body of Reps for an actual vote on this Chemical PCB Dump issue. We, the Reps
were ONLY voting on $10,000 lawyer chip in with the surrounding towns involved.
These continual executive sessions being held by the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission and our town officials are
being used to SILENCE the people, the Residents. Our Lee Selectmen are even considering NOT ALLOWING our
petitioned article by the people on our town warrant to discuss the proposed PCB Chemical Dump ... again attempting
to SILENCE Us by trampling on our constitutional rights.
We the people have voted out one of the Lee selectman so far
To the other two Selectmen that are left seated, you should resign ...
YOU EPA, YOU GE, YOU Local Officials... the 3 of you bodies, unilaterally removed all of the residents constitutional
rights !!!!!
In a specific reference to the changes in The Rest of River Agreement, Section 5, Section A, number one states,
"soliciting input and working with all stakeholders "
Again, I ask where's the notices to the abutters ?????
Why were these Residents, these stakeholders, so disregarded ?????
Anne Langlais
25 Union Street
Lee, Ma 01238
1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jane laning <janelaning7@gmail.com>
Saturday, September 12, 2020 9:09 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump

Good morning,
I am writing to register my deep concern about the proposed PCB dump in
LenoxDale and Lee. I cannot imagine why anyone would want to dump and
bury this toxic waste near neighborhoods and schools. There has been more
than enough poisoning of the environment in the Berkshires from the
thoughtless disposal already so I implore that you respect our land and our
lives: PLEASE FIND AN ALTERNATIVE.
Thank you,
Jane Laning
779 West Road
Great Barrington, MA

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jeannelarkin123@gmail.com
R1Housatonic
don"t DUMP pcb"S
Monday, September 14, 2020 7:09:12 PM

Hello,
As a concerned resident of Lee Massachusetts, I am pleading with you to say no to building the toxic
PCB dump
In our area. We treasure the beauty and healthiness of our Berkshire community and want to
preserve it for
Generations to come. Please help us!
Sincerely,
Jeanne Oliver Larkin
George F. Larkin III
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Allison Lassoe <alassoe@yahoo.com>
Saturday, September 05, 2020 1:23 PM
R1Housatonic
Don't dump PCBs

Hi
I am against the dumping of PCBs as part of the Housatonic River Clean Up.
The PCBs need to be treated not put back in the ground
Thank you,
Allison Lassoe
Sheffield MA

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peg LeClair <leclairp@gmail.com>
Saturday, September 05, 2020 9:26 AM
R1Housatonic
[SPAM] No PCB Dump in Lenoxdale/Lee

Dear EPA,
Placing a PCB, or any toxic material, dump near any watershed is irresponsible and asking for a disaster. While our
Selectboard may have agreed to this, we the citizens of these towns disagree.
Other alternatives are available even if they are more costly. GE ought to pay heavily for correcting this problem, not the
citizens of this area.
Please reverse this decision and look for more environmentally responsible options.
Thank you.
Peg LeClair

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Scan Sound, Inc.
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in Lee
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 12:05:28 PM

Dear EPA representatives,
We live in Lee, Massachusetts and we are hearing that GE may be planning to build a PCB
dump in Lee. I am extremely concerned that the fresh water around Lee is already
contaminated with PCB's and putting a dump in Lee might make it much worse. Please let it
be known that we don't want GE to be dumping PCB's. They need to be cleaning up what they
have already dumped.
Thank you,
Barry Leeper
165 Leisure Lee Rd.
Lee, MA 01238

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elizabeth Legere <eclegere@hotmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 12:27 PM
R1Housatonic
No dump in our backyard!

To Whom it May Concern,
I strongly fee that it is incumbent upon GE to clean up the mess they made – and profited from – when they allowed the
by‐product of their manufacturing to pollute the Housatonic River. The adverse health effects of PCBs in the river, air
and water tables is well‐documented, and the EPA needs to protect citizens by requiring GE to pay whatever costs are
necessary to have this toxic substance moved to a superfund site where it will be properly treated and/or stored.
Personally, I am disheartened by the degree to which I have witnessed our national, state, and local governments
putting profits before people. Please show us that we can count on you to stand up for what’s good for citizens and not
just what’s good for large corporations.
Thank you.
Regards,

Elizabeth Legere
41 Pine Knoll Rd
Lenox, MA 01240
Sent from Outlook

1

From:
Sent:
Cc:
Subject:

Holly LePrevost <hrose78@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 12, 2020 2:01 PM
R1Housatonic
GE Toxic Dump Plan

To Whom It May Concern:
Not only did I spend my entire childhood in Lee, MA, but I now reside in the same neighborhood as an adult with
children myself less than two miles from the proposed site where the EPA has plans for a TOXIC dump for PCBs
(polychlorinated biphenyls). These PCBs were recklessly left behind by GE (General Electric) when they abandoned their
transformer division, moving it out of Pittsfield, MA. Litigation has continued for decades over this matter, leaving us
with toxic waste build up, and is now coming to a head. Your input MATTERS. Please make a difference!
Berkshire County’s workforce has been decimated by the vast exit of big companies, like GE and Kimberly Clark paper
mills, along with other manufacturing plants over the last two decades, who have ALL left their environmental footprints
here for us to deal with.
We have come to rely heavily upon the beauty of our land to elicit tourism as a driving force for our local economy.
Tourists and second home owners help our community thrive when they come here to enjoy the pristine beauty of our
Berkshire rolling hills.
A toxic wasteland, like the one proposed by GE, would be disastrous to the industry and even more importantly, to the
environment. I understand land will be cleaned up with this proposal, but a what cost? To gather it up from all over the
county only to deposit into one site is a disservice to this community. It seems that the best aspects of GE's former
presence here vanished, leaving behind this burden for us to suffer with. GE should be held accountable to FULLY
resolve this by removing the toxins from our county, not just stirring it up into the environment to shuffle it around and
then dump it. Why would this even be a consideration when GE should be responsible for removal in its entirety?! It’s an
injustice to say the least. The mere presence of the dump is damaging enough, but evidence based research has shown
these so‐called 'containers' are actually quite inadequate and WILL eventually seep toxins into the land or may even
potentially fail all together. Often, by the time measures as those proposed inevitably fail, the people responsible are
long gone leaving residents and future residents to contend with the cleanup.
We all KNOW there are FAR more environmentally‐safe (albeit more expensive to GE, who CAN afford it) measures to
clean up this disastrous
mess. As evidenced by the National Science Foundation, "The Bioremediation Consulting Inc. [BCI], with the support of
the National Science Foundation Small Business Innovation Research Program, has been able to culture a robust PCB‐
degrading bacteria in large amounts, which could mitigate this public health problem." Why not consider this? What’s
the sudden rush to resolution now after all these years? Why not challenge Stanford U to devise a potential solution?
There has to be a better alternative.
In all honestly, it is unconscionable that EPA has not taken this into consideration or other remediation methods, instead
choosing a container system that has been shown to be inferior and ineffective in the long term. Why is that?!
In solidarity with all of the outraged Berkshire residents, whose livelihood, health, and property values are threatened,
and whom were NOT included in this decision, I condemn the proposed dump and plead with the EPA to rethink the
proposed PCB dump. I am a registered critical care nurse. I am frontline working through this current pandemic and I
have children living within 2 miles of this proposed site. I am VERY concerned as to the lasting health detriments this will
cause. Please! For the well being of our residents reconsider all that is at stake.
Sincerely,
1

Holly LePrevost, BS RN
Lee, MA 01238
(413) 394‐4044

Sent from my iPhone

2

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jane LePrevost <janeleep1@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 15, 2020 11:27 PM
R1Housatonic
Comments on Draft Revised 2020 Permit

We are fervently opposed to the draft revisions included in this 2020 Permit dealing with proposed cleanup plan for the
"Rest of the River" portion of the Housatonic River. Specifically we oppose the revision that will now allow for the
excavated contaminated soils to be dumped at the site located in the town of Lee. The safety of this containment can
not be guaranteed potentially affecting the health of those individuals living in proximity to the site. Not to mention the
undesirable consequence to the real estate in the Town of Lee which will now be assigned the designation as the
Berkshire town with a toxic waste dump. We also disagree with the manner in which the approval was obtained. We do
not feel a single town selectperson should have been allowed to make this type of decision without ever polling the
residents that live in the Town and will have to deal with the consequences of this action for the rest of their lives. The
way the decision was made was wrong and the decision itself is very bad for the great Town of LEE. Jane and Scott
LePrevost

1

ALLAN W. LESLIE
email (r1housatonic@epa.gov)
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
September 15, 2020
Re: GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
ALLAN W. LESLIE – Retired from General Electric Co. Pittsfield, MA, now living in Southern
California with my wife Sara. Formerly a Lenox, MA resident where I was an active contributor
to the community including Past President Lenox, MA Kiwanis, and an elected member of the
Lenox, MA School Committee 1977-‘85, and its Chairman 1982-‘85.
I began my thirty-five year career with GE as an Electrician Apprentice. In 1957, when I was
eighteen or nineteen years old, I was tasked to work with other Electricians replacing electric
motors on pumps used to pump “dielectric cooling fluid” to and from Power Transformers in
final assembly and test. The wood block floor around the pumps was wet with fluids including
Pyranol, a dielectric cooling fluid used when a fire resistant askarel was required. Arriving
home after work that day I noticed a strong odor emanating from my new shoes. I was familiar
with the strong obnoxious odor of Pyranol and I immediately associated the odor coming from
my shoes with the smell of what I knew to be Pyranol. The very bottom of the flat, rubbery
soles of my shoes had been transformed into what appeared to be a thin layer of rubbery
material similar to the tan rubber found in large square erasers. The visible damage was
confined to the bottom of the soles. The stench of Pyranol was so strong I left the shoes on the
porch that night and I replaced them the next day at the Company Store.
It was around ten years later when the dark side of PCB laden Pyranol was revealed. Some
argued about the serious health issues that will develop in humans, others were in total denial.
Things haven’t changed that much today. I often thought back to my brief encounter with
Pyranol and wondered if I would ever be a victim to the dangers of PCB’s? The thought
haunted me for years. Then I learned my good friend Bob S. had bladder cancer. He was a long
service Power Transformer guy and could have easily been associated with Pyranol.
The personal disaster I had expected for so many years suddenly struck. I was diagnosed with
bladder cancer in 2009 when I was seventy-one years old. Six months later, during a scheduled
checkup, I was further diagnosed with a 2.5 cm nodule high on my right lung. A biopsy revealed
it too was bladder cancer. This discovery was not lung cancer; It was bladder cancer on my
lung. To me this was proof positive the entire cancer episode was caused by my encounter
with PCB’s when I was a teenager working on the pump job. Except for an occasional “whiff” of
Pyranol I don’t recall any other contact with PCB’s. To have bladder cancer appear in two

unrelated locations on my body is impossible to explain any other way, other than a direct
result of my brief encounter with PCB laden Pyranol. My Doctor told me he knew of two
people who survived this combination, and I was one of them. Eleven years have passed and I
am “OK” but it required six major surgeries, sixteen rounds of chemotherapy, and eighty-three
nights in three different hospitals to achieve the cure.
DRAFT PERMIT CHANGE - EPA 647215
“•Conduct additional cleanup for heavily used areas of the Massachusetts Audubon Society’s
Canoe Meadows property.”
RESPONSE
Since my close call, I have become concerned that very low levels of PCB contamination should
be treated as highly dangerous to humans and to the environment, particularly in the careless
way contaminated liquids are handled. When the PCB contaminated sediment is scooped from
the river the associated water is mixed with contaminated solids increasing its toxicity. The PCB
contaminated water will first be spilled on the riverbank, and then it will be carried by dump
truck to the offsite processing area, dripping PCB contaminated liquid on the roads along the
way and the processing area. The drippings will concentrate in some areas such as the bottom
of an uphill climb or a turn or bump in the road. The Draft Permit addresses additional cleanup
in the Canoe Meadows area but should also recognize the contamination of the entire area
traveled by tens of thousands of leaking dump trucks. While the leakage may initially be a low
toxic level, the buildup of contamination deserves additional care in handling and additional
cleanup; else the toxic PCB residue will wash into the groundwater and aquifers. I consider this
to be a gross contributor to contamination of the groundwater and a source of PCB related
illness in South County forever. The careless handling of toxic PCB liquids may be a primary
reason for elevated bladder cancer and other PCB related disease in areas near PCB dumps
worldwide.
DRAFT PERMIT CHANGES - EPA 647215
“•Provide for a hydraulic dredging and/or hydraulic pumping approach with material from
Reach 5C, Woods Pond and potentially in backwaters adjacent to Reach 5C and Woods Pond
pumped directly to the Upland Disposal Facility, in order to further limit truck traffic as part of
the remedy.”
RESPONSE
Hydraulic pumps are not designed or tested for the proposed purpose of pumping
contaminated solids and sediment. Moving PCB contaminated solids and sediment in a toxic
material processing facility is a significant deviation from the primary design purpose of moving
wet concrete at a construction site. The DIY idea to move toxic material using hydraulic pumps
has apparently been adopted by the EPA without the guidance of adequate testing and without
regard for future human health. The Draft Permit increases the distance to be pumped as a
resolve to a trucking issue, and to pump/dredge sediment from the Woods Pond area. The
extended terminals will enable additional sources of contamination of the water table by
careless handling of toxic liquids and by the transfer of contaminated material. While the pump

may move the material as expected, I believe the surging action of the pump, coupled with the
high operating pressure, will serve to distribute pockets of highly toxic material throughout the
mass resulting in an unpredictable but higher than expected toxic level. The proposed pumping
system should be tested under actual operating conditions to assure contamination is well
within the prescribed legal limits for the landfill. The contents of the landfill will become
compressed mud-like sediment after pumping leaving questions regarding the normal
production of leachate. I expect the Leachate generated by the landfill, will be highly toxic after
slowly percolating through several feet of hydraulically pumped contaminated solids. The
synthetic membrane is not a permanent solution, particularly if the PCB toxic levels are
increased. Unless the liner manufacturer can warrant the product “forever” against failure
from PCB’s this cannot be called a permanent solution. The statement “the landfill will be
constructed a minimum of 15 feet above the groundwater” is an insult to our intelligence. I
object to the statement as the 15 foot buffer is easily penetrated by toxic leachate from a
leaking membrane and poses the single greatest threat to the wellness of thousands of souls in
South County. A toxic landfill should never, ever be constructed above a water table. The
groundwater at this site is likely to be fast moving being at the base of a mountain, an
underground river ready to sweep dangerous PCB contamination to unsuspecting South County
residents. My confidence level that the liner will not leak, and GE will respond in a reasonable
manner is zero to none.
My involvement with the Draft Permit has raised far more questions than answers for me. The
proposed solution to the ROR cleanup has too many untested and unworkable deviations from
accepted best practice to be a sincere plan of action. Scooping sediment from a flowing river
without any assurance of the level of success, uncontrolled spillage of dangerously
contaminated liquids on roads and transfer areas, hydraulically pumping contaminated
sediment into a landfill with questionable longevity, building the landfill directly over a water
table, transporting countless loads of the most contaminated sediment over highways to a
licensed landfill hundreds of miles away, a never ending project without closure requiring
monitoring and maintenance forever to name just a few. Playing back the video from the Feb.
19 Public Meeting, sever folks commented aloud, RAILROAD or RAIL TRANSPORTATION. While
reviewing documents I became aware of the Housatonic River Railroad, a working track system
that parallels the river. Was incorporating the Housatonic River RR into the solution on the list
of alternatives? The primary driver for this option is the close proximity of the RR to the river.
Here are some of the segments of operation necessary to utilize the Housatonic River RR.
1. DIVERT\ THE RIVER – Divert the flow of the river using culverts, sluiceways, canals
around segments or the whole.
2. BUILD RR SPURS and sidetracks from the main down to the riverbank. Work from a dry
field. Load directly into “Covered, Side-dump, Hopper Cars. Min. 220 Cubic yards.
Work with a distant, low cost landfill provider to develop his transportation system.
3. No dump trucks carrying contaminated material.
4. No Over the road trucking.
5. Low, Low labor cost.
6. Precise extraction of contaminated solids.

7. No spillage or external contamination.
8. All operations performed at the river.
9. On restoration RR ballast and temp concrete structures crushed, used as base backfill.
Many Vernal Pools restored early in the process, as canals are built.
A review of the attractive metrics and positive results might show it would be worthwhile to
temporarily halt the current landfill work and investigate a plan to DRAIN THE RIVER and work
from a DRY FIELD.
A. The primary attraction to working from a dry field is the proximity to a working railroad
system. The Housatonic River RR (HRRC) parallels the river. Building spurs and
sidetracks close to the river bank would keep all material movement local to the river
itself. Side-dump covered hopper cars seem to be available. Loading material from a
“dry” riverbed would use cranes with clam-shells, hydraulic scoops and buckets, front
end loaders, conveyors, etc. All material would be loaded directly into passive RR cars
for travel to distant, low cost landfills. Working from a dry field would completely
change the metrics of the project. The yield of PCB contaminated material would
increase to nearly 100%.
B. No trucks for outbound, possible trucks bringing in clean fill.
C. Berkshire Scenic RR might help with switching duty if Conrail is unable.
D. On cleanup, ballast from the spurs and temporary crushed concrete structures could be
used to cover the river bottom .
E. Work a deal with low cost distant landfill. Help build a system for them.
This is a safe, low cost permanent opportunity that will remove all of the PCB’s from the
river and protect the residents and the environment. Once its complete the river will be a
safe recreational site. No other option can compete in cost or results, and everyone
involved will feel a great sense of accomolishment.
ALLAN W. LESLIE

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Arlene Levine
R1Housatonic
Jerome Levine
[SPAM-Sender] PCB dump in Lee , Ma
Monday, September 14, 2020 3:34:31 PM

It is unconscionable, in this day and age that one would even consider placing a PCB dump in close proximity to a
community’s drinking water. Across the country, communities from Flint , Michigan to Newark , New Jersey are
grappling with the aftermath of such bad decisions. Clean water is imperative to the health of our cities and towns.
The proposed PCB dump in Lee , Massachusetts ,would imperil the safety of its water . The health and well-being
of the families living in beloved Lee would be unnecessarily threatened. Non residents would not feel safe
frequenting the restaurants in Lee. .Needless to say, a PCB dump in Lee is a bad idea.
I implore you to say NO to a PCB dump in Lee.
Arlene Levine
Sent from my iPhone

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ruby Littman <rubylittman@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2020 9:49 AM
R1Housatonic
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments

I am writing to strongly oppose the building of a PCB dump site in Lenoxdale/Lee.
Ruby Littman
Sheffield, MA

1

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jax <jack@lombardi.net>
Friday, September 18, 2020 2:52 PM
R1Housatonic
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments

As a part-time resident of Lee, MA residing at 880 East Street in LEE, I am adding my voice in opposition to the proposed
plan by GE. Since this can potentially affect the poplulation of Lee and all the Berkshires, no plan should proceed without
a public vote. The pall is a threat to public health, the economy and property values.
I will do all that is necessary to prevent the plan from moving forward.
Thank you.

John Lombardi
 Tel. 631.803.4999
 Tel. 413.243.3005
 E-mail: Mailto:john@lombardi.net

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Lorge <rdlorge1@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 1:11 PM
R1Housatonic
Fwd: PCB dump

RDL

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Rdlorge <rdlorge1@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Sep 15, 2020 at 12:03 PM
Subject: PCB dump
To: <r1housaronic@epa.gov>

Sent from my iPad
I am against the PCB dump. I am concerned with the environment.
I resent the bias against the Lee residents. The dump would leak into the water supply and river. Our children and
grandchildren need to stay safe.
Roz & Richard D. Lorge
880 East Street unit 1c
Lee, Ma 01238

1
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STOP® FROM POISONING
OUR BERKSHIRES!

STOP EPA FROM FORCING US TO CLOSE OUR
WATER WELLS TO AVOID POSSIBLE WATER POISONING

THEY KNOW THIS DUMP WILL LEAK!
10 PLUS YEARS OF THOUSANDS OF TRUCKLOADS CARRYING
AIRBORNE TOXIC PCB'S THROUGH SHEFFIELD TO LEE
THROUGH STOCKBRIDGE TO LEE·THROUGH LENOX TO LEE
THROUGH GT BARRINGTON TO LEE·THROUGH PITTSFIELD TO LEE?

TREAT, DON'T :
General Electric and the EPA want to build atoxic P
of homes, near schools and Lee's own water supply.
This site is situated 1100 feet directly above the riv,
HERE IS HOW YOUR ACTION AND VOICE CAN HELP!
Call and leave your message on EPA's dedicated voil
Please email (r1housatonic@epa.gov), fax (617-91~
mail comments postmarked no later than Septemb1
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Ollice Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01)
Boston. MA 02109-3912

SIGN UP ON LINE TO GET TO SPEAK TO THE EPA ABOUT YOUR CONC
The virtual Public Hearing will be heldon September 15. 2020 from 6:30 p.m. to 10:00 1
ThePublic Hearing will begin immediatelyfollowing abrief presentation which is availa

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A0M5xUkRF0A
YOU MUST SIGN UP BY SEPTEMBER 14 TO PARTICIPATE INTHE VIR
HTTPS://WWW.[V[NTBRITLCOM/E/115990168717

CONTACT ALL OFTHE TOWNS SUECTM[N TO VOICE YOUR Cl

WE THE RESIDENTS, HAO NO VOTE!! ✓

What happens to our home values? V
What happens with airborne PCB's from the transport through towns? ,/"
What happens when the liners fail? ~
Whycan't we have asafer remediation? WE DON'TWANT THIS DUMP!! ,

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

dlotto@nycap.rr.com
Saturday, August 01, 2020 5:18 PM
R1Housatonic
rest of river cleanup

Suggestion re rest of river cleanup, between the confluence and Wood’s pond – There is an active rail line about
200 feet from the river about ¼ mile downstream from the confluence, there’s also an active line on the west shore of
Woods pond. Dredging could be done from the water with the mud being pumped into rail cars at either of the of the
two rail lines that come close to the river. The great advantage of this would be that no trucking of what is dredged or
dumping it in a landfill near Wood’s pond would be necessary, thereby eliminating all the problems of road access points
along the river and the necessity for a local toxic dump.
David Lotto

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jean Louis <xhina33@gmail.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 5:55 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic Clean-up

To whom this may concern,
I am a homeowner in Housatonic, right on the river and I am very concerned about the clean‐up you are proposing. I
think that the residents have a right to stand up for their personal health as well as that of the river, their properties and
livelihood. We need a safer remediation and don't want a dump in this beautiful place.
As you know, The Berkshires is the #1 Cultural Destination in America. We depend on tourist dollars to live which also
supplies tax dollars for the state. People come here because of the natural beauty found here and just like GE shouldn't
have poisoned the river when they did, this is no place to dump their mistake. This isn't a vast place, it is small and
quaint and putting a dump here is asking for problems. And the last thing you want is for people not to come here when
they hear there is a PCB dump nearby.
The Housatonic River is just starting to heal from the poisoning, wildlife is coming back. Isn't there a safer remediation
procedure that hasn't been considered. Please can we find a better solution.
Thank you,
Jean Louis
360 Park St #8
Great Barrington, MA 01230

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christine Lucy <christinearmentlucy@yahoo.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 12:59 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump and comments to the EPA

Hello,
I am a lifelong Lee resident and district five representative. I drive around my neighborhood and see
the many lawn signs against the PCB dump in our town. I have a responsibility to speak up. I am not
as well versed in this issue as many of my townsfolk. What I do know is that there are many unknown
risks with this planned dump. There are serious implications for our health and quality of life. The
dump will have a negative impact on property values.
What concerns me most about this agreement is how it came about. We live in a democratic society
and the voice of the people was shut out. A small number of people, who claimed to represent the
voters of Lee, signed this agreement. Lee has always voted on significant issues impacting our our
town. It is a disservice to our town to allow this agreement to continue without the opportunity for
those who live here to vote their opinion.
Thank you
Christine Arment Lucy
41 Prospect St.
Lee, MA 01238
413.519.3120

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dylan Lundgren <dylanmxm@aol.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 3:53 PM
R1Housatonic
No PCB's

Hi,
I am writing to strongly advocate AGAINST the PCB Dumpsite in Lenox/Lenoxdale/Lee, MA.
Thank you,
Dylan Lundgren
201 West St.
Lenox, MA
413.464.5992

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Markham <dmarkh3@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:55 PM
R1Housatonic
Comment to EPA on Housatonic River Clean-up

How will the EPA and contractors map out the PCB hot spots and control the removal of the contaminates. . In specific;
1. What will be the sample size used to map the contaminant levels in the river. how many samples will be taken
2. What will be the depth of the samples taken.
3. Will a map of the river be provided to residents so they understand where the highly contaminated material exists.
4. How will the contaminated material be removed to ensure that highly contaminated material is not mixed with lower
level material.
5. Who will supervise the contractors removing the material.
6. Will the material be tested before it goes into the local landfill
7. how will the highly contaminated material be transported. Open trucks, covered, etc.
8. Will there be any leakage of highl;y contaminated material during transportation on local roads? how is that
prevented?
Thanks you
David Markham
400 Devon Rd
Lee, MA
413‐822‐4726
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Deanna Markham <dmarkham82@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 1:50 PM
R1Housatonic
Comments regarding Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of River

To Whom it May Concern:

Good Afternoon,

I am writing to share with you my comments in opposition to the proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the
Rest of River. While I am for the safe removal and disposal of the PCBs contained in the Housatonic
river, I am strongly opposed to a hazardous landfill in Lee, Lenox, Lenox Dale or anywhere else in the
Berkshire County watershed or in a residential area that puts innocent individuals and wildlife at risk or
would otherwise diminish our quality of life.

I am a resident of Berkshire County. More specifically, I live on Walker Street in Lenox Dale, MA and my
property is located less than a mile from the proposed PCB Landfill site. As you can imagine, this is of
extreme concern to me from both a health, quality of life and property value perspective. When I
purchased my property in 2010, never in a million years did I imagine that a PCB Landfill would be
allowed to be placed within a half mile of my home. If I had known this, I never would have purchased
the property. Having a toxic PCB dump within a half mile of my property will absolutely put the health
and wellness of me, my family and our neighbors and residents at risk. I do not feel comfortable or
confident that the plastic liner to be used to line the landfill will not leak in the future and cause toxic
chemicals to leach into the ground, our water supply, or back into the river itself. I am also extremely
concerned with the method in which the PCBs that are being dredged from the rest of river will be
transported to this landfill facility. This will mean years of commercial trucks containing PCB chemicals
traveling along our local roadways where we live, walk our dogs, enjoy our yards, etc. Not only will the
increased traffic, exhaust fumes, and noise diminish our quality of life, but the potential for chemicals to
become airborne during transmission is very high and not one that I am not at all comfortable
with. Additionally, if I plan to sell my home in the future, who is going to want to purchase a property
that is located near a PCB landfill. My property, which is my biggest asset, will most certainly decrease
in value, which will pose a great financial hazard to myself and my family.

As residents of the area where the proposed dump will be located, we most certainly should have been
allowed to vote on this proposal instead of having it voted on for us by our local representatives in a
secret meeting. I believe there was inadequate opportunity for citizens to participate at the local, state,
and federal levels relating to all decisions made during this permitting process. I can assure you that
none of the parties who voted for this plan live near this proposed PCB dump facility and if they did,
they most certainly would not have allowed this to happen.
1

This plan was not well thought out and I believe it was hastily decided upon with GE and their lawyers
forcing it upon our local representatives, making them believe this is the “best deal” that we would ever
get. GE is a multi‐billion dollar organization. They should be solely responsible for the expense of and
bearing the burden of cleaning up our river and making it safe for our local residents and wildlife. At no
time during this process should it be deemed acceptable for the health, wellness, or quality of life of
local residents to be compromised so that GE can save a dollar in the cleanup process. The proposed
dump site is not even a federally license facility and is in no way fit to handle the disposal of these
chemicals.

I do not believe a toxic PCB dump belongs anywhere in Berkshire County. Insufficient contamination is
being removed from the river, riverbanks, floodplain and residential and commercial properties, making
this plan neither protective of human or environmental health. I do support PCB destruction technology
to be used on contaminated sediment and soils at this site to render the toxic chemical compounds
harmless. If that is not an option, I would only support out of state transport by rail of contaminated
sediment and oils to a federally licensed hazardous waste facility.

I implore you to do the right thing and protect the residents of Berkshire County from this fate. A new
solution must be found that does not jeopardize our community.

Thank you for your consideration.

Deanna Markham
Lenox Dale, MA

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

S Ann <saraann.mp@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 16, 2020 3:26 PM
R1Housatonic
GE PCB Cleanup of the Housatonic River

I am opposed to the current plan to dump the PCB's in the Berkshires.
There is technology to actually clean the PCB's and that needs to happen! If more research needs to be done then GET IT
DONE.
At worst, take the cheaper route and truck it to the desert far from any human habitation until you can figure it out.
There should be no expense too high for GE to pay. They have not paid enough and this half measure will be completely
inadequate.
You have all had decades to make progress on this, and you are not holding GE responsible. You have allowed them to
leave the PCB's in Silver Lake so that it will continue to leach out over time. Capping is not good enough.
While you're at it remove the huge PCB dump that is behind an elementary school in Pittsfield, MA. That is a
reprehensible and atrocious location!
Sara Markwith‐Padgett
284 Dewey Ave
Pittsfield, MA 01201
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gail Marlow <Gail@jafco.org>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 11:48 AM
R1Housatonic
Lee Toxic Dump

We live in October Mtn and beg you not to turn Lee into Flint Michigan

Gail Marlow
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gail <gail@stevemarlowgroup.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 11:51 AM
R1Housatonic
Lee Water supply and dump

Please do not turn our town into a toxic waste dump
Gail Marlow
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steve Marlow <steve@stevemarlowgroup.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 10:33 AM
R1Housatonic
Stop the PCB Dump now

I am Steve Marlow a resident at October Mountain and frighten by the possibility of a PCB dump right in our backyard.
Please don’t allow this nightmare to happen.
We don’t want another Flint Michigan horror in in our beloved and healthy Berkshires.
This dump, we all know, would leak into our water supply and river, even with the best of intentions.
Our children deserve better, and we can’t allow this to happen.
Please, we beg you to stop this potential horror from happening and allow us to continue to enjoy the quality of life we
have in the Berkshires.
Thank you so much for your understanding and support.
Best regards
Steven Marlow
880 East Street unit 20C
Lee MA 01238
Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

jack maron <jmaron229@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 12:29 PM
R1Housatonic
drfny9@gmail.com
My wife and I live at VOM.PCB dump in Lenoxdale. They have leaked in the past and they will leak in
the future. PCBs poison the ground and the water and end up doing the same to the people living in
proximity to the area. Past performance is a sign of ...

Sent from my iPad

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

glastonburye@netscape.net
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 12:18 PM
R1Housatonic
Dumps

Berkshire .county is a highly poulated rural area that exercises expert stewardship over the land. This is no place for
dumping toxic chemicals. Stop the planned dumping in Lee and Lenox, MA.
Elizabeth Maschmeyer
PO box 120
Monterey, MA 01245.
Resident of
Otis, MA 01253.
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54 High Street
Lee, MA 01238
September 17, 2020
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
I am submitting this comment as a private citizen in the town of Lee.
When I heard about the Rest-of-River Agreement in February, I was taken by surprise.
Like many of my fellow citizens, I had not been following this topic closely. The river
cleanup seemed like an item that was perpetually in the background but never moving to
resolution of any sort.
I attended all the hearings and was particularly concerned by the divisive and skeptical
atmosphere. This motivated me to submit a Citizens Petition for consideration at the Lee
Town Meeting, originally scheduled for late May.
The petition proposes that Citizen Scientists should have a role in monitoring the
cleanup process. I felt that this would bolster public trust and increase confidence that
the cleanup process was being conducted in an even-handed way. I note that citizen
scientist involvement is encouraged on the EPA website as official policy.
The text of the petition is as follows:
“To see if the Town will vote to raise and appropriate or to transfer from available funds
the sum of $50,000, or any other amount, to train “Citizen Scientists” in best practices
for independently measuring, monitoring, and reporting levels of PCBs in the Town of
Lee as a baseline before removal from the Housatonic River and environs as part of the
GE/EPA “Rest of River Settlement Agreement”, and to commit the Town to supporting
the continuance of such a training program and the associated costs of monitoring kits as
long as there are significant quantities of PCBs present anywhere in Town.”
The $50,000 amount is meant to cover planning and initial training. The phrase “or any
other amount” typically gives a Town Meeting latitude to debate the budget as
appropriate.

The petition was met with immediate enthusiasm by Lee voters, and quickly gathered
sufficient signatures to place it on the Warrant. But due to the pandemic, the Town
Meeting was postponed.
I had hoped a resolution would occur before this comment period closed. But the Town
Meeting is now scheduled to occur in October. And even then, the several citizen's
petitions may be deferred for consideration at a later date.
So the purpose of this letter, then, is first to alert the EPA that a vote on this matter is
pending in the Town of Lee, at a date uncertain. And, more importantly, to ask that EPA
support the involvement of citizen scientists in this Housatonic River cleanup process in
the event that the vote is affirmative.
Respectfully Submitted,

William D Mathews

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cindy Mathias <moriah5@aol.com>
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 12:34 PM
R1Housatonic
Comment for the record

I would like my comments to go into the official record and get a personal response.
Under the current administration there have been at least 90 EPA clean air and water act regulations overturned. That is
not acceptable and that is why we must wait for a new administration with a new head of the EPA, one that is not on the
side of the corporate polluters.
The EPA is notorious for being a revolving door for corporate lobbyists. So the corporation in question for polluting
always has a leg up.
The EPA has numerous failures in cleanups, unsatisfactory failing plans that can’t be executed properly and litigation
lawsuits leaving a bigger mess than when they started, example the Hudson.
The comment period and open hearings have been rushed through during an unprecedented Covid‐ 19 pandemic. The
citizens wanted in person hearings so that we can face you. We asked for an extension in order to do so. We already
waited 70 years what’s another few months.
Governor Baker courts GE to move their headquarters to Boston, after they pollute the entire Housatonic River and have
over 90 super fund sites across the United States. GE is not a welcome neighbor. The Governor uses our tax payer dollars
to subsidize GE so they do not have to pay any federal or state taxes.
The EPA, GE and town selectman have conducted secretive back room negotiations over a 2 year period. The EPA in
cahoots with GE and their lawyers pitted the selectman of each town against each other using scare tactics.The least
educated selectman from LEE got the short end of the stick, (The Toxic PCB Dump), after you dangled a golden carrot in
from of them. Great Barrington no longer gets a dump, but instead 149 acre park on top of polluted land. Pittsfield gets
land donated to them and a take down of buildings plus 8 million dollars. The citizens that live in these towns did not get
to vote on putting a dump in the Berkshires and in their backyards.
The EPA estimated the clean up cost in 2016 to be 600 million, now that would be 700 million. But GE is now getting a
bargain for only 400 million, a 200 million dollar discount!
They only have to clean up a portion of the Housatonic 20 ‐30 percent and then get to dump the PCBs in a beautiful
town, the gateway to the Berkshires, scarring the landscape forever. GE must be held fully accountable. We demand a
vote.
What I don’t understand is if we are first having a virtual hearing and comment period now, how could the 5 Berkshire
towns already have accepted and received the 63 million dollar payout? That seems to be blatant corruption, for we the
people did not have a say. This comment period is just a dog and pony show for the record and is meaningless, held
after the towns already put the money in the bank. Instead, the people would like the money to be pooled and to go
into a fund that we then can use to treat the PCBs properly with new technologies, not dredge and dump.
The Housatonic River Initiative and river keepers were the only educated group that have been involved with the
cleanup of the Housatonic River for decades. They were pushed aside because they know this is not the proper way to
clean the river, and they couldn’t be bought. The EPA knows this, GE knows this and the town selectman certainly knew
it, until they were bought off.
The proposed dump will be 20 football fields high at the base of October Mountain which is the largest state forest in
MA. Placed just 15 feet above the river. That is enough of a reason not to put a dump there. You have not even taken
account climate change, storm surge, floods, hurricanes, and possible tornados that would be detrimental.
The liner that you propose to use must be compatible with toxic PCBs. There is no manufacturer that will give a warranty
for such use. The PCBs will end up leaking right back into the river and the water table, that is guaranteed.
There is no reassurance for the safety of dump trucks traveling throughout the Berkshires past our homes and schools
that PCBs will not go airborne. Those trucks will be passing through our towns for at least 10 years. What happens when
the inevitable accident happens and the truck over turns? Where exactly is the other dump site out of state going to be?
These are all reasons why we need to stop the dump and treat the PCBs in the river instead.
1

There were numerous books and documentaries made over the years about the corruption of GE and their horrendous
track record of poisoning land, waterways, humans and animals. Why should we trust that they will do the right thing
now?
Cindy Mathias concerned citizen of Lee.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elizabeth Mayer <emayer1008@gmail.com>
Saturday, September 12, 2020 4:47 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in Lee

Dear Selectman,
We are residents of October Mountain Village in Lee and are very concerned about the prospect of a PCB dump in the
area. As you can see from the many signs, we are among many others who feel the same way.
PCBs are dangerous, as they frequently leak into the water supply and surrounding environment. Our children and
grandchildren need to be safe.
We urge you to look at alternative methods that do not represent a risk to the Lee environment. This dump leaves us
vulnerable to accidents involving trucks carrying toxic loads, as well as leaks from the dump itself.
Please carefully consider the long term effects of this decision, as well as the prevailing anti‐dump sentiment.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Elizabeth and Allen Mayer
880 East Street
Unit 8B
Lee, MA 01238

‐‐
No trees were killed in the sending of this message, but a large number of electrons were inconvenienced.
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Catherine McCabe <cnhmccabe@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 06, 2020 9:39 AM
R1Housatonic
the planned PCB dump in Lee

I am voicing my concern about the planned toxic dump in Lee, which is the town I live in.
And at the very top of all my concerns is how undemocratic the process has been. There was no public input at all, no
public notification until the agreement was presented to the public as a done deal. If this goes through it will the people
who live here that will be impacted. And yet they were given no role in creating this plan.
From the literature it sounds like there are treatment alternatives that are being developed and tried. If the planned
dump will take 10 years to complete, with trucks hauling toxic sludge through our communities during those 10 years, it
makes more sense to try out alternatives (treatment.)
And another reality is that it is only a matter of time before we would have to deal with leaks. Given the uncertainty of
our times, with the increasing, political, economic turbulence, and with the impact of global warming, we can expect a
dynamic situation to be in play. Will the oversight that is in place in this plan be dependable? Probably not even in the
most stable of times and certainly not given the times we live in.
I do not support this plan nor how it was decided upon.
Catherine McCabe
94 Maple St., Apt. 2
Lee, MA 01238
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Comments by Margrit McIntosh on the Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of River
TO: rlhousatonic@epa.gov
Dear EPA - GE-Housatonic River Site Comments:
I am herewith submitting my comments on the "Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of
River."
My name is Margrit McIntosh and I live in Tucson, Arizona. I have a PhD in Ecology and
Evolutionary Biology. Although I do not currently live in Massachusetts, my family spent their
summers in the Berkshires when we were children, and my sister now lives in Lenox Dale. Her
house is a half mile from the proposed Upland Disposal Facility. Here are my comments.
1. I am concerned that "GE will remain responsible for operations, maintenance, and monitoring"
of the proposed plan. In particular, I am concerned about accidents and spills during the transport
of materials to the Upland Disposal Facility, and especially about leakage and contamination after
the facility is filled. There MUST be independent oversight and verification of all activities,
especially monitoring the land and water in the immediate vicinity of the Upland Disposal Facility.
It would be a grave abdication of your duty to protect the environment to leave this up to GE.
2. The proposed plan, including the revision, does not sufficiently address the potential risks from
catastrophic flooding due to extreme climate change. There is a vague statement on page 43
related to the "Erosion Protection Layer," where it says "consideration sha ll also be given during
the cap design to the potential impact of climate change on cap performance." However, the plan
does not specifically address how the Upland Disposal Facility could be affected by a one-two
punch such as the impact of Hurricane Irene and Tropical Storm Lee that occurred in 2011. The
combination of these two storms led to catastrophic flooding in New England and there will be
more and more events like this in the future.
3. I am baffled that the plan does not include any in-situ remediation methods, such as the
already-proven technique of thermal desorption of PCBs.
Although the Draft Revised 2020 Permit is better than just leaving the PCB contamination in place,
there is a lot you can do to make it a better plan. Please consider my comments in your revisions.
Sincerely yours,
Margrit McIntosh
2008 E Mabel St
Tucson, AZ 85719-4343
memcinto@gmail.com
520-300-0555
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jean McMahon <jeanmc37@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 19, 2020 8:55 AM
R1Housatonic
To whom it may concern,

To whom it may concern,
As a 43 year resident of Lee, I live less than two miles from the site where the EPA has proposed a dump for PCBs
(polychlorinated biphenyls), left behind when GE
moved their transformer division out of Pittsfield, and Berkshire County.
In the wake of GE's exit, along with the loss of paper mills and other manufacturing plants over the past few decades, we
have come to rely on tourism to survive. Tourists, and second home residents come here to enjoy the pristine beauty of
our end of the commonwealth, and a dump like the one proposed would be disastrous to the industry.
It’s a detriment to those that live here and put their heart and soul into their properties which will be worthless with this
dump!!
Historical data have shown that these 'containers' are inadequate, and will leak over time. Typically, by the time half‐
measures like this inevitably fail, the people responsible are long‐dead or in their dotage, leaving residents, and future
residents to contend with the cleanup.
We know that there are more environmentally‐safe (albeit more expensive to GE) measures to clean up the mess, such
as a bacteria strain that is uniquely effective at degrading these toxic industrial chemicals. According to the National
Science Foundation, "The Bioremediation Consulting Inc. [BCI], with the support of the National Science Foundation
Small Business Innovation Research Program, has been able to culture a robust PCB‐degrading bacteria in large amounts,
which could mitigate this public health problem."
It is unconscionable that EPA have not considered this, and other remediation methods, instead choosing a container
system that has been shown to be inferior and ineffective in the long term.
In solidarity with the other outraged Berkshire residents, whose livelihood, health, and property values are threatened,
and whom were not included in the decision, I condemn the proposed dump, and implore the EPA to rethink the
proposed PCB Dump.
Please make GE deposit the PCB’s on sites already made for this!!
They knew what they were doing then and must fix it at their expense!!!! Not our expense or our children and
grandchildren.
Do the right thing!
If this goes through I want to move out of Massachusetts as the state doesn’t care about the people they supposedly
work for. I feel the EPA has failed us.
Sincerely,
Jean McMahon
5 Tamarack Avenue
Lee, MA 01238
413‐243‐3065
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dan McManmon <dmcmanmon@cipworldwide.org>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 6:35 PM
R1Housatonic
Opposition to the housatonic cleanup plan

To whom it may concern,
This email is to voice my opposition to the toxic waste dump that has been planned in Lee, MA and in other locations in
the Berkshires of Western Massachusetts.
It is not sufficient to allow waste produced for profit by one single company that’s run through and contaminated our
entire county to be dredged and dumped essentially again in our backyard.
Additionally, the Berkshires is generating a viable brand of being an outdoor in nature‐based community. Tourism is
essential to our economy and we cannot risk losing that element. Toxic waste dumps have the propensity to destroy the
image of the Berkshires and therefore puts our community in further economic decline which because hardships for
money over a long period of time.
Please make the people responsible clean up the mess, and do not impose further challenges on the community which
has done nothing but been negatively affected by pollution in our rivers and streams that we can no longer enjoy.
Many thanks,

‐‐
Dan McManmon
President
College Internship Program (CIP)
National Office
Office: 877‐566‐9247 x 15
Cell: 413‐281‐0543
www.cipworldwide.org
To help protect y ou r
priv acy , Micro so ft Office
prev ented au tomatic
download of this pictu re
from the Internet.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

kasey mcmanmon <kaseymcmanmon@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 8:53 PM
R1Housatonic
No dump in Lee

To whom it may concern,
I am adamantly opposed to the dump in Lee. There are more remote sites for something if this size and nature. I know
and love too many families with small children who will be affected by it.
Please do the right thing and do not approve of this endeavor.
Sincerely,
Kasey McManmon
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael McManmon <mmcmanmon@cipworldwide.org>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 8:56 PM
R1Housatonic
Stop the Dump

Dear Sir or Ms:
I am a Lee resident and I am writing to voice my opinion that the location of this Dump in Lee is not an appropriate site
and it needs to be away from a water source and a community.
These chemical agents are dangerous and this proposed dump is too close to a populated area and a river
sincerely, michael mcmanmon

Michael McManmon Ed.D.
Founder
College Internship Program
www.collegeinternshipprogram.com
199 South Street, Pittsfield, Massachusetts 01201
O: 413-344-4109 C: 413-281-4621 Admissions: 877-566-9247

Acceptance / Love / Diversity
To help protect y ou r
priv acy , Micro so ft Office
prev ented au tomatic
download of this pictu re
from the Internet.

1

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com>
Thursday, July 16, 2020 10:57 PM
R1Housatonic
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle - 16July2020

July 16, 2020
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle
SEND US YOUR COMMENTS:
EPA Public Comment Period is July 14 ‐ August 28, 2020 Virtual Public Hearing: August 26, 2020
Email: r1housatonic@epa.gov Fax: (617) 918‐0028 OR mail comments, postmarked no later than August 28, 2020 to:
GE‐Housatonic River Site Public Comments EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01) Boston, MA 02109‐3912
Hello Corrupt EPA,
I despise the corrupt EPA because it is the worst bureaucracy in the history of the World that does a total disservice to
the environment in favor big business. The February 10, 2020, horrible settlement between the corrupt EPA and GE is
Exhibit A!
GE has yet to make a financial commitment to cleanup the Housatonic River. Without a serious and sincere financial
commitment from GE, the settlement is an empty promise. The $576 million price to cleanup the Housatonic River is a
joke. It will cost a lot more than $576 million over one dozen years.
GE has an excessive amount of debts that total in the tens of billions of dollars. The economy is in the 2020 economic
recession that could last years. There is no guarantee that GE will be able to pay the many hundreds of millions of
dollars for the cleanup of the Housatonic River through the 2030s.
My mom was born and lived a majority of her life in Pittsfield (Mass.) and she had cancer twice in her life (1990,
200/2007). Thousands of Pittsfield area residents have suffered and/or died of cancer due to GE’s cancer causing
chemicals called PCBs. The 2000 Consent Decree capped a majority of GE’s industrial chemicals. The capped leaky
landfills are ineffective because they do not last forever. Once the capped leaky landfills become defective over time,
the chemicals pollute the land, water, and air. Capped leaky landfills are a Band‐Aid solution on a major wound.
The people were deliberately left out of the EPA’s negotiations with GE for decades, and a majority of people are
currently upset and/or protesting the latest settlement. The residents of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) do not want a
capped leaky landfill near their properties, which will plummet after GE puts it toxic waste dump there. It is wrong on
many levels, including financial, health, and environmental. The people know Gerry Doyle, Tom Hickey, and Peter Larkin
sold out Pittsfield two decades ago, and they know they are being sold out now.
In Truth!
Jonathan A. Melle
‐‐‐‐‐
Jonathan A. Melle
1

7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C095b995349474c5c888308d829fd1896%7C88b378b367484867ac
f976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637305514302389738&amp;sdata=tc%2FzPlkMWp7d4lMugI%2F%2FBvf9L90TT1Ad4zJm
UfekyJc%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C095b995349474c5c888308d829fd1896%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637305514302389738&amp;sdata=FC8RJmxosM%2Fhr7HpsbGj9f8zB948VVJ8Ri7wv6Y3Qbg%3D&amp;re
served=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C095b995349474c5c888308d829fd1896%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbec
a6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637305514302389738&amp;sdata=ySC%2F23qldCwfTqhtTWNtt1Nez%2BaOKYAW4qv%2FH8wTvc4
%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C095b995349474c5c888308d829fd1896%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637305514302389738&amp;sdata=T0Q%2BwRDjrV%2F2ukDFE5r4k0Dt2g7yHtE5%2FY0fl
b10VbY%3D&amp;reserved=0
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, August 11, 2020 12:37 AM
R1Housatonic
alan@wamc.org; cfanto@yahoo.com; maryelizacarey@gmail.com; letmepaintpf@yahoo.com;
news@berkshireeagle.com; weverhart@berkshireeagle.com; kramsdell@tams.com;
lewmarkham@msn.com; news@repub.com; jlcooney@gmail.com; jlcooney@yahoo.com;
ccma@commoncause.org; hottomato@rocketmail.com; cgarivaltis@hotmail.com;
kellerfeedback@wbztv.com; cis@sec.state.ma.us; greaterboston@wgbh.org; lisa.wiehl@gmail.com;
cynthia.clark@mail.house.gov; danvalenti@verizon.net; rdelgalloiii@aol.com; newstip@globe.com;
mcgrory@globe.com; letter@globe.com; oped@globe.com; bray@globe.com; vennochi@globe.com;
letters@nashuatelegraph.com; letters@unionleader.com; letters@washpost.com;
letters@nytimes.com; opinion@seacoastonline.com; rachel@msnbc.com;
ccanningwilson@yahoo.com; rep.smitty@mahouse.gov; paul.mark@mahouse.gov;
john.barrett@mahouse.gov; fortcannon@gmail.com; amoro47@gmail.com;
walteratwood@hotmail.com; chasbflynn@gmail.com; aldendale@hotmail.com; oh.june@verizon.net;
dbubriski@gmail.com; senator@paul.senate.gov; adam.hinds@masenate.gov;
news@berkshirerecord.net; willbrin@gmail.com; letters@berkshireeagle.com;
lparnass@berkshireeagle.com; restofriver@berkshireplanning.org; Dumville, Kelsey; Norcross, Jeffrey;
Tagliaferro, Dean; Purnell, ZaNetta; OLEM.Cleanup; env.internet@mass.gov;
msetlow@theberkshireedge.com; dscribner@theberkshireedge.com;
tcowgill@theberkshireedge.com; notthatsimple528@gmail.com
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle - 16July2020

For the record, Jimmy Ruberto praised Gerry Doyle for signing the 2000 Consent Decree with GE. Ruberto's quote in the
Eagle:
"I think Gerry should best be remembered for saving this city from becoming a Superfund site," said former Pittsfield
Mayor James M. Ruberto, who was one of Doyle's close friends. "I think that the tenacity that he demonstrated during
that period of time to bring about a settlement definitely benefited the city despite some of the criticism he received for
understanding that all negotiated settlements require some compromise."
How could any rational person say this? The 2000 Consent Decree was the WORST decision in the long, sad history of
Pittsfield politics! Allendale Elementary School abuts Hill 78. The capped leaky landfills in Pittsfield will not last much
longer. After the capped leaky landfills break down and become defective over time, GE's PCBs industrial chemicals
pollute the land, water, and air. GE screwed Pittsfield on many levels. Gerry Doyle, God bless him, screwed the people
of Pittsfield by signing the 2000 Consent Decree!
Now, the people of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) are protesting their politicians' horrible decision to put GE's PCBs into a
capped leaky landfill in their town. They know all about Pittsfield's capped leaky landfill problems and issues.
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf
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976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696523185&amp;sdata=AXQLsfBWY1eBJT6TUBapSndzWEKMe37GXDavicv%2
Bh3E%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696523185&amp;sdata=qYIoXUjpOMYHns1OfsQ1Zd3dwgl7Xjk6oJqRHMMBQ7k%3D&amp;res
erved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca
6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696523185&amp;sdata=fIxeKi8s0r40DYS9iLX3ltZcBT3QKnqGzDNqVllGej4%3D&amp;reser
ved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf9
76aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696533116&amp;sdata=kc%2Ft2bFvZMSRa69ucCLrFdokgg8pBMiDNT3eQ%2Bg
LO98%3D&amp;reserved=0
On Thursday, July 16, 2020, 10:57:03 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
July 16, 2020
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle
SEND US YOUR COMMENTS:
EPA Public Comment Period is July 14 ‐ August 28, 2020 Virtual Public Hearing: August 26, 2020
Email: r1housatonic@epa.gov Fax: (617) 918‐0028 OR mail comments, postmarked no later than August 28, 2020 to:
GE‐Housatonic River Site Public Comments EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01) Boston, MA 02109‐3912
Hello Corrupt EPA,
I despise the corrupt EPA because it is the worst bureaucracy in the history of the World that does a total disservice to
the environment in favor big business. The February 10, 2020, horrible settlement between the corrupt EPA and GE is
Exhibit A!
GE has yet to make a financial commitment to cleanup the Housatonic River. Without a serious and sincere financial
commitment from GE, the settlement is an empty promise. The $576 million price to cleanup the Housatonic River is a
joke. It will cost a lot more than $576 million over one dozen years.
GE has an excessive amount of debts that total in the tens of billions of dollars. The economy is in the 2020 economic
recession that could last years. There is no guarantee that GE will be able to pay the many hundreds of millions of
dollars for the cleanup of the Housatonic River through the 2030s.
My mom was born and lived a majority of her life in Pittsfield (Mass.) and she had cancer twice in her life (1990,
2006/2007). Thousands of Pittsfield area residents have suffered and/or died of cancer due to GE’s cancer causing
chemicals called PCBs. The 2000 Consent Decree capped a majority of GE’s industrial chemicals. The capped leaky
landfills are ineffective because they do not last forever. Once the capped leaky landfills become defective over time,
the chemicals pollute the land, water, and air. Capped leaky landfills are a Band‐Aid solution on a major wound.
The people were deliberately left out of the EPA’s negotiations with GE for decades, and a majority of people are
currently upset and/or protesting the latest settlement. The residents of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) do not want a
capped leaky landfill near their properties, which will plummet after GE puts it toxic waste dump there. It is wrong on
many levels, including financial, health, and environmental. The people know Gerry Doyle, Tom Hickey, and Peter Larkin
sold out Pittsfield two decades ago, and they know they are being sold out now.
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In Truth!
Jonathan A. Melle
‐‐‐‐‐
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696533116&amp;sdata=nmDhn0Jrcrybcpx4q1%2BHKQ2ludIjiKBp2HSEUVx4jns
%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696533116&amp;sdata=c2mPTIP%2BoYo%2BajNpRS%2FhTaXw%2F2bfETIpdotCcuUo8Q8%3D
&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca
6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696533116&amp;sdata=26xjOGKl6g1CJSfLS0tbNpXOXXfvDV10OyiNOdao6PU%3D&amp;re
served=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C004fca44cecb49753a7a08d83db04ca6%7C88b378b367484867acf9
76aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637327174696533116&amp;sdata=kc%2Ft2bFvZMSRa69ucCLrFdokgg8pBMiDNT3eQ%2Bg
LO98%3D&amp;reserved=0
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:01 PM
R1Housatonic
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle - 16July2020

Hello again, corrupt EPA,
GE recently reported that it has $81.1 billion in debts. The corrupt EPA and GE have not even deposited one single
penny into an escrow or trust account to pay for a so‐called cleanup project of the polluted Housatonic River that will
last over one dozen consecutive years. The so‐called cleanup of Pittsfield's toxic waste industrial chemicals cost GE over
$500 million. The polluted Housatonic River is many miles longer than Pittsfield's so‐called cleanup under the horrible
2000 Consent Decree.
Without at least $1 billion in an escrow or trust account paid upfront by GE, then the horrible 2020 corrupt EPA and GE
announced settlement is nothing but an empty promise! $81.1 billion in debts means that GE is in serious financial
trouble. Moreover, GE has been accused of accounting fraud since 1995, or for the past 25 years. How could the
corrupt EPA rationally accept any kind of agreement with the heavily indebted and alleged accounting fraudster GE
company without an upfront financial commitment?
Also, if the corrupt EPA allows GE to put a toxic waste leaky landfill in Lee (Mass.), then the local property owners will
see their property values plummet. GE should be made to compensate the local property owners who live in both Lee
and Lenoxdale.
In Truth!
Jonathan Melle
‐‐‐‐‐
"At first EPA forum, Berkshire residents bemoan plan for local PCB disposal"
By Larry Parnass, The Berkshire Eagle, August 26, 2020
The phone line open, callers got their chance Wednesday to say what they think of the latest Housatonic River cleanup.
First‐time caller?
Not likely, not after years of similar public hearings. But, the day's two call‐in and online sessions, convened by the
Environmental Protection Agency amid coronavirus pandemic precautions, marked the first time the agency took views
on a plan that includes PCB disposal in Berkshire County.
And that proposed Lee dump took the heat, for the most part.
"I feel that toxic is toxic. I don't know how you want to spin it," said Deborah Kelly, of 74 West St. in Lenox. "The public
needs much more time to deal with this."
The EPA will hold another online and telephone comment session Sept. 15. Written comments will be accepted through
Sept. 18.
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After that, the agency legally is bound to respond to the comments, as it has with previous cleanup plans, then produce
a final version of the plan it unveiled July 9.
That document was the fruit of a settlement agreement with the General Electric Co., the polluter, and with local
municipalities and groups that took part in closed‐door mediation over the past two years.
GE must send at least 100,000 cubic yards of PCB‐laden materials, including any containing 50 parts per million or more
of the toxin, to an out‐of‐state facility. But, the EPA will allow the company to create a 20‐acre landfill at a former quarry
in Lee to receive more than 1 million cubic yards of material.
As part of the deal, GE agreed to do more to remove PCBs than the EPA's 2016 permit required, adding elements to the
cleanup, including steps to remove, rather than cap, 100 acres of soils that contain PCBs.
'Bad behavior'
The secrecy of the months spent in mediation brought condemnation throughout Wednesday's comments.
Marie Field called in to summon the memory of artist Norman Rockwell and his series of paintings known as the "Four
Freedoms." One such freedom is that of speech, as well as public assembly, Field said. And the mediation was hardly
that, in her view.
"We were appalled that such a huge decision for our area was being made in mediation by a handful of people," Field
told the EPA. She said the plan gives GE "a pass."
"It's just like rewarding bad behavior," she said. A local grassroots movement, No PCB Dumps, opposes the landfill and is
considering ways to block it.
Other callers faulted what they see as the "blood money" of the February settlement agreement, which provides $25
million each to Lee and Lenox, with smaller amounts to other towns.
Robert Jones, of Greylock Street in Lee, told the EPA that he lives a few miles from the planned disposal site and grew up
in the region.
While Jones said he would leave the science to others, he rapped how the current plan came to be, including secret
negotiations among town officials, the EPA and the company.
"I'm terribly opposed to how the decision was arrived at," Jones said, calling out the approval granted by a three‐
member Lee board. "I beg you to reconsider your decision. There should not be a chemical dump in Lee or anywhere
else in Berkshire County."
The current plan allows for local disposal. Previously, the EPA, in a 2016 cleanup order, required GE to ship the
polychlorinated biphenyls removed from the river and flood plain out of state.
Kelly, the Lenox resident, questioned why residents in the area were not asked about a local disposal site before the
agreement was reached.
"There was no contact with the residents," she said.
Holly Hardman, of Great Barrington, was among several who called for the EPA to slow the process and allow more time
for public responses. She said the process smacks of "strong‐arm tactics."
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"I want river remediation, but I want it done safely," she said. "We now have this misguided plan to reckon with. This
plan is being rushed through. Please put the brakes on this plan and do the responsible thing."
Charlie Cianfarini, of Pittsfield, interim executive director of Citizens for PCB Removal, asked the EPA to grant more time
for public comment. He offered pointed critiques of the initial work plan filed by GE, saying it raises questions about
future oversight of the Lee dump, known as the Upland Disposal Facility. And he questioned whether the plan does
enough to deal with the presence of the PCBs that GE put into the environment from its former Pittsfield operations.
PCBs are listed as a probable carcinogen. Cianfarini noted that, even after the cleanup, according to the company's initial
statement of work, the toxin will continue to migrate downstream in what he termed substantial amounts.
"We must not allow this inadequate plan to stand, if we care about our communities," Cianfarini said.
The third and final public hearing, from 6:30 to 10 p.m. Sept. 15, can be accessed by phone or the internet. People who
want to speak must register in advance, the agency says.
Information on how to do that can be found at the EPA's Housatonic River webpage: epa.gov/ge‐housatonic.
Through Sept. 18, comments can be emailed to r1housatonic@epa.gov, faxed to 617‐918‐0028, or mailed to GE‐
Housatonic River Site Public Comments, EPA Region 1, 5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01), Boston, MA 02109‐
3912.
Larry Parnass can be reached at lparnass@berkshireeagle.com, at @larryparnass on Twitter and 413‐588‐8341.
‐‐‐‐‐
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=GCp0igb4tWPU7Ca8sm1yrdY9GNN5KobU652QEL4V3
T0%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=U6iDGI50%2BD0mGOLHf7mhMA61Xo7glynHaQzbC4vJmaA%3D&am
p;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca
6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=nS1hqpJwZATStptTGCuy17WRFuyqCKbc9msNE0%2BCZI0%3D&a
mp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf9
76aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=In0FNS4XcwnAmK0PlvzYHHQhfHvqWufWwFe7V%2Fpl
agw%3D&amp;reserved=0
‐‐‐‐‐
On Wednesday, August 12, 2020, 08:27:24 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
3

How was Gerry Doyle any worse than the lovely Linda Tyer, Dan Bianchi, Jimmy Ruberto, & Sara Hathaway? Pittsfield
politics is a big part of the problem for the people who live in and/or care about Pittsfield! Pittsfield politics is totally
predictable year after year, and decade after decade. Municipal taxes, fees, and public debts increase, while the tax
base decreases. The same core group of political hack insiders always pull the same crap, while some of the Pittsfield
politicians' faces change over time. The vested interests (big 3 public unions) always win, the special interests always get
their cut, while Mary Jane and Joe Kapanski always lose. Downtown Pittsfield is not a nice place, especially after
hours. The only economic growth in Pittsfield is in social problems areas such as the underclass and crime. PEDA's
"business" park is 22‐years‐old now, and it is a vacant and polluted wasteland. No "Fortune 500" businesses are going to
arrive in Pittsfield. GE is trying to put its industrial chemicals called PCBs in the town of Lee, which nearly all of the
people of Lee and Lenoxdale oppose. They know full well that Doyle, Tom Hickey, Peter Larkin, and company, from
Pittsfield screwed over their own city by supporting the horrible 2000 Consent Decree with GE and the corrupt EPA. The
Superintendent of Pittsfield's school system is leaving the city for upper class Williamstown because Pittsfield's schools
are more about Pittsfield politics than the children who want to learn. In a nutshell, the problem with Pittsfield politics
is that Mary Jane and Joe Kapanski always get shaken down and screwed over, while the insider political hacks always
make out like the bandits they truly are. In closing, Pittsfield politics does a disservice to the people who live in fear of
their state and local government that is similar to the authoritarian regimes in China and Russia.
‐ Jonathan Melle
On Tuesday, August 11, 2020, 12:36:52 AM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
For the record, Jimmy Ruberto praised Gerry Doyle for signing the 2000 Consent Decree with GE. Ruberto's quote in the
Eagle:
"I think Gerry should best be remembered for saving this city from becoming a Superfund site," said former Pittsfield
Mayor James M. Ruberto, who was one of Doyle's close friends. "I think that the tenacity that he demonstrated during
that period of time to bring about a settlement definitely benefited the city despite some of the criticism he received for
understanding that all negotiated settlements require some compromise."
How could any rational person say this? The 2000 Consent Decree was the WORST decision in the long, sad history of
Pittsfield politics! Allendale Elementary School abuts Hill 78. The capped leaky landfills in Pittsfield will not last much
longer. After the capped leaky landfills break down and become defective over time, GE's PCBs industrial chemicals
pollute the land, water, and air. GE screwed Pittsfield on many levels. Gerry Doyle, God bless him, screwed the people
of Pittsfield by signing the 2000 Consent Decree!
Now, the people of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) are protesting their politicians' horrible decision to put GE's PCBs into a
capped leaky landfill in their town. They know all about Pittsfield's capped leaky landfill problems and issues.
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=GCp0igb4tWPU7Ca8sm1yrdY9GNN5KobU652QEL4V3
T0%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
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%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=U6iDGI50%2BD0mGOLHf7mhMA61Xo7glynHaQzbC4vJmaA%3D&am
p;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca
6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=nS1hqpJwZATStptTGCuy17WRFuyqCKbc9msNE0%2BCZI0%3D&a
mp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf9
76aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=In0FNS4XcwnAmK0PlvzYHHQhfHvqWufWwFe7V%2Fpl
agw%3D&amp;reserved=0
On Thursday, July 16, 2020, 10:57:03 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
July 16, 2020
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle
SEND US YOUR COMMENTS:
EPA Public Comment Period is July 14 ‐ August 28, 2020 Virtual Public Hearing: August 26, 2020
Email: r1housatonic@epa.gov Fax: (617) 918‐0028 OR mail comments, postmarked no later than August 28, 2020 to:
GE‐Housatonic River Site Public Comments EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01) Boston, MA 02109‐3912
Hello Corrupt EPA,
I despise the corrupt EPA because it is the worst bureaucracy in the history of the World that does a total disservice to
the environment in favor big business. The February 10, 2020, horrible settlement between the corrupt EPA and GE is
Exhibit A!
GE has yet to make a financial commitment to cleanup the Housatonic River. Without a serious and sincere financial
commitment from GE, the settlement is an empty promise. The $576 million price to cleanup the Housatonic River is a
joke. It will cost a lot more than $576 million over one dozen years.
GE has an excessive amount of debts that total in the tens of billions of dollars. The economy is in the 2020 economic
recession that could last years. There is no guarantee that GE will be able to pay the many hundreds of millions of
dollars for the cleanup of the Housatonic River through the 2030s.
My mom was born and lived a majority of her life in Pittsfield (Mass.) and she had cancer twice in her life (1990,
2006/2007). Thousands of Pittsfield area residents have suffered and/or died of cancer due to GE’s cancer causing
chemicals called PCBs. The 2000 Consent Decree capped a majority of GE’s industrial chemicals. The capped leaky
landfills are ineffective because they do not last forever. Once the capped leaky landfills become defective over time,
the chemicals pollute the land, water, and air. Capped leaky landfills are a Band‐Aid solution on a major wound.

The people were deliberately left out of the EPA’s negotiations with GE for decades, and a majority of people are
currently upset and/or protesting the latest settlement. The residents of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) do not want a
capped leaky landfill near their properties, which will plummet after GE puts it toxic waste dump there. It is wrong on
many levels, including financial, health, and environmental. The people know Gerry Doyle, Tom Hickey, and Peter Larkin
sold out Pittsfield two decades ago, and they know they are being sold out now.
In Truth!
5

Jonathan A. Melle
‐‐‐‐‐
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=GCp0igb4tWPU7Ca8sm1yrdY9GNN5KobU652QEL4V3
T0%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=U6iDGI50%2BD0mGOLHf7mhMA61Xo7glynHaQzbC4vJmaA%3D&am
p;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca
6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=nS1hqpJwZATStptTGCuy17WRFuyqCKbc9msNE0%2BCZI0%3D&a
mp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7C70aa15f08358419cc23808d84add3af5%7C88b378b367484867acf9
76aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637341661325140537&amp;sdata=In0FNS4XcwnAmK0PlvzYHHQhfHvqWufWwFe7V%2Fpl
agw%3D&amp;reserved=0
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 4:38 PM
R1Housatonic; Patrick Fennell
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle - 16July2020

Hello Patrick Fennell:
Thank you for your response to my most recent letter to the corrupt EPA. You are right about politicians. The U.S.
Senate is still on its current 25 day recess, while millions of Americans are trying to survive the COVID‐19 pandemic and
2020 economic recession that is the worst recession since the Great Depression in the 1930's. The people who live in
Berkshire County are getting screwed over once again by the corrupt EPA, and the politicians there are doing nothing
about it. Smitty Pignatelli even wrote an op‐ed in the Dirty Bird (Berkshire Eagle) supporting the horrible settlement
with GE, which has $81.1 billion in debts and has not put even one penny in an escrow or trust account towards a billion
dollar project that will take over one dozen years to complete. The people of Lee (Mass.) overwhelmingly do not want a
toxic waste leaky landfill in their town, but Smitty Pignatelli doesn't listen to his constituents. I no longer believe We the
People really live in a Democracy because our politicians and corrupt bureaucrats, such as the EPA, do whatever they
want with no regard towards We the People. I don't know what else to say to you, Patrick Fennell, other than keep
speaking out on the issues that matter to We the People. But, I don't think it will do any good with influencing the ruling
elite who collect millions of dollars from highly paid special interests lobbyists, such as Peter Larkin and Daniel Bosley.
In Truth!
Jonathan Melle
On Friday, August 28, 2020, 06:13:05 AM EDT, Patrick Fennell <letmepaintpf@yahoo.com> wrote:
Jonathon;
If someone fails to pay a toll on the Maa Pike he/she can lose their drivers' license and or registration. Fail to pay a
parking ticket, no drivers' license.
However if you are a company that pollutes and destroys 100 Bridge Street, Great Barrington or Pittsfield, MA you get
to negotiate and usually get a FREE PASS.
Thank our sitting elected politicians for this corrupt way of handling and prioritizing sinners. Anyone who has served
more than one term in office should be in prison right now. Not cushy government offices.
Patrick Fennell
On Thursday, August 27, 2020, 07:02:07 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
Hello again, corrupt EPA,
GE recently reported that it has $81.1 billion in debts. The corrupt EPA and GE have not even deposited one single
penny into an escrow or trust account to pay for a so‐called cleanup project of the polluted Housatonic River that will
last over one dozen consecutive years. The so‐called cleanup of Pittsfield's toxic waste industrial chemicals cost GE over
$500 million. The polluted Housatonic River is many miles longer than Pittsfield's so‐called cleanup under the horrible
2000 Consent Decree.
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Without at least $1 billion in an escrow or trust account paid upfront by GE, then the horrible 2020 corrupt EPA and GE
announced settlement is nothing but an empty promise! $81.1 billion in debts means that GE is in serious financial
trouble. Moreover, GE has been accused of accounting fraud since 1995, or for the past 25 years. How could the
corrupt EPA rationally accept any kind of agreement with the heavily indebted and alleged accounting fraudster GE
company without an upfront financial commitment?
Also, if the corrupt EPA allows GE to put a toxic waste leaky landfill in Lee (Mass.), then the local property owners will
see their property values plummet. GE should be made to compensate the local property owners who live in both Lee
and Lenoxdale.
In Truth!
Jonathan Melle
‐‐‐‐‐
"At first EPA forum, Berkshire residents bemoan plan for local PCB disposal"
By Larry Parnass, The Berkshire Eagle, August 26, 2020
The phone line open, callers got their chance Wednesday to say what they think of the latest Housatonic River cleanup.
First‐time caller?
Not likely, not after years of similar public hearings. But, the day's two call‐in and online sessions, convened by the
Environmental Protection Agency amid coronavirus pandemic precautions, marked the first time the agency took views
on a plan that includes PCB disposal in Berkshire County.
And that proposed Lee dump took the heat, for the most part.
"I feel that toxic is toxic. I don't know how you want to spin it," said Deborah Kelly, of 74 West St. in Lenox. "The public
needs much more time to deal with this."
The EPA will hold another online and telephone comment session Sept. 15. Written comments will be accepted through
Sept. 18.
After that, the agency legally is bound to respond to the comments, as it has with previous cleanup plans, then produce
a final version of the plan it unveiled July 9.
That document was the fruit of a settlement agreement with the General Electric Co., the polluter, and with local
municipalities and groups that took part in closed‐door mediation over the past two years.
GE must send at least 100,000 cubic yards of PCB‐laden materials, including any containing 50 parts per million or more
of the toxin, to an out‐of‐state facility. But, the EPA will allow the company to create a 20‐acre landfill at a former quarry
in Lee to receive more than 1 million cubic yards of material.
As part of the deal, GE agreed to do more to remove PCBs than the EPA's 2016 permit required, adding elements to the
cleanup, including steps to remove, rather than cap, 100 acres of soils that contain PCBs.
'Bad behavior'
The secrecy of the months spent in mediation brought condemnation throughout Wednesday's comments.
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Marie Field called in to summon the memory of artist Norman Rockwell and his series of paintings known as the "Four
Freedoms." One such freedom is that of speech, as well as public assembly, Field said. And the mediation was hardly
that, in her view.
"We were appalled that such a huge decision for our area was being made in mediation by a handful of people," Field
told the EPA. She said the plan gives GE "a pass."
"It's just like rewarding bad behavior," she said. A local grassroots movement, No PCB Dumps, opposes the landfill and is
considering ways to block it.
Other callers faulted what they see as the "blood money" of the February settlement agreement, which provides $25
million each to Lee and Lenox, with smaller amounts to other towns.
Robert Jones, of Greylock Street in Lee, told the EPA that he lives a few miles from the planned disposal site and grew up
in the region.
While Jones said he would leave the science to others, he rapped how the current plan came to be, including secret
negotiations among town officials, the EPA and the company.
"I'm terribly opposed to how the decision was arrived at," Jones said, calling out the approval granted by a three‐
member Lee board. "I beg you to reconsider your decision. There should not be a chemical dump in Lee or anywhere
else in Berkshire County."
The current plan allows for local disposal. Previously, the EPA, in a 2016 cleanup order, required GE to ship the
polychlorinated biphenyls removed from the river and flood plain out of state.
Kelly, the Lenox resident, questioned why residents in the area were not asked about a local disposal site before the
agreement was reached.
"There was no contact with the residents," she said.
Holly Hardman, of Great Barrington, was among several who called for the EPA to slow the process and allow more time
for public responses. She said the process smacks of "strong‐arm tactics."
"I want river remediation, but I want it done safely," she said. "We now have this misguided plan to reckon with. This
plan is being rushed through. Please put the brakes on this plan and do the responsible thing."
Charlie Cianfarini, of Pittsfield, interim executive director of Citizens for PCB Removal, asked the EPA to grant more time
for public comment. He offered pointed critiques of the initial work plan filed by GE, saying it raises questions about
future oversight of the Lee dump, known as the Upland Disposal Facility. And he questioned whether the plan does
enough to deal with the presence of the PCBs that GE put into the environment from its former Pittsfield operations.
PCBs are listed as a probable carcinogen. Cianfarini noted that, even after the cleanup, according to the company's initial
statement of work, the toxin will continue to migrate downstream in what he termed substantial amounts.
"We must not allow this inadequate plan to stand, if we care about our communities," Cianfarini said.
The third and final public hearing, from 6:30 to 10 p.m. Sept. 15, can be accessed by phone or the internet. People who
want to speak must register in advance, the agency says.
Information on how to do that can be found at the EPA's Housatonic River webpage: epa.gov/ge‐housatonic.
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Through Sept. 18, comments can be emailed to r1housatonic@epa.gov, faxed to 617‐918‐0028, or mailed to GE‐
Housatonic River Site Public Comments, EPA Region 1, 5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01), Boston, MA 02109‐
3912.
Larry Parnass can be reached at lparnass@berkshireeagle.com, at @larryparnass on Twitter and 413‐588‐8341.
‐‐‐‐‐
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867ac
f976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=QNuplznZq2P9D8OfXCNUR%2BwVKU%2F8anUHw7K
g1Tpn1cQ%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=lNj6Nti868fOkWmC7NbV9IyUmR%2FRvnNuNg3BBJ5GIR4%3D&amp;r
eserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbec
a6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=qHZfzyJ7eQH0%2F1G99H2%2Fip9fVrdehsMv3Zf1%2BnpmhcI%3
D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=v1M%2BIqjqYQf721omejH%2FeK9j9A2M%2Fnz97E3S
bypRNBA%3D&amp;reserved=0
‐‐‐‐‐
On Wednesday, August 12, 2020, 08:27:24 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
How was Gerry Doyle any worse than the lovely Linda Tyer, Dan Bianchi, Jimmy Ruberto, & Sara Hathaway? Pittsfield
politics is a big part of the problem for the people who live in and/or care about Pittsfield! Pittsfield politics is totally
predictable year after year, and decade after decade. Municipal taxes, fees, and public debts increase, while the tax
base decreases. The same core group of political hack insiders always pull the same crap, while some of the Pittsfield
politicians' faces change over time. The vested interests (big 3 public unions) always win, the special interests always get
their cut, while Mary Jane and Joe Kapanski always lose. Downtown Pittsfield is not a nice place, especially after
hours. The only economic growth in Pittsfield is in social problems areas such as the underclass and crime. PEDA's
"business" park is 22‐years‐old now, and it is a vacant and polluted wasteland. No "Fortune 500" businesses are going to
arrive in Pittsfield. GE is trying to put its industrial chemicals called PCBs in the town of Lee, which nearly all of the
people of Lee and Lenoxdale oppose. They know full well that Doyle, Tom Hickey, Peter Larkin, and company, from
Pittsfield screwed over their own city by supporting the horrible 2000 Consent Decree with GE and the corrupt EPA. The
Superintendent of Pittsfield's school system is leaving the city for upper class Williamstown because Pittsfield's schools
are more about Pittsfield politics than the children who want to learn. In a nutshell, the problem with Pittsfield politics
is that Mary Jane and Joe Kapanski always get shaken down and screwed over, while the insider political hacks always
make out like the bandits they truly are. In closing, Pittsfield politics does a disservice to the people who live in fear of
their state and local government that is similar to the authoritarian regimes in China and Russia.
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‐ Jonathan Melle
On Tuesday, August 11, 2020, 12:36:52 AM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
For the record, Jimmy Ruberto praised Gerry Doyle for signing the 2000 Consent Decree with GE. Ruberto's quote in the
Eagle:
"I think Gerry should best be remembered for saving this city from becoming a Superfund site," said former Pittsfield
Mayor James M. Ruberto, who was one of Doyle's close friends. "I think that the tenacity that he demonstrated during
that period of time to bring about a settlement definitely benefited the city despite some of the criticism he received for
understanding that all negotiated settlements require some compromise."
How could any rational person say this? The 2000 Consent Decree was the WORST decision in the long, sad history of
Pittsfield politics! Allendale Elementary School abuts Hill 78. The capped leaky landfills in Pittsfield will not last much
longer. After the capped leaky landfills break down and become defective over time, GE's PCBs industrial chemicals
pollute the land, water, and air. GE screwed Pittsfield on many levels. Gerry Doyle, God bless him, screwed the people
of Pittsfield by signing the 2000 Consent Decree!
Now, the people of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) are protesting their politicians' horrible decision to put GE's PCBs into a
capped leaky landfill in their town. They know all about Pittsfield's capped leaky landfill problems and issues.
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867ac
f976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=QNuplznZq2P9D8OfXCNUR%2BwVKU%2F8anUHw7K
g1Tpn1cQ%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=lNj6Nti868fOkWmC7NbV9IyUmR%2FRvnNuNg3BBJ5GIR4%3D&amp;r
eserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbec
a6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=qHZfzyJ7eQH0%2F1G99H2%2Fip9fVrdehsMv3Zf1%2BnpmhcI%3
D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=v1M%2BIqjqYQf721omejH%2FeK9j9A2M%2Fnz97E3S
bypRNBA%3D&amp;reserved=0
On Thursday, July 16, 2020, 10:57:03 PM EDT, Jonathan A. Melle <jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com> wrote:
July 16, 2020
Re: EPA Public Comment from Jonathan Melle
SEND US YOUR COMMENTS:
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EPA Public Comment Period is July 14 ‐ August 28, 2020 Virtual Public Hearing: August 26, 2020
Email: r1housatonic@epa.gov Fax: (617) 918‐0028 OR mail comments, postmarked no later than August 28, 2020 to:
GE‐Housatonic River Site Public Comments EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01) Boston, MA 02109‐3912
Hello Corrupt EPA,
I despise the corrupt EPA because it is the worst bureaucracy in the history of the World that does a total disservice to
the environment in favor big business. The February 10, 2020, horrible settlement between the corrupt EPA and GE is
Exhibit A!
GE has yet to make a financial commitment to cleanup the Housatonic River. Without a serious and sincere financial
commitment from GE, the settlement is an empty promise. The $576 million price to cleanup the Housatonic River is a
joke. It will cost a lot more than $576 million over one dozen years.
GE has an excessive amount of debts that total in the tens of billions of dollars. The economy is in the 2020 economic
recession that could last years. There is no guarantee that GE will be able to pay the many hundreds of millions of
dollars for the cleanup of the Housatonic River through the 2030s.
My mom was born and lived a majority of her life in Pittsfield (Mass.) and she had cancer twice in her life (1990,
2006/2007). Thousands of Pittsfield area residents have suffered and/or died of cancer due to GE’s cancer causing
chemicals called PCBs. The 2000 Consent Decree capped a majority of GE’s industrial chemicals. The capped leaky
landfills are ineffective because they do not last forever. Once the capped leaky landfills become defective over time,
the chemicals pollute the land, water, and air. Capped leaky landfills are a Band‐Aid solution on a major wound.

The people were deliberately left out of the EPA’s negotiations with GE for decades, and a majority of people are
currently upset and/or protesting the latest settlement. The residents of Lee and Lenoxdale (Mass.) do not want a
capped leaky landfill near their properties, which will plummet after GE puts it toxic waste dump there. It is wrong on
many levels, including financial, health, and environmental. The people know Gerry Doyle, Tom Hickey, and Peter Larkin
sold out Pittsfield two decades ago, and they know they are being sold out now.
In Truth!
Jonathan A. Melle
‐‐‐‐‐
Jonathan A. Melle
7 Corduroy Road, Unit 3
Amherst, NH 03031
Telephone: (603) 554‐1113
Cell: (603) 289‐0739
E‐mail: jonathan_a_melle@yahoo.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jonathanmelleonpolitics.blogspot.com%2F&
amp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867ac
f976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=QNuplznZq2P9D8OfXCNUR%2BwVKU%2F8anUHw7K
g1Tpn1cQ%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.luciforo.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=02%7
C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7
%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=lNj6Nti868fOkWmC7NbV9IyUmR%2FRvnNuNg3BBJ5GIR4%3D&amp;r
eserved=0
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https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frankguinta.blogspot.com%2F&amp;data=0
2%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbec
a6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=qHZfzyJ7eQH0%2F1G99H2%2Fip9fVrdehsMv3Zf1%2BnpmhcI%3
D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aldermanpetersullivan.blogspot.com%2F&a
mp;data=02%7C01%7CR1Housatonic%40epa.gov%7Cd0274444dff7410a081408d84b92492b%7C88b378b367484867acf
976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637342438956231015&amp;sdata=v1M%2BIqjqYQf721omejH%2FeK9j9A2M%2Fnz97E3S
bypRNBA%3D&amp;reserved=0
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul J Mercier Jr <pmercier01@comcast.net>
Tuesday, August 04, 2020 10:06 AM
R1Housatonic
GE Housatonic River Clean-up

To whom it may concern,
I’m writing because I grew up in Lenox Dale; a beautiful little village on the banks of
the Housatonic River and the proposed site for a PCB Dump. As a child, we spent
many a summer exploring the riverbanks and estuaries. Surely, the dangerous
chemicals should be removed in a safe manner so that disturbing what’s there does not
become a health threat to the people and wildlife living there. The question is always
who is responsible – the manufacturer who provided jobs, the regulators that didn’t
put enough emphasis on the environment, the politicians who only gauge progress by
the amount of taxes they can raise. Hindsight is painfully clear, but, that does not
preclude the need to rectify the damage. GE has earned billions in profits and local
residents have suffered (or will suffer) the consequences if the EPA does not act
responsibly in their best interest. They do not have the resources to do what’s right for
the environment and thus EPA needs to act on their behalf.
Looking at the areal photos of the area, one can envision beautiful spaces for
recreation, housing, vibrant community activities, etc. both in the little village of Lenox
Dale and along both sides of the river all the way up through this valley. Placing a
hazardous materials dump here would forever prevent any opportunity for future
development after the open gravel pit has had its season. Meanwhile, placing a dump
in this location so close to residential spaces would not only pose a serious health
hazard, it would steal the value of property currently owned by residents and small
businesses. Allowing the destruction of that value would be irresponsible to both
humans and wildlife alike.
Therefore, I implore you to seek alternatives to placing a dump in this location.
Thanks so much,
Paul
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message, including any attachments, is for the sole
use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of
the original message.
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Paul J. Mercier, Jr. CPA
The Mercier Group, pc
PO Box 344
Grantham, NH 03753 USA
Ph (603)496-0243
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

MB <merrittmb@aol.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 11:07 AM
R1Housatonic
housriverkeeper@gmail.com
GE-Housatonic River public comments

To whom it may concern:
Thank you for taking my comments regarding the plan to clean-up the Housatonic
River in the Berkshires.
As a Ph.D. scientist with a degree in Chemistry I am able to understand the
complexities of PCB contamination. As a former Agriculture Commission Chairwoman I
am also able to see the dangers of PCB contamination and its effects on the local
population. As a citizen of Great Barrington I am concerned about the proposed cleanup plan. It has not demonstrated the necessary safety precautions to protect people or
Nature.
I am supportive of bringing bioremediation into the plan as a viable and safer
alternative to dredging, transporting and storing PCB sludge in Lenoxdale/Lee MA.
While there may not be enough evidence now, the future will show this is a better
solution. Please see:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320849554_Bioremediation_of_PCBContaminated_Shallow_river_sediments_The_efficacy_of_biodegradation_using_indivi
dual_bacterial_strains_and_their_consortia
You may be familiar with this research. There are others doing bioremediation
"commercially" It would be a mistake to not take this approach. Storing PCBs is a
challenge that will result in further contamination in the future as the storage fails and
poisons groundwater. The disruption to the river and wildlife from dredging is
unconscionable. GE, while hopefully not polluting the environs still, here, or elsewhere,
has garnered significant financial gain at the expense of people, their places and the
natural environment -- that which sustains us at the most fundamental level. Land and
water contamination robs us of the means to care for ourselves through agriculture and
aquaculture, habitable ground for living and most irresponsibly for the harm it causes to
helpless living beings that are so essential to life on Earth - from the one-celled to the
fish, birds and animals that depend on the Housatonic river. GE must be all in with the
best solution and EPA needs to be there to make sure it happens. What is proposed is
not the best.
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This River has a long history of sustaining life. It was an act of greed and ignorance on
the part of General Electric to poison it. It is only fair that they bring it back to health
without further destruction and harm which will surely happen through the proposed
plan.
I ask you, EPA administrators and scientists, to re-think this plan and adopt a future
thinking solution. GE wields tremendous economic power that overwhelms people and
their environment. It is not right or fair to let that happen.
Thank you for your attention to this critical matter.
Sincerely,
MaryElizabeth Merritt, Ph.D.
110 Christian Hill Road
Great Barrington, MA 01230
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Miller
R1Housatonic
Proposed PCB dump in Lee MA
Monday, September 14, 2020 6:51:02 PM

My wife and I own a home in Lee MA nearby the proposed PCB dump. We are vehemently
opposed to the proposed PCB dump in our town. It will unnecessarily create pollution and it
will threaten our water supply.
Please reject the building of this proposed dump.
Thank you,
Harriet and Bob Miller

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Minkler,Timothy R. <tminkler@berkshireinsurancegroup.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2020 8:14 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump i Lenox Dale< Ma

I am TOTALLY opposed to dumping toxic material in Lenox Dale Ma
Tim Minkler
In order to support social distancing, we have modified customer access to our branch locations. Our branches will be
closed to unscheduled walk‐in customers. Customers can continue to access our services via phone, email or schedule
an in‐person appointment. In order to schedule an appointment please contact us at 866‐636‐0244. This decision
was made with the best interest of our employees, customers and communities.
R. Timothy Minkler, CPCU, LIA
Vice President
Berkshire Insurance Group, Inc.
Berkshire Bank Family of Insurance Agencies
31 Main Street, P.O. Box 885, Stockbridge Ma 01262
Phone: 413‐298‐3741 * Fax: 413‐298‐5102 * Direct: 413‐644‐3590
TMinkler@BerkshireInsuranceGroup.com
Berkshire Bank – America’s Most Exciting Bank®
Life is exciting. Let us help.
www.berkshirebank.com

The Official Bank of NESN’s Boston Bruins coverage.
Please remember that you cannot bind or amend insurance coverage
without speaking personally to a Berkshire Insurance Group Representative.

IMPORTANT: E‐mail sent through the Internet is not secure. Berkshire Bank therefore recommends that you do not send
any confidential or sensitive information to us via electronic mail, including account numbers, or any Personal
Identifiable Information (PII). The information contained in this Email message is intended only for the personal and
confidential use of the designated recipients named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or
an agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this
document in error, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone at 800‐773‐5601.
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August 3, 2020
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
Dear Ms. Purnell,
My comments regarding the Statement of Basis for EPA’s Proposed 2020 Revisions to the
Remedial Action for the Housatonic River “Rest of River” SEMS Doc ID 647211, dated July
2020 follow.
While I appreciate that the purpose of the cleanup is to reduce risks to humans from
consumption of fish and waterfowl; reduce risks from direct contact to sediment and floodplain
soil, reduce ecological risks; and control the sources of releases to reduce downstream
transport of PCBS, I have the following concerns.
On page 10; Consideration of additional riverbank remediation states, “The Draft Revised 2020
Permits adds to those requirements for Reach 5A and 5B banks that do not otherwise require
remediation pursuant to the 2016 Permit, provisions for GE to evaluate PCB data, erosion
potential, the adjacent floodplain removal (if any), constructability issues, and potential impact to
PCB downstream transport should such banks erode and, based on these factors, consider
supplemental bank removal.”
My question is WHO WILL GE HAVE “evaluate PCB data, erosion potential, the adjacent
floodplain removal (if any), constructability issues, and potential impact to PCB downstream
transport should such banks erode and, based on these factors, consider supplemental bank
removal.”?
It seems GE should NOT BE THE EVALUATIVE PARTY for the said evaluation as that may
promote an implicit bias of said evaluation in GE’s favor or skew the subsequent cost/benefit
analysis in GE’s favor. Future human health benefits and environmental/vernal pool/rest of river
contamination/mitigation would be the primary factors considered in evaluating said data and
compiling resulting Quality of Life Compliance Plans resulting from said data evaluation.
On page 13; “Also, for the remediation of Reach 5C, Woods Pond and potentially in backwaters
adjacent to Reach 5C and Woods Pond, GE shall implement, if feasible, a hydraulic dredging
and/or hydraulic pumping approach with material from these areas pumped directly to the
Upland Disposal Facility described below and depicted in Figure 5.”
GE is REQUIRED to implement (the meaning of shall colored in red), IF FEASIBLE (highlighted
by me in blue). What does “feasible” mean? Is there a cost level associated with feasibility
versus infeasibility? What is the level of cost that determines feasibility versus infeasibility. That
M. Mitts, August 3, 2020

cost data shall be included in this statement of basis so that all parties understand what cost
level triggers infeasibility and infeasibility is unacceptable to the municipalities affected.
Continuing on page 13;”To the extent that the hydraulic dredging and/or hydraulic pumping
approach is not feasible, GE shall transport material from Reach 5C and Woods Pond to the
Upland Disposal Facility while avoiding driving on public roads to the maximum extent practical.
Although PCBs from Reach 5C, Woods Pond and potentially in backwaters adjacent to Reach
5C and Woods Pond AT ANY CONCENTRATION MAY BE PUMPED OR TRUCKED TO THE
UPLAND DISPOSAL FACILITY (as described in this paragraph) FOR TEMPORARY
PROCESSING, all materials permanently disposed of at the Upland Disposal Facility shall meet
the standards described in this document.”
This statement is fraught with monitoring issues that must be addressed and there should be a
third party, not GE, responsible for monitoring the concentration of materials be processed
TEMPORARILY and PERMANENTLY STORED in the Upland Disposal Facility that is NOT GE.
Daily monitoring of any and all sediment and soils removed, loaded, transported,
temporarily processed and permanently disposed of shall be overseen, directed,
controlled and compensated by a responsible, neutral, bonded and insured third party.
On Page 13, paragraph 4; “GE will also coordinate with municipal officials and affected
landowners regarding work activities, schedules and traffic routes. GE’s coordination with
officials and landowners shall be described in the relevant work plans submitted to EPA.”
Will the responsible party be an employee of GE or an agent for GE? It seems there should be
a third party/neutral party involved in these important coordinating activities so as to ensure
smooth collaboration and to avoid communication errors and omissions.
On page 14, paragraph 2; “The average concentrations of PCBs to be placed in the Upland
Disposal Facility are estimated to be 20 to 25 ppm, well below the 50 ppm federal criterion for
commercial PCB chemical waste landfills. Segregation of the material will be based on
sampling protocols that are also outline in the Draft Revised 2020 Permit.”
Which party is responsible for “placing the average concentrations of PCBs in the Upland
Disposal Facility? Which party determines the sampling protocols and what are the errors in
sampling outlined that may get past sampling protocols outlined in the Draft Revised 2020
Permit? There should be a neutral third party ensuring daily inputs into the Upland Disposal
Facility are less than or equal to the 20 to 25 ppm of commercial PCB chemical waste
permanently interred in the UDF. Please outline this protocol and discuss the determination of
that portion of the monitoring of this process.
On page 14, paragraph 4; “As outlined in the 2016 Permit and in accordance with CERCLA and
the Consent Decree, periodic review (every five years) will also be conducted to evaluated the
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effectiveness and adequacy of the remedial measures in protecting human health and
environment.”
What party will conduct these reviews? Who pays for these reviews? The funds for these
reviews should be placed in escrow now by GE. An RFP with specific points of review should
be agreed to by EPA, GE and all participants to the Rest of River settlement prior to the first
review being conducted. Will EPA be the party that peer reviews these five year periodic
reports and release the funds to pay the contractor conducting the review? The contracted
reviewing authority must be independent and free from former GE employees or GE contractors.
On Page 18-19, Site Description/Permanent History; “The Rest of River includes approximately
125 miles of river over 12 river reaches”....”in MA and CT and associated floodplain within the
1mg/kg isopleth (approximated by the 10-year floodplain within the first 10.5 miles).”
Can this be modified to the 100 year floodplain given more extreme weather events of recent
years?
Finally, in Attachment E, Page E-3 to E-4, item 6; ...“In any subreach where RCRA hazardous
waste may be present, GE will collect a reasonable number of composite samples for analysis
(for example, TCLP sampling for metals). [What party determines REASONABLENESS? What
is the definition in this sentence of REASONABLE?] If any composite sample demonstrates the
material is RCRA hazardous waste, then: a) the material can be treated until testing
demonstrates that the material is non-hazardous, or b) the material can be disposed of at an
off-site facility in compliance with EPA’s off-site rule (40 CFR S. 300.440).”
Am I to understand that should a higher concentration of 50ppm PCBs is found in composite
samples that “treating until testing demonstrates that the material is non-hazardous”, IN OTHER
WORDS, diluting these highly toxic concentrations with sediment and soil at the Upland
Disposal Facility and dumping them permanently into the UDF is something GE will do in
order to not move more than 100,000 cubic yards of PBCs that can and do harm human health
and impact environment/river health?
I would like each of these questions/comments addressed and answered.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Marybeth Mitts
Select Board Member
Town of Lenox, MA
Cc: Select Board, Town of Lenox; Rest of River Committee; Christopher Ketchen
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ryan Mix <ryanmix@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 5:13 PM
R1Housatonic
housriverkeeper@gmail.com
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments

To whom it may concern:
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Housatonic River dredging and PCB dump site in LenoxDale/Lee,
MA. This email follows my public comments at this past virtual public hearing on September 15, 2020 (logged in under
the name "Emily_Smith").
I am a current resident of Lee, MA residing at 175 Golden Hill, Lee, MA.
I am a current owner of residential building acreage on West Dugway Road, Lenox, MA.
I ask to pause any action on removing contaminated sediment from the Housatonic River and focus efforts on
decontamination rather than moving and containing river bed soil in our community. I do not trust that the containment
efforts can be executed without further accidental spread of toxic waste. I do not trust that the containment can be
successful indefinitely and over unknown future changes to the ground, water, and weather impacting the terrain upon
which the dump is proposed to exist. I also do that trust that removing the waste in the manner proposed will have a net
positive impact on the sensitive ecology in the river's environment over other options worth investigating.
Please consider my community's voice in this matter.
Thank you and be well,
Ryan Mix
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

janis Monachina <innkeeper@crabtreecottage.com>
Saturday, August 22, 2020 9:54 AM
Olson, Bryan
WE DO NOT WANT THE DUMP

To whom it may concern;
As a residents of Lee we are opposed to the agreement of the Berkshire County towns settlement agreement with GE.
We are calling for a more strident clean up, and for the treatment of PCB‐contaminated sediments and soils, without a
dump. This agreement had no public input, and we feel it was signed onto by other towns because it is not in their back
yard.
GE revenues for 2018 we over 121 Billion dollars ‐ they can well afford to clean up the river & we believe they owe it to
Berkshire County after knowingly polluting our river.
PCB Health Experts say there is no safe level of PCB’s. The health effects are not safe for children. The EPA is here to
protect our children! We are calling on the EPA to do it’s job and protect our residents, animals and CHILDREN from
lower birth rates, decreased motor skills, short term memory, and lower ability to learn, respiratory diseases, Asthma,
CANCER, Thyroid and Heart disease, diabetes, altered sex hormones, and suppression of then immune system.
These PCB’s do not break down, are volatile and get in the air. These PCB’s also bio accumulate‐ food chain.
WE URGE YOU TO DO THE RIGHT THING FOR THE BERKSHIRES, AND THE CHILDREN OF THE BERKSHIRES FOR
GENERATIONS TO COME ‐ TREAT! DO NOT DUMP. PLEASE ! WE DESERVE BETTER THAN THIS
Sincerely,
Residents and registered voters of 65 Franklin St, Lee MA Janis Monachina Jeffrey Keenan Julia Keenan Paul Monachina
Sr.
Joyce Monachina
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Judith Monachina <judithmonachina@verizon.net>
Monday, September 14, 2020 9:12 AM
R1Housatonic
Fwd: GE Housatonic River site public comments

Dear EPA representative,
I am writing to express my concern for the proposed PCB dumb in Lee, Massachusetts. There are two strong reasons for
my opposition.
First, Lee is a working class town that had one representative on the committee that took this vote. This was not an
attorney who is used to deal making, as at least one other town had. And it seems highly unfair to have that one person's
vote from the town result in these actions.
The town has recently suffered the loss of its economic engine, and this seems like an unfair turn of events for a town that
is already suffering. One man, who was very outspoken but to me eloquent, spoke in one hearing about how he worked
in the paper mills for his career, and when they closed he went to work as a roofer. All this to diligently pay for his home
and family's well being. His home in particular will be ruined, and many others will feel less safe to the people who live in
them and others who might think of buying them.
Second, it seems that if General Electric can pay the many millions to the towns to essentially coerce the representatives and oddly Lee and Lenox would get the same amount - they can pay to remove the material with the rest of it.
Twenty five million dollars is not enough money for a town that will have the burden of a toxic waste dump, a town that
would also see most of the waste not going in the dump transported through its streets.
It simply is not fair or right.
Thank you.
Judith Monachina
Stockbridge
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elaine Morel <elainetmorel@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 3:50 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in Lee MA

I am writing to express my opposition to dumping pcbs here in Lee MA. Why would we compromise public health and
tourism which is the backbone of our community when there are technologies that can clean this waste
appropriately? Please record my response opposing the dumping of pcbs in Lee MA
Elaine Morel
Lee resident.
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GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912
RE: Opposition to the proposed Lenoxdale/Lee PCB dump.
To whom it may concern:
My name is John Morin and I'm the property owner at 175 Golden Hill in Lee, MA. Please
accept this letter in opposition to GE and the EPAs proposed PCB toxic waste dump at the
shared town line of Lenoxdale and Lee MA.
GE and the EPA's current plan to store PCB contaminated soil dredged from the Housatonic
River in a facility at the Lenoxdale/Lee town line fails to clean the waterway permanently. The
proposed site is only 1000 feet away from the river and the calls for a plastic lined container to
store PCBs. It's not hard to imagine future contamination with an untested container in such
close proximity to the river.
If GE and the EPA are truly committed to cleaning up the river for future generations, it seems
additional public discussion is warranted. I hope you'll contact me if further public discussion
is pending.

~N\~
Sincerely,
John Morin
175 Golden Hill
Lee MA 01238
6174808261
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

msimonesr
R1Housatonic
stop GE from poisining our berkshires
Monday, September 14, 2020 1:49:26 PM

I want the EPA to stop GE from dumping toxic PCB material anywhere in Berkshire county or in
Massachusetts !

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

laura3361@aol.com
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 12:25 PM
R1Housatonic
Dumpsite in Lee/ Lenoxdale MA

To Those Who May Possible Give A Shit About Other REAL people My name is Laura L. Murphy and I live at 1485 Cape Street in Lee, MA. My 6 1/2 acres are only about
3 miles from the proposed dumpsite. I have lived here for 30+ years and intend to pass down this
beautiful home to my family. As a widow and single mother, I have raised four children & a grandchild
in this home. I have struggled to keep it as I have been unable to work and most of my income is
generated from renting a cottage & apartment on the property while living here as well. We have well
water that serves all of us. Without that, I will be unable to sustain my income and I will lose
everything! It would cost thousands of dollars to get hookup to town water, something I can not afford.
How is it alright that hundreds of people be at risk of losing our homes, our livelihoods, and most
frightening of all, our health?
“Your own rules state that approval of these dumps require community support, and this is the
community stating that you do not have it!”
Outstanding complaints to the Attorney General about the open meeting law violations it took to
shove this through, comment period rushed through during a pandemic without in-person hearings, a
hollow permitting plan, the inevitability of the dump leaking, rushed through after decades under an
administration that is actively undoing environmental protections and instructing the EPA to settle
with corporations- ALL of this to save one of the ugliest businesses in the world a bit of pocket
change.
Regards Laura L. Murphy
Laura3361@aol.com
(413)243-4756
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Stone Murphy <stone.murphy@wne.edu>
Friday, August 21, 2020 6:24 PM
Olson, Bryan
EPA and GE PCB Dump Proposal
Comments and Concerns Regarding EPA and GE Dump Project and Provisions .pdf

The townspeople were never given a voice. In fact, our selectmen didn't want us to know.

"It is not our job to form action groups, hire attorneys, and fight for a more conducive environmental dump
solution. It is yours. So here is my ultimate comment and concern regarding the dump: The EPA and proponents
of the deal are barking up the wrong tree. We are not looking to make a compromise here. I encourage you to
cease using your energy and our tax dollars to formulate a better Woods Pond dump solution. The truth is none
of your plans have come close to being as beneficial to the townspeople since the starting point of this deal four
years ago prior to President Trump’s federal environmental rollbacks. This community stands for no PCB
dumping in our backyards, period."

Stone Murphy
Political Science & Philosophy
Class of 2023 Senate Representative
WNEU

1

Murphy 1
July 13th, 2020
Stone Murphy
1485 Cape Street
Lee, MA 01238
413-644-6632
United States Environmental Protection Agency
EPA New England
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912

To the office of the United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Thank you for your consideration and correspondence. Allow me to introduce myself. I
am your constituent. I am an aspiring public serviceman studying Political Science, Psychology,
and Moral Philosophy in Springfield, Massachusetts. I have spent my entire life roaming the
picturesque, ancient hills and forests of Berkshire County, Massachusetts. This land commands
respect. Ours homes, tucked and nestled into the Appalachian Mountains, remind people of the
symbiotic relationship between Earth and man. We are the forgotten pocket in the
commonwealth you serve, and while it is true that you represent us it seems that the means we
seek in our lives are more likely to be provided by our neighbors in New York. Corporate and
political policies have economically relegated our communities to struggling service sectors. The
collapse of the American mill and factory thanks to Democratic policy such as the North
American Free Trade Agreement along with the collapse of the working man’s union and the
deconstruction of corporate accountability for their laborers thanks to Republican policy has left
about 100,000 people ultimately reliant on the upper-class economic stimulation of fortunate
tourists. I have seen this issue firsthand.
While our politicians, protective bureaus, and employers have put us in this unfortunate
position, I am proud to boast that my community has embraced our role as quiet, cultured,
service-driven bunch. The Red Lion Inn, Tanglewood, Norman Rockwell’s Museum, Edith
Wharton’s home, and Shakespeare and Company. Each of the locations are within 10 miles of
the proposed carcinogenic dump site. Each of these examples are historic gems that generate the

Murphy 2
state more money than I have seen in my entire life. Several celebrities such as Oprah Winfrey
and Billy Joel, even a handful of US Presidents, have experienced and enjoyed the magic of
colonial New England while staying in the Red Lion. I have personally served Bryan Cranston
here. Allow me to finally address the elephant, lest I make haste and lose your attention.
Our residents understand that the removal of Housatonic PCB’s is the chief goal of this
project. We acknowledge that this is movement in the proper direction. I swear to you, we even
realize that this entire project has our best interest in mind. As a Political Science major and
enthusiast, I understand that public health, quality of land, and value of land are not the only
pieces to this puzzle. I get it. Deals must be made. A good deal is a good deal. At some point the
importance of our public health does not outweigh the importance of complicated diplomatic
logistics and affordability. I bet that none of our residents have proposed, in your eyes, a more
sensible deal. This leads me to my point.
It is not our job to form action groups, hire attorneys, and fight for a more conducive
environmental dump solution. It is yours. So here is my ultimate comment and concern regarding
the dump: The EPA and proponents of the deal are barking up the wrong tree. We are not
looking to make a compromise here. I encourage you to cease using your energy and our tax
dollars to formulate a better Woods Pond dump solution. The truth is none of your plans have
come close to being as beneficial to the townspeople since the starting point of this deal four
years ago prior to President Trump’s federal environmental rollbacks. This community stands for
no PCB dumping, period.
To further express the implications of this matter. The tourists and part-time residents
who provide my family and my community with means to live are largely naïve to former
environmental degradation at the hands of GE as well as the shortcomings regarding the
protection of people along, as well as the cleanup of the Housatonic River at the hands of the
United States government. They will know about it. They will see your every action and your
every inaction and history will repeat itself once more. The last remaining industry in the
Berkshires will be wounded in a major artery. The money will leave, and then so will the people.
Our lives have already been flipped upside down by natural circumstances such as the COVID19 pandemic. Now we are largely returning to work and reopening points of contact, further
exposing ourselves to the virus. You leave us no choice. Our lives are a product of the society
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you have created. Do not make our situation any worse. As a community we will continue to
take measures against this proposal. Experts have given us reasonable cause to believe a
malfunction with your plan could severely exacerbate issues. We do not want a water supply like
the victimized residents of Flint, Michigan or Baton Rouge, Louisiana. I do not want you
jeopardizing my family’s six-acre property that will stand as an essential asset to me someday.
Maybe I will even want to raise my children there. May God protect those that do. Please, take
your duct tape and half-hearted job and find somewhere else for it.
We the people are prepared to resist this measure at all costs up to the highest degree of
passive demonstration. I personally proclaim my intention to peacefully thwart the dump at
Woods Pond up to the point of detainment. People will see what happens on that day. I
encourage you to act conscientiously.
NO PCB DUMPS
Stone Andrew Murphy
Political Science Major and Class Representative
Western New England University

Murphy 1
July 13th, 2020
Stone Murphy
1485 Cape Street
Lee, MA 01238
413-644-6632
United States Environmental Protection Agency
EPA New England
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912

To the office of the United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Cc. The State Office of Congressman Richard Neal
Thank you for your consideration and correspondence. Allow me to introduce myself. I
am your constituent. I am an aspiring public serviceman studying Political Science, Psychology,
and Moral Philosophy in Springfield, Massachusetts. I have spent my entire life roaming the
picturesque, ancient hills and forests of Berkshire County, Massachusetts. This land commands
respect. Ours homes, tucked and nestled into the Appalachian Mountains, remind people of the
symbiotic relationship between Earth and Man. We are the forgotten pocket in the
commonwealth you serve, and while it is true that you represent us it seems that the means we
seek in our lives are more likely to be provided by our neighbors in New York. Corporate and
political policies have economically relegated our communities to struggling service sectors. The
collapse of the American mill and factory thanks to Democratic policy such as the North
American Free Trade Agreement along with the collapse of the working man’s union and the
deconstruction of corporate accountability for their laborers thanks to Republican policy has left
about 100,000 people ultimately reliant on the upper-class economic stimulation of fortunate
tourists. I have seen this issue firsthand.
While our politicians, protective bureaus, and employers have put us in this unfortunate
position, I am proud to boast that my community has embraced our role as quiet, cultured,
service-driven bunch. The Red Lion Inn, Tanglewood, Norman Rockwell’s Museum, Edith
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Wharton’s home, and Shakespeare and Company. Each of the locations are within 10 miles of
the proposed carcinogenic dump site. Each of these examples are historic gems that generate the
state more money than I have seen in my entire life. Several celebrities such as Oprah Winfrey
and Billy Joel, even a handful of US Presidents, have experienced and enjoyed the magic of
colonial New England while staying in the Red Lion. I have personally served Bryan Cranston
here. Allow me to finally address the elephant, lest I make haste and lose your attention.
Our residents understand that the removal of Housatonic PCB’s is the chief goal of this
project. We acknowledge that this is movement in the proper direction. I swear to you, we even
realize that this entire project has our best interest in mind. As a Political Science major and
enthusiast, I understand that public health, quality of land, and value of land are not the only
pieces to this puzzle. I get it. Deals must be made. A good deal is a good deal. At some point the
importance of our public health does not outweigh the importance of complicated diplomatic
logistics and affordability. I bet that none of our residents have proposed, in your eyes, a more
sensible deal. This leads me to my point.
It is not our job to form action groups, hire attorneys, and fight for a more conducive
environmental dump solution. It is yours. So here is my ultimate comment and concern regarding
the dump: The EPA and proponents of the deal are barking up the wrong tree. We are not
looking to make a compromise here. I encourage you to cease using your energy and our tax
dollars to formulate a better Woods Pond dump solution. The truth is none of your plans have
come close to being as beneficial to the townspeople since the starting point of this deal four
years ago prior to President Trump’s federal environmental rollbacks. This community stands for
no PCB dumping, period.
To further express the implications of this matter. The tourists and part-time residents
who provide my family and my community with means to live are largely naïve to former
environmental degradation at the hands of GE as well as the shortcomings regarding the
protection of people along, as well as the cleanup of the Housatonic River at the hands of the
United States government. They will know about it. They will see your every action and your
every inaction and history will repeat itself once more. The last remaining industry in the
Berkshires will be wounded in a major artery. The money will leave, and then so will the people.
Our lives have already been flipped upside down by natural circumstances such as the COVID-

Murphy 3
19 pandemic. Now we are largely returning to work and reopening points of contact, further
exposing ourselves to the virus. You leave us no choice. Our lives are a product of the society
you have created. Do not make our situation any worse. As a community we will continue to
take measures against this proposal. Experts have given us reasonable cause to believe a
malfunction with your plan could severely exacerbate issues. We do not want a water supply like
the victimized residents of Flint, Michigan or Baton Rouge, Louisiana. I do not want you
jeopardizing my family’s six-acre property that will stand as an essential asset to me someday.
Maybe I will even want to raise my children there. May God protect those that do. Please, take
your duct tape and half-hearted job and find somewhere else for it.
We the people are prepared to resist this measure at all costs up to the highest degree of
passive demonstration. I personally proclaim my intention to peacefully thwart the dump at
Woods Pond up to the point of detainment. People will see what happens on that day. I
encourage you to act conscientiously.
NO PCB DUMPS
Stone Andrew Murphy
Political Science Major and Class Representative
Western New England University

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steve Murray <s.l.murray39@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 06, 2020 10:32 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in LenoxDale/Lee

What stupidity! A PCB dump 1100 feet about the Housatonic River??? Last I knew, ground runoff moves downhill!
Steve Murray
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judith Nardacci
R1Housatonic
Housatonic Rest of River Comment
Thursday, September 03, 2020 2:22:33 PM

Housatonic Rest of River Comment
I am responding to the request for comments on the Proposed Remedial Action of the
Housatonic River. My husband and I have lived less than a mile from the river for our entire fiftyfive year marriage. Our children were both raised here. Many of our neighbors have been living
here as long or longer, and some families have been here for generations.
One of my favorite walks in my town crosses the river and leads to lovely views of the
surrounding hills. So I am deeply disturbed at the current plan to “clean up” the rest
of the river, for several reasons.
The “clean up” would remove only a portion of the sediments from Woods Pond and the river.
Some of these are to be transported to a “safe disposal site” out of state. Some would be buried
in a lined landfill uphill from the river. And some would remain in the river for the unforeseeable
future. That plan ignores the facts we- or our descendants - will eventually be forced to confront
and deal with:
First is the reality that there is no “safe disposal” possible: we would only be sending our
carcinogenic waste elsewhere, for some other community to deal with. If history is any guide,
that community will be one of poor and low-income people without the resources to contest the
disposal of such waste in their neighborhoods, where eventually they will cause the same kinds
of health problems they have here. We can no longer condone this kind of “solution”.
Second, there is no way to know how long the waste that is intended for burial here will remain
contained. It is most likely to continue to contaminate our land, our homes, our yards, our
streams and rivers, for many years to come, and condemn our children’s children and our
neighbors to the same health problems and untimely deaths our families have experienced. My
own father worked for General Electric’s transformer section for most of his working life. He died
of a brain cancer, glioma. My eldest brother worked in that department for just one summer,
during college. He succumbed to a glioma at fifty two, after two years of invasive, debilitating
treatments that took his energy, his ability to remain in the teaching job he loved, and the
marriage that was the center of his life.
Third, PCB’s do not stay in the places they were used. Sandra Steingraber, a formidable
ecologist and writer who grew up in the Midwest, documents in her book Living Downstream her
own history of cancer: she did not live in an industrial community, but downstream from one. She
also speaks of PCB’s being found in Maine, carried there by air or rain, far from any location
where they were used.
Fourth, there are already experiments already under way to find methods to decontaminate the
PCB’s that have so long plagued our communities. We can no longer choose to have them
carried “away”. In truth, there is no “away”.
For all these reasons, I oppose the current plan, and urge that permanent and non-toxic
solutions be found for this ugly and unfair invasion of our lives, our health, and the natural beauty
and life-giving character of the Berkshires and the Housatonic River.

Judith A. Nardacci
29 Stringer Avenue
Lee, MA 01238-9402
MssEnn29@gmail.com

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Judith Nardacci <mssenn29@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 03, 2020 2:22 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic Rest of River Comment

Housatonic Rest of River Comment
I am responding to the request for comments on the Proposed Remedial Action of the Housatonic River. My
husband and I have lived less than a mile from the river for our entire fifty-five year marriage. Our children were
both raised here. Many of our neighbors have been living here as long or longer, and some families have been
here for generations.

One of my favorite walks in my town crosses the river and leads to lovely views of the
surrounding hills. So I am deeply disturbed at the current plan to “clean up” the rest
of the river, for several reasons.
The “clean up” would remove only a portion of the sediments from Woods Pond and the river. Some of these
are to be transported to a “safe disposal site” out of state. Some would be buried in a lined landfill uphill from
the river. And some would remain in the river for the unforeseeable future. That plan ignores the facts we- or our
descendants - will eventually be forced to confront and deal with:
First is the reality that there is no “safe disposal” possible: we would only be sending our carcinogenic waste
elsewhere, for some other community to deal with. If history is any guide, that community will be one of poor
and low-income people without the resources to contest the disposal of such waste in their neighborhoods,
where eventually they will cause the same kinds of health problems they have here. We can no longer
condone this kind of “solution”.
Second, there is no way to know how long the waste that is intended for burial here will remain contained. It is
most likely to continue to contaminate our land, our homes, our yards, our streams and rivers, for many years to
come, and condemn our children’s children and our neighbors to the same health problems and untimely
deaths our families have experienced. My own father worked for General Electric’s transformer section for most
of his working life. He died of a brain cancer, glioma. My eldest brother worked in that department for just one
summer, during college. He succumbed to a glioma at fifty two, after two years of invasive, debilitating
treatments that took his energy, his ability to remain in the teaching job he loved, and the marriage that was
the center of his life.
Third, PCB’s do not stay in the places they were used. Sandra Steingraber, a formidable ecologist and writer
who grew up in the Midwest, documents in her book Living Downstream her own history of cancer: she did not
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live in an industrial community, but downstream from one. She also speaks of PCB’s being found in Maine,
carried there by air or rain, far from any location where they were used.
Fourth, there are already experiments already under way to find methods to decontaminate the PCB’s that
have so long plagued our communities. We can no longer choose to have them carried “away”. In truth, there
is no “away”.
For all these reasons, I oppose the current plan, and urge that permanent and non-toxic solutions be found for
this ugly and unfair invasion of our lives, our health, and the natural beauty and life-giving character of the
Berkshires and the Housatonic River.
Judith A. Nardacci
29 Stringer Avenue
Lee, MA 01238-9402
MssEnn29@gmail.com
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Janie & Bob Nathanson <jbnathanson@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 04, 2020 8:27 PM
R1Housatonic
jbnathanson@gmail.com
Serious concerns!

To Whom it May Concern:
As East Street residents of Lee, we walk around town every day and see signs in front of almost every home indicating
opposition to the current PCB dumping plan. Clearly, we are all very concerned about the very serious impact this plan
would have on the health and well‐being of current and future residents of the beautiful Berkshires. Particularly, we are
concerned about our children and grandchildren.
It is unconscionable that the current plan is moving forward with NO DIRECT INPUT of local residents. How can the votes
of a few select‐persons determine the future health of thousands of local residents? This definitely feels like we are
being railroaded into following GE’s plan without adequate consultation with scientific experts about state‐of‐the‐art
alternative remediation options. It would seem to us that this would clearly align with the mission of the EPA.
Thank you for your consideration,
Robert and Janis Nathanson
880 East Street, Unit 11D
Lee, MA 01238
Sent from my iPhone
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

kltneil@aol.com
Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:06 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB'S - STOP POISONING THE BERKSIRES!!!

To Whom it May Concern,
We are writing to stop the EPA from forcing us to close water wells to avoid possible water poisoning. We know this dump
will leak!
We do not want thousands of truckloads transporting PCB's through our towns! What happens to our home values? What
happens to our towns from the PCB's that are airborne through transporting? What happens when the liners fail? Why
can't we have a safer remediation?
WE DO NOT WANT THIS DUMP!!! WE NEED TO KEEP OUR FAMILIES AND CHILDREN SAFE! We are looking for
your support to help us.
Sincerely,
Keith and Lori Neil
Sheffield, MA
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My name is Holden Nelson and I’ve lived in Dalton, Massachusetts for 17 years. As a
Berkshire County resident, I was conflicted with several aspects of the Rest of the River
Settlement Agreement. As a chemistry major at Westfield State University who is actively
researching remedial alternatives to dredging, I also had several professional concerns with the
agreement as well, namely, my concerns with the lack of innovative technology being used, the
risks of dredging, and the risk reduction aspect of the proposed permit. On September 10th, 2020
I met with Bryan Olson from the EPA to discuss several technical concerns I had about the
Upland Disposal Facility (UDF) and the apparent lack of innovative technology being used in
this cleanup process.
There is growing concern among residents that the EPA would not fulfill the promise in
Section IV.B of the settlement agreement to use promising treatments in the UDF. The current
pandemic had given me plenty of time to research this topic, but I had personally been unable to
find any record of any pilot studies being conducted. Entering this meeting, I was under the
impression that no studies had been conducted on the river to test if emergent technologies were
applicable at the Housatonic. I was shocked to hear that pilot studies had actually been conducted
on the Housatonic, however, all of them had failed to be appropriate for use on the Housatonic.
Mr. Olson sent me copies of the pilot study analyses the day after our meeting.
In my research, one of the more effective and efficient forms of site remediation relies on
the use of activated carbon, taking porous pieces of pure carbon (like charcoal) and mixing these
amendments into the river sediment.1 The carbon sequesters PCBs from the biosphere, reducing
the amount that wildlife and, by extension, humans are able to consume. Numerous studies cite
that after stirring carbon into the ground, wildlife tissue concentrations of PCBs were reduced by
up to 99%.1,2 I highly recommend that the EPA considers mixing activated carbon in the
soil used when creating caps in the river. Infusing the cap with activated carbon would add an
extra defense buffer against the erosional forces of the river that degrade capped areas. I would
also like the EPA to release detailed plans on how the integrity of the caps will be checked and
how often this will occur as the project stretches on in perpetuity. I highly encourage the EPA to
conduct a pilot study in the Housatonic River on the efficacy of activated carbon as a large-scale
remedial tool, not just in vernal pools. The less we need to dredge the river, the more damage
we can avoid inflicting on our ecosystem. In terms of minimizing damage to the Housatonic
ecosystems, I recommend following the findings of the National Research Council Report4 on
dredging Superfund Megasites. Specifically, “Remedies should be designed to meet long-term
risk-reduction goals (as opposed to metrics not strictly related to risk, such as mass-removal
targets).” In presentations to the public, figures on how much soil will be placed in the UDF and
how much will be carried out-of-state were provided in detail. While this is important logistical
information, I implore both the EPA and the public not to lose focus on the important part of this
operation: reducing the risk of PCB-exposure to ourselves and our ecosystem.
Right now, our biggest risk of PCB contamination is not from inhaling volatilized PCBs
or from walking on the banks of the Housatonic; it’s from bioaccumulation. Our fish and wildlife

are eating material laced with PCBs, becoming afflicted themselves in even higher
concentrations than their food. This works its way up into humans from fishing and hunting local
game, where exposure at this level can severely damage a person’s health. As it stands, the
danger from eating trout from the Housatonic far outweighs the danger of physical contact with
the sediment entering the UDF.
Currently, the biggest point of contention in the community is the decision to construct
the Upland Disposal Facility. Nobody wants a chemical waste landfill in their neighborhood. As
it stands, if we demand “No Dumps”; we lose the current agreement and gamble on having three
high-level dumps instead. Although not anyone’s first choice, the UDF does cut off the avenue
by which toxic PCBs get to humans in a safe and controlled manner. Our food can not eat PCBs
and feed them to us if the PCBs are sealed in a plastic tomb underground. In terms of risk
reduction, the chances of humans being contaminated by PCBs decreases astronomically, and the
risk from the UDF failing leads to a situation which is no worse than we already have. A failure
of the UDF would lead to lightly contaminated leachate flowing back into the river and, more
importantly, away from the drinking water supply. The UDF also comes with a double liner and
two leachate collection systems, so if the first liner were to fail, we’d know about it from the
leachate collected by the secondary leachate collection system and be able to resolve the issue
before any material ever actually left the facility. If somehow both those measures fail,
groundwater monitoring will be conducted annually from now until the end of time. If any of
these groundwater tests indicates damage in the UDF, GE is to be held accountable for it and will
be responsible for cleaning up the mess. Having a long-term vision for future use of the UDF
land (e.g., making it a solar farm or using the land to make a dog park) would go a long way into
calming the ire of local residents. Currently, the image of the UDF land is a toxic,
unapproachable, property-value sinking cesspool. GE and the EPA could work with the
community to give the UDF land function: dedicating as safe, usable space would help change
the negative perceptions of the UDF.
The fervor that has surrounded this settlement has led to an obfuscation of the facts of the
case, making a difficult situation nearly impossible to understand without being hyper-educated
on the issue. Even those hyper-educated on the issue have difficulty cutting through the fog of
confusion that’s settled over this process. It is imperative that GE, the EPA, and the town
selectboards conduct themselves in a transparent manner, and it would be beneficial to have a
layman’s translation of the highly technical documents and work plans available for the average
person to read and understand.
Having talked directly with Mr. Olson, someone who's been involved with the cleanup
since before it began, and seeing the risks of the UDF compared to the alternatives, I feel the
evidence overwhelmingly indicates that approving the Draft Revised 2020 Permit is the best way
to make progress towards a cleaner, safer, and healthier Housatonic. However, I have my
reservations about the agreement, too. I dislike the amount of damage that will have to be done
to the river and its ecosystem to uproot these invasive PCBs. I dislike that hundreds of thousands

of cubic yards of waste are being shipped out of state rather than being treated. Most of all, I
dislike that the PCBs aren’t physically being dechlorinated or rendered inert, and are instead
being sealed into the ground to be watched forever. This is by no means the perfect solution, but
I believe that it is the least risky solution for us, our communities, and the river. There are
safeguards on top of safeguards to make sure that this landfill is as safe as possible for as long as
possible. Should something go wrong with this process, there should be plenty of warning and
time to implement a comprehensive remedial plan before the situation falls out of hand.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

deborah nicholas <debannnicholas@gmail.com>
Monday, August 17, 2020 6:59 AM
R1Housatonic
Fwd: GE PCB Cleanup of the Housatonic River

Subject: GE PCB Cleanup of the Housatonic River

I am opposed to the current plan to dump the PCB's in the Berkshires.
There is technology to actually clean the PCB's and that needs to happen! If more research needs to be done then GET IT
DONE.
At worst, take the cheaper route and truck it to the desert far from any human habitation until you can figure it out.
There should be no expense too high for GE to pay. They have not paid enough and this half measure will be completely
inadequate.
You have all had decades to make progress on this, and you are not holding GE responsible. You have allowed them to leave
the PCB's in Silver Lake so that it will continue to leach out over time. Capping is not good enough.
While you're at it remove the huge PCB dump that is behind an elementary school in Pittsfield, MA. That is a reprehensible and
atrocious location!
Deborah Nicholas
118 Brown Street
Pittsfield, MA 01201

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: deborah nicholas <debannnicholas@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Aug 17, 2020, 6:55 AM
Subject: Re: GE PCB Cleanup of the Housatonic River
To: S Ann <saraann.mp@gmail.com>
Cc: Matty <viamptor@gmail.com>, colleen skiff <colleenskiff@gmail.com>

Will do, thanks!
On Sun, Aug 16, 2020, 3:28 PM S Ann <saraann.mp@gmail.com> wrote:
Feel free to copy my letter or use it as a template.
The more people they hear from the better.
You can also mail a letter or fax one.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: S Ann <saraann.mp@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Aug 16, 2020 at 3:25 PM
Subject: GE PCB Cleanup of the Housatonic River
To: <r1housatonic@epa.gov>
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I am opposed to the current plan to dump the PCB's in the Berkshires.
There is technology to actually clean the PCB's and that needs to happen! If more research needs to be done then GET
IT DONE.
At worst, take the cheaper route and truck it to the desert far from any human habitation until you can figure it out.
There should be no expense too high for GE to pay. They have not paid enough and this half measure will be
completely inadequate.
You have all had decades to make progress on this, and you are not holding GE responsible. You have allowed them to
leave the PCB's in Silver Lake so that it will continue to leach out over time. Capping is not good enough.
While you're at it remove the huge PCB dump that is behind an elementary school in Pittsfield, MA. That is a
reprehensible and atrocious location!
Sara Markwith‐Padgett
284 Dewey Ave
Pittsfield, MA 01201
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dana O"Brien
R1Housatonic
dump site
Monday, September 14, 2020 2:03:47 PM

HelloI am a mother of two living on washington mountain road less than one mile from the
proposed PCB dump site. I have emailed in the past and I will reiterate my concerns about
using this land as a dump. My children deserve a healthy environment to grow up and play in.
No amount of PCB is safe for my children or our community. There are not many
communities like ours and we are truly blessed! Please do not POISON us with this DUMP!!!
Please keep our community safe from this waste!!
Dana Oliva

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Geri O'Brien <obriengeri1@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 23, 2020 5:30 PM
R1Housatonic
Rest of River Cleanup Proposal Public Comment

To Whom it May Concern:
We have lived in Lee for almost 22 years. Although we sometimes miss living by the coast, we have come to see the
Berkshires as our home. Our children live here and it is our hope that they and their children will live long, healthy lives
in this beautiful area. This too is our hope for our neighbors and their children.
It is our view that the Rest of River Cleanup Proposal presents a significant challenge to our community. Simply put, the
considerable and unmitigated risk of PCB contamination places lives and livelihoods at risk. It not only affects this
generation but future generations of Berkshire residents.
There is scientific evidence that the proposed containment systems can leak PCBs into the environment. It seems the
current solution only serves GE and its shareholders.
We believe that GE has a moral and ethical obligation to do right by the Berkshires by investing in a full and ecologically
safe clean up of the river. It owes this to the ordinary people who have contributed to its success but who also live with
its legacy of environmental degradation.
As a taxpayer‐funded government agency, the EPA owes us the assurance that GE will honor its commitments and
engage in a good faith agreement to safely and thoroughly remove PCBs from our river.
Sincerely,
Geri O' Brien and Chad Klapes
105 E Center St.,
Lee, MA
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob <borneorib@roadrunner.com>
Thursday, August 06, 2020 12:26 PM
R1Housatonic
No PCB Dump in the Berkshires!

To whom it may concern,
As a life‐long resident of Lee, I grew up less than two miles from the site where the EPA has proposed a dump
for PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls), left behind when GE
moved their transformer division out of Pittsfield, and Berkshire County.
In the wake of GE's exit, along with the loss of paper mills and other manufacturing plants over the past few
decades, we have come to rely on tourism to survive. Tourists, and second home residents come here to enjoy
the pristine beauty of our end of the commonwealth, and a dump like the one proposed would be disastrous
to the industry. It seems that the best aspects of GE's former presence here is gone, leaving their worst aspect
for us to deal with.
The mere presence of the dump is damaging enough, but historical data have shown that these 'containers'
are inadequate, and will leak over time. Typically, by the time half‐measures like this inevitably fail, the
people responsible are long‐dead or in their dotage, leaving residents, and future residents to contend with
the cleanup.
We know that there are more environmentally‐safe (albeit more expensive to GE) measures to clean up the
mess, such as a bacteria strain that is uniquely effective at degrading these toxic industrial chemicals.
According to the National Science Foundation, "The Bioremediation Consulting Inc. [BCI], with the support of
the National Science Foundation Small Business Innovation Research Program, has been able to culture a
robust PCB‐degrading bacteria in large amounts, which could mitigate this public health problem."
It is unconscionable that EPA have not considered this, and other remediation methods, instead choosing a
container system that has been shown to be inferior and ineffective in the long term.
In solidarity with the other outraged Berkshire residents, whose livelihood, health, and property values are
threatened, and whom were not included in the decision, I condemn the proposed dump, and implore the EPA
to rethink the proposed PCB dump.
Sincerely,
Robert J. O'Brien Jr.
25 Maritta Avenue
Lee, MA 01238
(413) 645‐4103
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Robin O"Herin
R1Housatonic
Stop PCB dumping in Lee and start cleaning up
Monday, September 14, 2020 5:41:09 PM

Hi,
I have lived in Lee for over 40 years. I can’t bear the thought of polluting this beautiful Berkshire gem with a PCB
dump. WTF.
We need to responsibly clean it up, not dump it.
Sincerely,
Robin OHerin
-Robin O'Herin
PO Box 67
Lee, MA 01238
413-243-2271
robin@robinoherin.com

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Logan O&#39;Neil <oscar2576l@yahoo.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 7:57 PM
R1Housatonic
GE rest of river clean up Lee Lenox Dale proposed dump site

My name is Logan o'neil and I Live in Lee massacusetts.
I'm ready in to the EPA to let you know about air pose the hazardous landfill and lead Lenox Dale or anywhere else and
the watershed of Berkshire county.
There was an inadequate opportunity for the citizen to participate at the local state and federal levels relating to all
decisions made during this permitted process.
I support the PCB destruction technology of remediation to Be use in contaminating the sediment and soils at this site
Projected for Lee and Lenox Dale.
I'd like to ask where is the impact study for the residence the stakeholders of Lee, mass... None of the abutters were
given notification.
The residents of people of leave got novo in no say so.
EPA should be holding GE General Electric accountable for all the poisonous toxic PC b's released into the communities
over decades.
Please do not allow a dump and Berkshire county filled with chemical PC b's that are toxic carcinogens that cause
cancer.

Logan o'neil 155 water street Lee mass or 1238
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

TIMOTHY O NEILL <toneill206@aol.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:50 PM
R1Housatonic
No dump

The residents of Lee do not want a dump in our town.

Sent from my iPhone
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

BabsOski <babsilou@gmail.com>
Monday, September 07, 2020 11:17 AM
R1Housatonic
P B dump in housatonic/lenoxdale/lee area of Massachusetts

I strongly object to dumping of toxic waste. I object to the unconscionable Threat to our water supply and health and
well being.i am a voter and will participate in the public hearing. I do not want this dump! Put the PROTECTION back in
the EPA for our earth and populations not the corporations. Now.
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

JoAnn Paradiso <jm_paradiso@yahoo.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 3:55 PM
R1Housatonic
smokya@yahoo.com
THE PCB DUMP - Housatonic River Site Cleanup: I'm a resident who is completely opposed!!

I am a resident of October Mountain village and I'm outraged that once again the public health will be put at risk with a
faulty clean up process. It is clear that the pollution is just being moved from one natural area to another and the
contaminants will be spread around with risk of them contaminating our reservoir and natural areas poisoning wildlife
and residents of the community. I would like to protest this clean up and request that alternate cleaner methods are
put in place instead.
My Contact information is:
JoAnn Paradiso
880 East St #500D
Lee, MA 01238
JM_Paradiso@yahoo.com
Our community will suffer in many ways and I object to this project for the following reasons:
1)Selectmen votes should reflect the sentiments of the community. This was not the case when it comes to the
management of PCBs. Look at the number of signs against the dump. How is it possible that the selectmen voted
against the people’s sentiment? More time is needed to insure a fair and representative vote.
2)We are within 2 miles of the dump. Imagine living near a site that will bring trucks hauling this toxic and dangerous
material in our neighborhoods, potentially leaking onto our streets.
3)Alternative methods of handling PCBs may seem expensive in limited and short‐term thinking. But longer term there
may be a better method and cause less long‐term implications. Where is the long‐term thinking? Have alternatives
been truly considered, like those used to remove PCBs from the marshlands surrounding the Kennedy Space Center?
4)Our children and grandchildren need to stay safe. We live here, whether full time or as 2nd home owners. This is a
beautiful place with the great outdoors available to everyone. Don’t poison our families. There has been enough
correlation between PCBs and many types of cancers. We don’t need any more examples of fatal illnesses related to
toxicity.
5)We do not support the perceived bias against Lenoxdale and Lee and the residents who live on or close to the river, or
the schools that will be affected, and the communities themselves.
6)Our property values will decrease as knowledge of this dump and its toxicity spreads. And the word will get out of
course.
7)The dump would leak into the water supply and river. Even with the best intentions, time and time again the world
has seen toxic dump leakage. This is not new news. And it cannot be denied.

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

linda paradiso <ltp84@yahoo.com>
Saturday, September 12, 2020 7:09 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB dumping site

To Whom It May Concern:
As a resident of Lee, MA I write to inform you of my OPPOSITION to the method of handling and dumping if the toxic
materials from the GE cleanup. As a nurse, I know that any level of PCBs are carcinogenic.
An alternative and safe method must be found.
Linda Paradiso
880 East St. 200C
Lee, MA 01238.
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Paradiso <lindapsychrn@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 11:30 AM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic GE clean you

To Whom It May Concern
This proposal is not in fact a clean up but a removal and containment.
When it leaches downstream into the water supply we will have Flint‐like crisis. GE will be responsible?? The EPA???
Questions remain unanswered.
Due diligence has not been done.
Shame on the governmental agency supposedly developed to protect.
Thank you
Linda Paradiso
Resident
880‐ East Street
Lee
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patti
R1Housatonic
PCB dump
Monday, September 14, 2020 2:47:10 PM

Unfortunately I cannot attend tomorrow’s meeting but want to add my voice to those in opposition to the PCB dump
that is planned.
The community was not consulted during the decision making process. How the selectmen voted on this solution
without hearing from the community is unfathomable. It’s fairly apparent that most are against this solution.
Trucks hauling this toxic material will be going through our neighborhoods possibly leaking onto our streets.
Schools , parks, homes, playgrounds will all be effected.
Alternate methods of handling PCB such as the method used to remove PCB from the marshlands surrounding
Kennedy Space Center are available. Have they been considered or explored?
Lee is a beautiful place with outdoor experiences available for all. We need to keep it safe for future generations.
There is enough information showing a correlation between PCB’s and many types of cancer. Is this the future that
we want to leave our children and grandchildren?
Our property values will probably decrease as word of the dump and it’s toxicity spread.
The dump will leak into our water supply and rivers, of that we are certain as we’ve heard on the news over and
over.
More time is needed to research this situation and to insure a fair and representative vote.
Thank you.
Sent from my iPhone

.Jear El-A,
Do not create pcb ~mm dump in HousalGnic Valley.
Pump by suc,ion hose the pcb ma~erial ~• rail cars en 1he
convenien1ly localed railroad. Take ~o facilily dedica.dlsed
1e iha '\ ma'\erial in Texas or wherever Hudson ma~erial wen1.
The reason f•r lhis is'\• be trea1ed lhe same as ,he people
along the Hudson wer e lrea~ed . No local dumps ~here, se
~herefore ne lecal dumps here.
There could be hepe tha t real es1a~e here will re~ain value
if 1here is ne lecal dump.
Please make e!!orl ~e calculate diminished values wilh dump
here . Talk '\o real es1a1e pe•ple. Compare s uch reduc~ion
10 wha1 GB will save oy leaving pcb's in dump here.
Please noie what is just and pleas e seek juslice and mete it
ou1.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steven Peplowski <steven.peplowski@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 8:49 AM
R1Housatonic
GE Housatonic River Site Public Comments

Hello
I am writing to comment on the revised EPA permit related to the next phase of General Electric's remediation and
cleanup of the Housatonic River.
As a resident of Brunswick Street in Pittsfield, I strongly request that our street not be used as a by‐way to get to the
planned work area. Since the last intrusive work was done just a few years ago, several young families have moved on
the street with young children, and trucks going back and forth would be dangerous.
In addition, I think it is critical to preserve as much wildlife as possible, and it seems like going to the work area from our
street would lead to unnecessary destruction of woodlands, wildlife, and natural habitat. I live on the end of the street
directly abutting the state property and such intrusion would adversely affect the value of our property.
I respectfully urge you to please find other approaches to the work area and minimize / not use our street. Please let
me know if you have any questions.
Thanks for your time.
Steve Peplowski
77 Brunswick Street
Pittsfield, MA
413‐329‐7284
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kelly Perkins <perkins.kelm@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:16 PM
R1Housatonic
Stop the dump

To whom it may concern,
I am writing to express my disapproval over the plans to move and dump PBCs in lee. Make GE take responsibility for
their impact on the environment. Do not risk the future of the beautiful Berkshires. I grew up in lee and my family lives
there. I own a home in Great Barrington. GE needs to do the right thing in remediation for the land without risking the
health and environment of Berkshire County residents.
Thank you for hearing my concerns.
Best,
Kelly Perkins
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dave Pill <dpill@nycap.rr.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:55 AM
R1Housatonic
remediation

Greetings,
I think the plan sucks, I wish it were better, I wish NO COMMUNITY had to accept PCB’s in order to clean the river. But
sending 1 million cubic yards into someone else’s back yard hardly seems acceptable either. While I trust neither GE nor
the Mass DEP nor the EPA completely, I also know that these groups have more of the facts at hand than everyone else.
The only substantive change that I would truly like to see, since I know that this mediation was to come up with a plan
instead of the one that GE was already ordered to do and was possibly more deleterious to the Berkshires – and
that would be to MONITOR it FOREVER, and have GE PRE‐FUND it. It should also have an on‐going process where GE
funds annually for 50 years any earnings the fund doesn’t earn that would yield say an 8 or 10% ROI to ensure it can self‐
sustain. It should be an asset off GE’s books, so if some day it goes bankrupt, that the fund is not part of any bankruptcy
action and the liability to ongoing funding takes precedence over any other cash payouts to GE executives or creditors
for any other purpose. In other words, it makes this fund the number one priority which cannot be avoided. GE has had
good years and bad years – and always seems to figure out how to survive, so this funding should not be allowed to be
avoided through any actions the company may take in the future.
Other than that, I am NOT good with this – but as I have learned, that in life I do not always get what I want, and am not
willing to let the perfect (if one exists) be the enemy of the good.
Dave Pill
17 Holmes Rd
Pittsfield MA 01201
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jodie P <jopixley@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 11:52 PM
R1Housatonic
Public Comment on Permit Modification for GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site

To the United States Environmental Protection Agency in response to the Permit Modification for the GEPittsfield/Housatonic River Superfund Site:
1. I oppose yet another hazardous landfill in Lee, Lenox, Lenox Dale, or anywhere else in this watershed where
I grew up.
2. There was inadequate opportunity for citizens to participate at the local, state, and federal levels relating to
all decisions made during this permitting process.
3. Insufficient contamination is being removed from the river, riverbanks, floodplain, and residential and
commercial properties, making this plan neither protective of human- or environmental health.
4. I support PCB destruction technology to be used on contaminated sediment and soils at this site to render
the toxic chemical compounds harmless.
5. If PCB destruction technology is not employed at this site, I support out of state transport by rail of
contaminated sediment and soils to a federally licensed hazardous waste facility.
6. I grew up in Lee, MA and since I can remember I’ve heard of the most foul stories from community
members talking about the multitude of toxic pollution spewed into nearby waterbodies, in ponds or rivers.
Whether it was Silver Lake nearby GE property catching on fire, the Housatonic River turning colors
depending on what dyes were used on a particular day from the paper mills, or my own personal story of
always being afraid of coming into any kind of contact with the PCB ridden, Housatonic River and its
sediments. THIS IS WRONG, however I realize this story is not unique to all our towns and cities across the
country.
I’m someone who has dedicated my life to watershed and habitat restoration. It has not been an easy road, but
I will never stop working to bring the health of the planet and people together. In our country and around the
world, we tend to look the other way when ordinary people suffer and instead favor big business, money and
power who control the levers of decision-making. These "powers that be" often harm and even kill
unassuming, hardworking, good people who have done nothing to bear the brunt of this utter disregard for
health and life. We don’t expect you to do anything that’s right for ordinary people, we realize you have been
bought and paid for by big business (and if you aren’t personally one of your bosses are) and are in their
pocket because, and particularly, at this time in history, it has never been more the case. I’m so sickened by
the state of affairs in our country and the world and how those at the top simply do not regard people and the
planet with much significance rather than to serve the economic machine.
I could cry writing these words, it’s so sad the human race treats things that are so sacred with such disdain
and disrespect. All I ever think about when seeing ducks and other creatures swimming in the Housatonic
River is “those poor birds, they have to suffer and live in these toxic conditions”. But they are no different from
us, we are those birds, we are living in these toxic conditions. My hope is that enough people write letters to
influence this decision process, and that the responsibility for the waste proposed for this dump is placed
1

squarely back on the lap of GE. Rather than the community to AGAIN bear the brunt of their continuous toxic
and hazardous practices.
The community did not make this mess, they are not responsible for it. GE has earned countless profits off the
backs of ordinary people and they need to take responsibility for what they’ve done rather than continuing to
sicken and destroy the beauty and natural world of my home. The fact that this has to be spelled out, such a
simple life lesson that should be equally applied across the every tax bracket, is offensive. But remarkably,
somehow, people with wealth and power are able to justify themselves out of the most simple of human and
natural laws - whatever mess you create you are responsible for cleaning it up. And noone (I mean noone)
should ever be harmed in the process. GE has already gotten a pass from you in the past to destroy the people
and this place with their toxins, which they have done irreparably.
I hope this letter is met with many others because I have no faith in your agency, but I do have faith in the
power of the human spirit and in numbers of us coming together over this issue to affect change.
Sincerely,
Jodie Pixley
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Pooja Karina <pooja.prema.art@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:52 PM
R1Housatonic
Treat, Don't Dump PCBs, a letter and Berkshire Edge article from a local resident
Letter to the Editor No Dump. .pdf

To all at the EPA,
I am writing to express my strong years-long belief that the PCBs in the Housatonic River should not be
dredged and dumped, but rather treated in-situ in the river itself. I believe we have an opportunity here in
Massachusetts, to be the leading edge of remediation technology in the US. I also posit that it would from
start to finish be not only economically cheaper in terms of the work involved, but also economically, socially
and ecologically healthier by far for all the families, residents and non-human life forms surrounding the
proposed dump site.
Please, for the sake of our river, and for the future generations of this place, make THE RIGHT CHOICE: NO
DUMPS. REMEDIATE INSTEAD. It's not too late to stop the insanity and cowardice that has got it to this
moment. Moreover, the local population is not going to allow a dump to be built here, so you might as well
support us and help make history go in the right direction for once. Please work with The Housatonic River
Initiative to create a holistic plan for cleaning the river. Fast fixes have never, and will never work.
I have written at length about this issue in The Berkshire Edge and have included that letter here as an
attachment.
Respectfully,
Pooja Prema
Mount Washington MA

"Once we begin to feel deeply all the aspects of our lives, we begin to demand from ourselves and from our life-pursuits
that they feel in accordance with that joy which we know ourselves to be capable of. Our erotic knowledge empowers us,
becomes a lens through which we scrutinize all aspects of our existence, forcing us to evaluate those aspects honestly in
terms of their relative meaning within our lives." – Audre Lorde

PoojaPrema.com
RitesofPassageProject.org/2020vision
Ritual-Theatre.org
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Today I woke up thinking about the rivers and #metoo; that the Earth herself is saying
"me too!" The rivers of our world are in threat. They have been and still are the dumping place
for civilization's manufactured chemical wastes. Our local Housatonic River is now once again
faced with an insane prospect thought-up by people who ultimately are disconnected from life.
Men and women who believe that human beings can "fix" nature, better than nature itself. For
the local town governments and organizations to take it upon themselves to decide the future
ecological and public heath of an entire bio-region and peoples without THEIR CONSENT is an
atrocity. We shouldn't be surprised because this is business as usual. All but Mass DEP, and HRI
(Housatonic River Initiative) - who has been working to protect and clean up the river for the last
40 years - signed the settlement. This alone should be a glaring red flag that the settlement is a
bad idea. As I said at the GB meeting on Thursday night, the town governments need to hear
from the youth, the pregnant women, the young families. I am tired of my life and our lives
being decided for us by a majority of old white men. The same goes for my body and the body of
the Earth.
The GE corporation- with a decades-long history of dumping effluents and failing on
their promises to clean up their disasters- has made a "settlement" with the EPA and local
Berkshire town governments to dredge Woods Pond and areas of the river in Lenoxdale and Lee
and to create a dump the size of of 5 football fields beside state forest to contain most of the
dredged PCB-containing sediment. They claim the "plastic liner" will stand the test of time,
despite that there is zero evidence it can or will. They also claim that leachate will not be
released back into the area but rather contained and then carbon-treated. The proposed site is
only 1000 ft. from the river. The further irony is that the manufacturing of this same plastic is
most certainly polluting an ecosystem somewhere else. Some of the dredged material will be
trucked all the way to Detroit MI, to a toxic dump most likely next to other working class
families. It’s the same old story. Governments selling out to corporations, and assuring the public
that “we did the best thing for everyone involved.” Yet when faced with factual questions, the
EPA’s answers are flimsy, often beginning with “uhhhhhh, well….”
The overwhelming majority of people in the Southern Berkshire County are angry and
upset at this. We believe that the local town officials sold us out, and they did - in close door
meetings with GE and the EPA which lasted a year and a half. They bought into GE's scare
tactics and made a settlement which saves GE a mere $50 million (chump change for a megacorporation.) Meanwhile many feel cheated of a vote. AND, WE DESERVE A VOTE. The town
officials have refused a public vote so far because they feared losing in a lengthy and costly legal
battle with GE in the higher courts, and I believe, because they knew a public vote would fail.
Having a dump here runs the REAL RISK of ground-water contamination and air-pollution with
PCBs for YEARS, so that local residents near the dump-site will not even be able to spend much
time outside their homes or garden vegetables or fruit in their backyards. Air pollution can reach
up to 3 miles. GE’s previous track records - including the toxic dump created next to the
elementary school in Allendale - are proof that GE, like all large corporations, is not to be
trusted. They have to be fought all the way up to the highest court, until the local community gets
exactly what they want which is NO DUMP. They want us to believe we can’t win, because they
know we can.
Many people want the dredged PCB material to be entirely shipped out of state. I myself
oppose this because I don’t want it shipped to another low-income community in Detroit or
elsewhere who will have to suffer for generations with more toxic leaching. I don't believe 2
wrongs make a right. That using massive amount of fossil fuels to dredge and then create a dump

or transport waste to another state, makes any sense. ITS JUST CREATING MORE
PROBLEMS DOWN THE LINE— for local people and for others elsewhere. The whole thing
reveals to me the constant state of restlessness and fear in which most of us live. We are too
easily willing to compromise for half-solutions that don’t really make sense, too afraid to ask for
and stand for what we really want. It also reveals, as Krysia Andrews said at the GB meeting, a
profound "lack of imagination." Because the completion of a dump here could take a minimum
of 15 years- and a maximum that is unknown, I advocate for leaving the river alone until more
effective natural remediation technologies are discovered within the next 2-10 years which could
be done in-situ (without dredging). This technology most likely already exists; it just needs to be
tried. HRI has had conferences on this in the past and has communicated with companies who
wanted to offer remediation technology.
The Great Barrington meeting was not nearly as packed as the Lee meeting, because
unlike last time, there is no proposed dump in Housatonic. I was sad to see the low turn-out
because the reality is this river, our water, our Shared Ecology is all of our responsibility. What
happens upstream affects all the life downstream, and vice versa. If you are reading this, I
encourage you to get informed, and get involved in this local resistance. Let's get loud, and
creative. It takes ALL OF US, not just a few. The dump is NOT A DONE DEAL. And I don’t
believe its going to happen, not unless we let it. In the end when asked, I was happy to see that
many local elected officials - including most if not all of the GB select board - were willing to
take GE to the high courts to prevent them from creating another dump here. Tellingly, at the
very end of the meeting a woman asked Bryan Olsen, EPA rep, what the EPA’s overall
percentage of winning or loosing in court against corporations was, to which he replied: “Well,
we usually win.” Moral here: we can win. And we will.
Here are a few things you can do if you want to stop the dump from being built:
1) Call the Secretary of State at 800-392-6090 or email cis@sec.state.ma.us share that citizens
are seeking protection for warrant articles that we are concerned some select boards might try to
block.
Call the Attorney General, 617 953 2540, or email openmeeting@state.ma and share that there
are concerns about potential open meeting law violations, and that that the select boards have not
yet released executive session minutes for completed litigation.
Call representatives and senators : I know that many are feeling upset by their public support for
this settlement, but it’s still worth calling and telling them what you as a constituent want. If you
write, share the letter!
2) Write to your select board! Go to your town’s website and you’ll find either a comment
submission form or an email. Share what you write to inspire others!
3) Show up at your next select board meeting, share how you feel about this deal. Call the clerk
first to ensure there is public comment time on the agenda :
-Sheffield March 2, 7:00pm
-GB Feb 24, 7:00pm and March 9, 7:00pm *this March 9 meeting will be very important, as this
is where the person getting this to a vote in GB will have to persuade the select board to vote in
favor. Go support her!
-Stockbridge Feb 27, 6:30pm
-Lee March 3, 7:00pm
-Lenox March 4, 7:00pm

5) Come to the event next public meeting in the Pittsfield on March 5th at 6pm at Herberg Middle
School.
6) Share articles, talk to anyone who will listen- spread the word! People STILL don’t know this
is even happening. https://www.facebook.com/events/1533571980140719/
7) If you are a writer, please get more letters in to the editors of the paper. Fact checkers from
HRI are available to anyone who needs.
8) Get on the NO PCB DUMPS FB ACTION GROUP.
-Pooja Prema

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Luke Pryjma
R1Housatonic
public comment in favor of greater GE accountability
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 5:12:57 AM

Dear EPA, I am writing to let you know I support a river clean-up plan that holds GE to
greater accountability than by letting them build a toxic dump in Lee. Nothing of their track
record deserves anything but greater accountability, from dumping toxins in our river, to
leaving our towns high and dry to chase dollars elsewhere, to years upon years of clean-up
heel dragging, wasting our time and money. This is not a company that deserves EPA or
public forgiveness at this time. They need to be held to greater accountability by not creating a
new local dump that lets them save a few $100 million, because not only is our local health at
stake, the impacts of this decision may set precedent for other localities to be harmed the same
way. I get that you are in a tough place. GE and the public are pulling you. I also understand
that in life we have only one chance to do the right thing at the right time. We can make up for
our actions though damage done is damage done and must be carried for life. Please don't let
GE off the hook. Please don't make a decision years down the road we all will regret: letting
GE off the hook here and possibly elsewhere, having to deal with the toxicity again and again.
Please think of the little guys that carry the toxic burden now and will, that will never see a
cent of the clean-up dollars and will struggle even more if a local toxic dump is a reality.
Those "little guys" are kids, generations of kids, are plants and animals, generations of plants
and animals, near and far. We live in a high population area with a rich history and this will
always be a loved place on the river. Please go the extra mile to protect us and the river from
near and distant future damage. GE has made few if any promises of caring for the well being
of the people. Please don't trust them now. Please hold them to greater accountability and ship
the waste to a licensed existing facility and push for even greater accountability in the future,
like demanding companies be able to undo technologies they wildly profited off and not leave
us with the arbitration costs, the toxic costs.
thank you,
Sincerely,
Luke Pryjma
301 Monument Valley Rd
Great Barrington MA 01230

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

lukepryjma@gmail.com
Thursday, July 30, 2020 12:17 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River comment

Dear EPA, please don’t put a dump in Lee. Please hold GE to full accountability and have them remove the PCBs from
our river and land completely. The way corporate accountability is being eroded is evidence that local people will carry
the burden. Please avoid a future disaster and stand with local people. We don’t want a dump here and that is
evidenced by the pack town meetings before covid, yard signs and letters to the editor. Thank you, Luke Pryma Great
Barrington
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sage Radachowsky <sage.radachowsky@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 2:34 PM
R1Housatonic
No Dump.

To Dean or Bryan or whoever reads this:

You know my position and you know that a great many people in the area have taken their time to express the same
sentiment ‐‐‐ we do NOT want a dump. We do want the River cleaned up, but we know that technology exists to CLEAN
the sediment. It's only a matter of cost. General Electric did this crime over several decades and made tons of money
from their businesses that polluted the world with PCBs, which has since multiplied as investment capital.
Just because the late Jack Welch leveraged a deal twenty‐odd years ago to not declare a Superfund Site, and used PR
techniques and huge political pull, does NOT mean we the LIVING must suffer the consequences FOREVER.
This civilization is not going to last in the current form, and to dump the PCBs in a huge pile is irresponsible and
dangerous to future generations.
Your own rules clearly state that public acceptance is a requirement for any remedy. The dump does NOT have public
acceptance. It's abundantly clear ‐‐‐ hundreds of people have stood on the roadsides and protested. Thousands of
people have hung signs against the dump.
We know it can be cleaned up and General Electric *could* do the right thing. They don't want to. They're all about the
bottom line, which for them is money.
For us, the bottom line is protecting the Earth, the waters, the soils, and not leaving a mess for the future generations.
This should be the EPA's mission, too.
I got Covid‐19 and have heart damage from it, from going to the meetings about this in February. Many people have
dedicated their lives to protecting the River. Don't let us and the River down. We now it can be cleaned up. PCBs can be
destroyed. The technology exists. It's only the cost, the several hundred million dollars, keeping GE from doing the right
thing. They have no cnscience. They need to be forced. We the people will not allow a dump to be built. We will block
trucks.
Sage
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mari Terziev <mariterziev@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:44 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River Clean Up

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing in opposition of the proposed Housatonic River Clean Up. I am a Lee resident who like others was not given
a vote on the proposed toxic PCB dump site in our town. I have two children and I fear for them and future generations.
These toxins need to be disposed of properly and not within our neighborhood and within 2 miles of at least 3 local
schools. How is the EPA allowing this to proceed? Our lives and the lives of our children are at stakes. Our town drinking
supply is at stake! I urge all of you to stop this dump and focus on a thorough and complete clean up of our county! We
deserve nothing less.
Edgar Rave
Lee resident

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Laurence Re <lre63@att.net>
Monday, August 31, 2020 12:02 PM
R1Housatonic
Comments on the Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan for the Rest of River

Hello,
Regarding "How much and what concentrations of contaminants will be placed in the UDF?", the GE/Housatonic River
FAQ sheet ( https://semspub.epa.gov/work/01/647217.pdf ) states: "Based on existing data, average concentrations of
contaminants within river sediment and floodplain soil to be disposed of in the UDF are estimated to be 20-25 parts-permillion (ppm) of PCBs. For reference, the regulatory level for a low occupancy area (even without a cap) is 25 ppm. WILL
YOU TAKE THE MOST TOXIC SEDIMENTS OFFSITE? WHERE WILL THIS MATERIAL BE DISPOSED? Yes, the most
contaminated soil and sediments with average PCB concentrations greater than 50 ppm will be shipped off-site via rail or
truck."
My question is, if the UDF will hold material containing average concentrations of 20-25 ppm of PCBs, and material
containing average concentrations of 50 ppm of PCBs will be shipped off site, what will be done with material containing
concentrations of contaminants that average BETWEEN 25 and 50 parts-per-million of PCBs?
Thank you,
Laurence Re
Lre63@att.net
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

argiemay2@aol.com
Wednesday, August 26, 2020 10:21 AM
R1Housatonic
Dumping PCBs in LEE

I am writing to say that I am 100% against the planned storing of PCBs in any part of the Berkshires - whether low level
PCBs or High level PCBs.
The Berkshires has suffered long enough, decades, because of the PCBs in the river - to now make PCBs in the
Berkshires permanent is just plain unfair.
And not safe - whatever precautions are planned for the storage facility leaking will always be a concern.
To create one toxic site to clean up another is just the most backwards logic. And to place it right next to Massachusetts
largest natural state park is crazy.
Please rethink this plan and move all the PCBs that will be removed from the river to another location - outside of the
Berkshires.
Marjorie Reed
880 East Street
Lee, Ma
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Haas Regen <hregen@gmail.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 3:12 PM
R1Housatonic
Please do not dump PCBs in the Berkshires

Dear Friend,
My partner and I have been Berkshire residents since October 2017. We are seriously concerned by the news that
General Electric was planning to build a toxic PCB dump in LenoxDale/Lee.
We hope that the EPA will reconsider the current plan and create a strategy for safe remediation. Please keep these
chemicals away from rivers, animals, and people.
H. Haas Regen
PO Box 1104
Stockbridge, MA
01262
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Sean Regnier
52 Railroad street Lee, MA 01238
regniersean@gmail.com
Sept. 18th 2020
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
Submitted via email
Rest of River Comment Letter
To whom it may concern,
I write to you in regards to the rest of river agreement and the Draft Revised 2020
Permit. My journey and relationship with the Housatonic River has spanned my entire life and I
don’t think words can describe my feelings towards this project but I will try. I must confess that
I have a binary emotional response to this agreement whereas I feel excited and relieved at the
prospect that the river is finally going to be cleaned up but also feel worried and saddened by
the inclusion of a landfill within my town. With that said I would like to share more detailed
thoughts about specific aspects.
Quality of Life Plan
I believe that GE owes a great deal of restitution for its actions in the past and hope that
whatever aspects make up the quality of life plan for the communities affected by the PCB
pollution include the following. Greenway connection and open space recreation is key to the
well being of communities and I think that GE should be responsible for implementing things
along the river that will improve our experience with the river. Including but not limited to
walking/biking trails, canoe launches, expanding parks and open spaces, and removal of
invasive species along the riparian corridor. Road improvements are an obvious aspect as GE
will be driving trucks through these towns. I also think that an obvious quality of life component
that we are lacking is entertainment space or an outdoor venue. Seeing that a large impact will
happen at the woods pond area and landfill location an opportunity for an amphitheatre set into
the hillside overlooking Woods Pond has presented itself and I think GE should be responsible
for all costs of construction.
Construction and Monitoring of Upland Disposal Facility
In principle I am against the creation of a new landfill to house PCB contaminated soils.
How are we to feel comfortable allowing the same company who polluted the river to construct a
landfill and subsequently monitor said landfill after it is created. The obvious question has to be
asked, who will do the monitoring if and when GE is no longer in existence. Also something that
seems to be overlooked is the potential venting of gases via the composting process of organic
material within the landfill and the possibility that PCBs could be vented into our air. A simple
scrubbing filter could monitor whether PCBs are being vented or not. During the construction I
believe that the public should have access to a live feed which overlooks the landfill sight. The
cameras would stream footage of the construction process and give people the piece of mind

that things are being done correctly. Also the question begs to be asked how can we be sure
GE will not dump high level material into the landfill and who oversees the testing of the soils
being delivered to the landfill and trucked out of town? A reasonable request I would have
during the construction process would be to use GE’s truck to transport fill and other material to
aid in the construction of things related to the quality of life plan. Finally I believe that GE should
have to submit regular updates to local town officials during and after the construction of the
landfill and the whole remediation process. In an attempt to minimize the impact to our
communities I believe everything should be done to shorten the timeline of the remediation and
removal of PCBs without sacrificing quality and safety of the surrounding communities.
I would also like to request that GE be held fully responsible for all costs associated to
create a technical information center about PCBs accessible to all. The content of said center
to be relevant documents, videos, and materials relating to all aspects of PCBs. This should
include health effects, environmental persistence, transportation, removal, and remediation.
The purpose of this library is to promote an informed citizenry that can competently advise the
town on the management of PCB removal from the Housatonic River and environments as part
of this agreement.
GE should have to train citizen scientists in the best practices for independently
measuring, monitoring, and reporting levels of PCBs in the Berkshires. This will ensure
oversight and will establish a baseline before removal of PCBs as part of this agreement. Lastly
they should have to support the continuance of such a training program and the associated
costs of monitoring kits as long as there are significant quantities of PCBs present anywhere in
Berkshire county.

Future Remediation and Research and Development
I feel that GE owes a great deal to the people for what they did and the practices that
they allowed to continue. If corporations are considered people then this person did
unconscionable things in the name of profits and greed. They should pay a great price for what
they are guilty of doing. I think that GE owes more to the families and communities and should
continue the work of this cleanup throughout Berkshire County and Connecticut.
It seems that containment is the short term answer to our plight that you the EPA are
forcing on us because the people have clearly stated that they are not for this landfill. I would
ask that when the technologies are invented to render PCBs neutral, GE helps pay for that in
this location. If we are in fact faced with a local landfill then GE should have to dedicate funds
to R&D and work with scientists and organizations to use the toxic soils they have removed from
the Housatonic River in their research. I feel as though GE owes a debt to every citizen of
Berkshire County who has been affected by these toxic PCBs and should be held responsible
for tracking down all of the toxic fill there is in the river as well as throughout Pittsfield and
removing it from every location.
We have an opportunity to continue the work of this case study of the Housatonic River
and I believe GE should have to work with the department of health to conduct blood tests of
people to establish a baseline of PCBs in the population. After the cleanup we will be able to
test again and compare the difference from community to community along the river.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann Rettman <acrettman@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 2:56 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic cleanup/PCB dump

To Whom it May Concern:
Your own rules state that you need community support for these dumps. I am a member of the community and you DO
NOT have my support.
Best Regards,
Ann Rettman
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Reuben Rivlin
R1Housatonic
PCB dump
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 10:23:22 AM

We are adamantly against having the dump within 2 miles of communities with families and children. Surely other
alternatives should be considered.
Sent from my iPad

2 Navin Heights
Lee, MA 01238
September 7, 2020
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD-07-01)
Boston, MA 02109-3912
RE: Housatonic River Settlement Agreement
Dear Sir or Madam:
We are writing to you to express our strong opposition to the plan that has been announced to
build a toxic PCB dump in Lee and Lenoxdale, near homes, schools and the Town of Lee water
supply. As residents of Lee, we are very concerned about the impact of this plan on the health
and wellbeing of the residents of our town and Berkshire County.
We do not dispute that the PCBs need to be removed from the river. General Electric was
responsible for this problem and should be held completely accountable for their removal from
Berkshire County.
The mission of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is to “Protect Human Health and the
Environment.” It is our view that the plan to build this toxic PCB dump is contrary to this
mission and certainly not in the best interests of the residents of Lee and Berkshire County.
Sincerely,

Edward J. Rizzardini

Karen L. Rizzardini

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lucy <lular@roadrunner.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 9:01 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump in Lee, Ma

I have been a life long resident in Lee. What you are allowing GE to do is detrimental to our environment and our health.
Please open your eyes and stop the disposal of PCB’s in our town. It is not safe ! Paying us off will not keep us safe.
Lucy Roche
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christina Root
R1Housatonic
Dump site
Friday, September 18, 2020 11:55:11 AM

I’m not a pro in these matters nut creating a dump site in a thickly settled community and water source sounds like
your looking for trouble down the road.
There must be other ways For the caring for this long neglected GE mess.
It seems like it’s a bit rushed to begin a project this big in such stressful times.
Thank you for the opportunity to speak my Peace
Christina Root
Housatonic Ma.
Sent from my iPad

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Julie Ruth <julieruth99@gmail.com>
Friday, September 11, 2020 5:34 PM
R1Housatonic
STOP PCB TOXIC DUMP IN THE BERKSHIRES

I am writing to voice my strong opposition to GE's PCB dump in Lenoxdale/Lee or ANYWHERE in the Berkshires. This is
our home, it is a beautiful, natural place, and there is no place for this PCB dump. TREAT ‐ DON'T DUMP PCBs IN THE
BERKSHIRES.
Sincerely,
Julie Ruth
Box 445
Stockbridge, MA 01262
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Monica Ryan <niryan@hotmail.com>
Saturday, September 19, 2020 12:00 AM
R1Housatonic
EPA Housatonic

Dear Sir or Madam,
I am a resident of Lee since 2003 and purchased my home in Lee in 2010. I am also a Town Representative for
District 6 in the Town of Lee. We are one of the rare towns in Massachusetts where the individual residents can’t vote
on town matters, but must leave that up to 54 Town Representatives and 6 officials in town who earn the right to vote
for all of us. Most of the townspeople, including me, are against this form of government, but we are stuck with it for
now. That being said, it is incumbent upon me to stand up for the people of Lee, and not just my District, as this decision
affects everyone in town, and especially those closer to the proposed dump.
Secondly, I have served in the past on the Board of Public Works for the Town of Lee. My Great Grandfather was
the Commissioner of Aquifers for the State of New York and was responsible for the beauty and majesty of the Croton
Reservoir, which serves millions of New Yorkers their clean water. He was far‐thinking in this endeavor and I ask that you
think into the future too and consider all possibilities for the good and the BAD that may come from human error,
weather or Act of God. A Tornado, Hurricane or Microburst could cause a rupture to the lining in an instant.
The proposed dump in Lee is a travesty and shame on the people who came to this decision. You can’t say that
this is “the best possible outcome we could hope for”, when that decision involves placing the health of our citizens and
the availability of clean water at grave risk.
How can you possibly think that by cleaning up the river and dumping it back in the ground, that GE has satisfied
the obligation to REMOVE the PCB toxic materials from the Housatonic valley? You are literally robbing Peter to pay
Paul! The citizens of Lee are outraged, and rightfully so, that this settlement was made which clearly favors GE and lets
them out of the costs of a proper and full cleanup of their illegally dumped toxins in our county.
GE has dumped on the Berkshires for far too long, and to settle and allow them to continue to treat us so poorly
by keeping a portion – any portion of it here and placed in a residential neighborhood, to boot!
If you claim that this will be safely placed, why do you propose to inactivate the local water wells in the area and
suggest that people get onto town water? Please answer the reasoning behind your answers in detail to me. If the
ground is not safe enough for water wells, then it is also dangerous to the people who live in the area.
Our water aquifers are quite high and plentiful in this area, and our town water supply is fed from spring‐fed
water which is forced up to the top of a mountain from...below. If the origins of the water are fouled by this foolish and
flimsy 10 Acre toxic dump, we are doomed. No water, no life.
This is something that can’t be undone, once the water is contaminated. The EPA is fully aware of this, and yet
the EPA has shirked their responsibility to protect the environment and the people.
In the public meetings it was acknowledged that there is no true fix to the dump if there is a breach. If you have
no remediation plan if the dump is breached and the liner can’t be fixed, what will monitoring do for us?
This dump would have to be monitored forever. Forever. Is GE willing to pay for monitoring forever? No. We
don’t even know if they will even be around in 10 years. We should have a full and final cleanup that removes 100% of
the PCBs to a distant location that is not near any residential neighborhood. That would resolve the need for monitoring.
I am so upset at this decision and especially because it was done behind closed doors and with no public input
from the citizens of Lee.
We were promised by Patty Carlino, Town Select Board Member, at an annual Town Meeting that we would be
able to vote on this. This was a promise made to the townspeople, and we were hoodwinked and never given the
opportunity to vote on this.
SHAME ON YOU, REST OF THE RIVER BOARD, AND EPA AND GE – THIS DECISION IS WRONG AND ILLEGALLY
MADE. SHAME, SHAME, SHAME ON YOU ALL. I DON’T KNOW HOW YOU EVEN SLEEP AT NIGHT.
Sincerely,
Monica Ryan
1

Monica Ryan
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kalei Sullivan <kalei.sullivan@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 09, 2020 6:27 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB dump in Lee

"A safe dump" is how the EPA and three town officials presented their agreement to the entirety of Berkshire County
back in February. As a long term resident in Lee, someone who is about to start a family in Lee, and someone who knows
the long history of disgusting behavior GE has displayed over the years, I cannot possibly be "ok" to having a DUMP in
our town. This dump would sit less than 2 miles from my home, my yard, and the garden I grow food in. WHY are we
letting GE (one of the largest corporations in the world) off easy at the expense of real working people and local
families? What is the plan when the DUMP leaks? What happens when the liners fail? Why haven't other options (no
matter the cost) been considered?
There has to be a better way.
Please reconsider this terrible agreement.
Kalei Salinetti
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Suzanne Salinetti <ssalinetti@aol.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 5:24 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB proposed dump

My letter to the EPA in opposition to the proposed dump in Lee, Massachusetts.

The mission of EPA is to protect human health and the environment (from EPA website)
I need to ask the EPA these 5 questions that may have already been asked, but not answered to any sensible level
of reasoning to most of us.
1) What

makes it ok for the environmental protection agency to settle for less than they
could have asked for and demanded? We need to know. As confirmed by your own Brian Olsen at a
previous ask and answer session in Pittsfield, “we could have gotten GE to remediate without any dump” but it wasn’t
within our (more recent) guidelines to ask for that. How unconscionable. You are OUR environmental protection agency!.
You are OUR police. This doesn’t feel like our EPA is caring OR protecting us. I do hope you are not trying to close
cases with disregard to keeping us healthy and safe. The end result, in this real world is that you are going to
send, we the innocent, to do the time for something we never had any part in. GE did this. THE EPA AND GE IS forcing
on us something we never had a vote for, we never had a voice. Why was this ok to agree to when you could have gotten
more?

-

I want to remind

all of you good people at the EPA——We are IN YOUR CARE.

2) Who wins here? Do you really think a few million dollars will relieve the stress and the fact that our quality of life
and living will be diminished? We did not vote to accept this change in our towns landscape in exchange for
money! We DID NOT VOTE FOF THIS. GE and the EPA chose this “mill town” poor boys, hard working immigrant based
town as the least problematic in to force their proposed dump on. Did it really appear to you as though our
community would be the path of least resistance? We all know you did your due diligence, discovery and demographics..
Who wins here? I’ll tell you who does. The GE lawyers. The GE stockholders. The GE executives. And maybe the few at
the EPA that want to close cases and move on. Please PLEASE tell us who wins?
That’s not the mission and charter of the EPA. Let me remind you.. The mission of EPA is to protect human health and
the environment

3) Would

any one person involved in brokering this deal care to have this dump in
their own back yard?
The EPA had to concede, again, at an ask and answer meeting (Brian Olsen was the EPA rep for this)
That liners fail. historically this has proven to be true
That PCBs are airborne -fact.
That any level of PCB is toxic
Would any one person involved in brokering this the deal care to have this dump in their own yard? Near their babies.
Near their schools? Near their water supply? When asked directly at this Pittsfield meeting your Brain Olsen winced! It’s
clear to me it’s ok for it to be out here in the country and away from anywhere you live, but not ok if it impacts your own
livelihood. Would this be ok in your backyard? That should be the way you make these decisions, not like it’s the last deal
you can make at the eleventh hour.
I need to remind you, the mission of EPA is to protect human health and the environment
1

4) Have you entirely investigated the long term affects of airborne PCB's? My grandparents
moved here from Italy during the pandemic of 1918-19. My grandparents worked hard to build a life for their family in
America. They bought property and hand built their home and raised their four surviving children(four of eight died in
childbirth)in that home in Lee. Their home was within 25 feet of the Housatonic River and the river ran along the entire
western extent of their property. As children we played in this yard and by the river that their house was built alongside.
We never knew about the PCBs, but GE did. We never knew!! I watched my Nono pass away in his bedroom, in his home
after mass general could do no more for him and his stomach cancer. He wanted to be home. He never knew about these
PCBs because it was only 1969, he just wanted to be home. Out of those six that grew up and lived in that home, two
succumbed to cancer and two from neurological illness. .....but the EPA and GE thinks a dump will be ok? Think. about.
this. That's just my ONE experience from living along this river during the dumping years. There are likely a thousand
others.

I remind you. The mission of EPA is to protect human health and the environment

4) The most important item on my list of questions is: has the EPA given thought to the
impact of these airborne and leaching PCB's on a community and a population that has
been affected by COVID. All people who may have been or are COVID carriers and the previously ill COVID
patients are now at a precarious point in their lives. The lung capacities are now compromised. I don't believe anyone can
say that moving PCB's around NOW is ever a safe thing to do. Not

now. Not anywhere. Not anytime.

and ESPECIALLY not now or anymore! I urge ALL of my neighbors in Berkshire County to think about this. These
are trucks and backhoes and dirt and mud being driven along your roads for miles and miles, for years and years
SPEWING PCB'S AND DEISEL EXHAUST. Thousands more truckloads a month than you’re used to. Let’s try to put
aside the fact that the EPA and GE want to start this now, while we are all just trying to make it through our day with less
work available and more stress on our tables. That in itself is unspeakable. Think about the now added compromise to our
health. What can you say, EPA, in response to this concern. Have you studied this at all? You can't possibly have done
any studies on these new conflicts and health compromises.

Dear EPA. Please do protect us and demand from GE a better solution with a river remediation that will not require a
dump, anywhere. That will not cause transfer of millions of tons of PCBs over our roads for years to come.

5: I am one voice here, but my recommendation and question: would
be this request that GE hand over the budgeted costs for this remediation plan to a group of our choice that will fund
a non-profit based organization in the Berkshires towns that are affected, that will confidently and carefully choose how
this is cleaned up, how the money is spent and make sure there are no dumps, anywhere. This includes the same clean
up areas as are presently designated. There are more remediation techniques that will become available in years to
come. Let’s be sure we set this nest egg up for our future generations to ensure that they will be safe and

not at the
will or whim of GE or any of their controlling interests. We choose. We win. We can do this with the help of our EPA.
Keep our babies, our parents, our grandparents, our water, our schools, our peacefulness ...our LIVES safe.
I want a better solution.
We want a better solution and we know you can get it for us.
Suzanne Salinetti
Lee, Massachusetts--Life Long Resident
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jim schantz <jmschantz@mac.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 10:19 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River Cleanup

Those those who are concerned,
We strongly oppose the proposal to use areas in Berkshire County for dump sites for PCB contaminated soil from the
Housatonic River. The permit allows for a toxic dump in the towns of Lee and Lenox.
We believe that the EPA can find a safer approach to remediation such as thermal absorption or biological technologies
to render the contaminated soil so as not to leave it for generations as a hazard.
Thank you for your attention to this matter,
Jim Schantz and Kim Saul
15 Glendale Road
Glendale, MA. 01229
Jim Schantz
Director
Schantz Galleries
3 Elm Street
Stockbridge, MA 01262
413‐298‐3044
Mobile 413‐563‐4934

Jim Schantz
The River Art Project
2 Depot Street
Stockbridge, MA 01262
413‐563‐4934
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Edna Schenkel
R1Housatonic
PCBDump
Monday, September 14, 2020 8:50:22 PM

Please don't poison Lee and Lenoxdale. There must be another and better way to remove the
toxic waste from the river. We are concerned about leakage into the water system, Seepage
into the earfth
and trucks leaking poison onto our roads.
Please offer us a safer solution.
Thank you.
Edna and Robert Schenkel
Resident of the Village of October Mountain

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robin Schoen <robinschoenpr@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 11:46 AM
R1Housatonic
PCP dump in LenoxDale/Lee

Hello,
I stand with the Housatonic River Initiative (HRI) in its fight for treatment of toxic PCBs and against landfilling. It’s time
for the EPA to honor EPA, CERCLA’s Section 9621(b)’s preference for alternative remedial technologies:
“Remedial actions in which treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the
hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants is a principal element, are to be preferred over remedial actions not
involving such treatment. The offsite transport and disposal of hazardous substances or contaminated materials without
such treatment should be the least favored alternative remedial action where practicable treatment technologies are
available.”
Alternative remediation is available and has proven successful (Thermal Disposition, Danang Airport). It’s time to hold
GE accountable and require it to clean up its massive PCB contamination of Pittsfield, MA neighborhoods, Silver Lake,
and the Housatonic River; GE should pay to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the
Housatonic River PCBs.
TREAT! DON’T DUMP!
Sincerely,
Robin Schoen

196 Main Street
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sushila Schwerin <themidwifearchives@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 5:10 PM
R1Housatonic
No to current PCP Remediation & Dump Plan

I’m a local resident adamantly opposed to the current plan that local select boards made with GE behind closed doors .
I filed a complaint with our State Attorney General as felt the Lenox Select Board was in violation of open meeting
protocols.
Please reconsider and take into consideration that our community wants different answers to the need to address
General Electrics cooperate criminal activity that exposes us all to the life long hazards of PCBs.
Your own rules state that approval of these dumps require community support, and this is me , a member of the
community stating that you do not have my support .
Virginia Sushila Schwerin
458 Walker St
LenoxDale Ma
01242
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jane <janesheena5@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 10:04 AM
R1Housatonic
Robert Sheena
Proposed revised clean up plan with GE ,that impacts Lenox Dale and Lee

To whom it may concern, I am writing as a resident of Elm Street, Lenox Dale to register my dismay and distress over this
proposal to use the Gravel Pit to store pcbs contaminants.
We are new home owners in Lenox Dale(December 2018) and had no idea that this was coming.
My husband has been in the BSO for 26 years ,and it was our long held wish to be lucky enough to have a house for the
Tanglewood summers and to enjoy the Berkshires with our grown up family year round.
It seems clear that, if it was illegal to use places like the gravel pit as storage before 2016 ,it is still not safe.It is far too
close to the water table of the very river that you propose to scrape contaminants out of.
And the rain storms are tremendous in the Berkshires, with so much rain coming down at once I cannot see how this
gravel pit lining will stand up to all the various natural conditions and keep us all safe.
Our house property, I imagine will go down considerably, if we can even sell it all ,once this work starts or even at
completion.
Do you mean to use some of the GE money to compensate the people whose house prices will be most affected?( to
say nothing of the trucks etc if work starts)
Yours, Jane Sheena
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Robert Sheena <robsheena1@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 10:10 AM
R1Housatonic
Rob Sheena; Jane Sheena
proposed revised clean-up plan for Lenox Dale and Lee

To Whom it may concern:
I am a home owner in Lenox Dale, Massachusetts. The proposed PCB dump will be only a mile or so from my house, just
across Crystal St. It will affect the community of Lenox Dale even more directly than Lee.
I am outraged that this proposal is continuing to move forward AGAINST THE WILL OF THE VAST MAJORITY OF THE
PEOPLE IN THE COMMUNITY WHO WILL BE IMPACTED. It simply needs to stop, NOW.
There are still so many unanswered questions and unknowns. If completed, there is no way to assure the community
that the reservoir won’t leak in a short period of time. What about the toxicity of the dispersal of PCB’s in the air as they
are moved from one place to another?
And, ultimately, how am I as a home owner to be compensated for the certain reduction in my land and house’s
property value?
The grave mistake in the agreement was NOT INVOLVING THE PEOPLE IN THE COMMUNITY from the very beginning of
the process!! There was no transparency from the initial planning between GE, the EPA and the 5 towns. SO, even if it
was a good agreement (which it isn’t) the EPA was naive and foolish to think that the local residents would not conclude
that this agreement was being FORCED on them. You had to know the agreement was going to be met with resistance.
The only way to have possibly avoided that was to have INCLUDED THE COMMUNITY IN THE DISCUSSION FROM THE
BEGINNING.
Please just STOP this process entirely now. Start over. Listen to the community. It is regrettable that so much work has
been done already, and some of that work and ideas may be usable, but you MUST STOP AND START OVER.
Yours Sincerely,
Robert Sheena
robsheena1@gmail.com
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GE/EPA -

5 September 2020
Sheffield MA

In the present state of the union , absent an
administration possessed of conscience , of intelligence ,
a citizen with a functioning brain can ' t help wondering
if the EPA, in fact , even exists ; if so, with a goa l
to protecting the environment from said administration ,
or -i ' m thinking more likely- running interference for
the corporation ( s ) for which aforementioned administration
serves as a front?
In other words , are the Environmental Protection Agency and
General Electric in a partnership to further GE ' s long established denial of wrong-doing vis-a-vis PCBs?
i don ' t think one has to be an environmental engineerespecially not one having to look away to save his/her jobto question the basic premises that A: the PCB d ump won ' t
leak , thereby putting in jeopardy ground-water , well-water,
streams , and the rivers whence the PCBs were dredged from
in the first place ; B: that whatever liner placed as
the bottom of the dump will , in fact , last longer than the
contamination it is supposed to contain.
As the tone of this might suggest , i ' m skeptical .
Given GE ' s ever-dodging of responsibility , skeptical doesn ' t
begin to illustrate the level of mi strust i and like-minded
citizens have come to regards the motivation of General Electric .
To be clear , i oppose the PCB dump s l ated for LenoxDale/Lee .
If the EPA is on the side of the environmen t , hold GE
accountable ; force the issue that is to do the right thing ,
and better - a lot better - than this proposed dump , which
instinct and GE ' s moving around the l ies suggest more sleight
of hand .
EPA : do your job . GE : figure out a real solution , not another
temporary fix to give yourselves , executives of the corporation ,
time to figure out a next dodge .
Thank You , i hope .

Philip Sheltry
2 Dewey Way #6
Sheffield MA
01257-9603

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dee Shepardson <Dshep25@roadrunner.com>
Friday, August 14, 2020 6:36 PM
R1Housatonic
the Dump

Dear sirs, As I sit outside in my yard at 160 Willow Hill Road, Lee Ma, I could cry to think you want to ruin my home with
truck traffic, noise and pcb pollution!! I have a well that I get tested that has wonderful water! I still don’t know after
reading all your manuals which roads will be used for trucking the pcbs out of town ! Willow Hill is 11 ft. wide and
certainly not acceptable for 13 years of excessive truck traffic!! What will happen to the value of my home???? I am a
widow and planned on living here quietly in my retirement!! I would like some sort of answers to my questions!!
Diane Shepardson
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Doug Shohan
R1Housatonic
PCBs in Lee, Mass
Monday, September 14, 2020 4:52:48 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to ask that you stop GE from dumping PCBs in Lee, Massachusetts. i have two small children
and I'm very concerned with the environmental impact. The actual site is only about 1000 feet above the
water and leakage
is almost a given. There has to be a better way than dumping toxic waste into a waterway or even near it.
The effect on wildlife and plants is
devastating when toxins are thrown around. Let GE pay to dispose of the garbage they created instead of
ruining the environment again.
Respectfully,

Doug Shohan
95 Via Maria
Lee, MA 01238
413-243-2086
dougepet@aol.com

Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

arthur shorr <avishorr@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 7:29 PM
R1Housatonic
GE PCB DUMP

To Who It May Concern
I and all residents of the Berkshire Hills Leisure Lee community are vehemently opposed to the proposed PCB dump in
the Town of Lee. It is a known carcinogen that has no place anywhere in or near our town.
GE should be required to transport PCB , all other hazardess waste products and all other carcinogenic wastes to totally
uninhabited areas of the United States, preferably is sites already certified for such toxic materials,
Cordially,
Nancy Shorr
Resident
50 Leisure Lee Road,
Lee MA 01238‐0957
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

To help protect y ou r
priv acy , Micro so ft Office
prev ented au tomatic
download of this pictu re
from the Internet.
A v ast logo

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tamara Shulman <tamara@tamarashulman.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 3:26 PM
R1Housatonic
FW: PCB Dump in Lee, MA

From: Tamara Shulman <tamara@tamarashulman.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 13, 2020 8:27 PM
To: rhousatonic@epa.gov
Subject: PCB Dump in Lee, MA
Representatives
I am opposed to the plan for a PCB Dump in Lee, MA as a Lee homeowner of 35 years. Dumping a known poisonous
carcinogen into an area close to residential homes where it will eventually seep into the ground and water is dangerous
and irresponsible. The chemical is associated with cancer, birth and pregnancy abnormalities, and other potential risks.
Containers and liners have historically broken down, leaking chemicals into the ground. Though the site is industrial, it is
dangerously close to many residents, as well as to the Housatonic river.
These materials should be transported as hazardous material, to an area tens of miles away from any residential area or
waterway.
Sincerely
Tamara Shulman
880 East Street
Lee, MA
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:

Richard Sible <richj.sib@gmail.com>
Friday, September 04, 2020 10:24 AM
R1Housatonic

I was born in Lee and object of the dumping PCB in a quarry in Lee. Quarries are usually dug below the water table
hence can not be filled with anything that could leech out into the soil or the ground water. I don't tell these issues have
been addressed.
Jean Sible

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nancy Simonds <nancy@simonds.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 6:54 AM
R1Housatonic
No PCB Dump in Lee, Mass.

To Whom it May concern‐‐
This message is in regard to the proposed changes to the toxic waste cleanup plan for the Housatonic River, located in
Massachusetts and Connecticut.
Since the PCBs were dumped into the river by GE, then GE should be required to remove them from the soils and
waterways they polluted and, using whatever technology is available now, render the PCBs harmless or store them
indoors somewhere until such technology is developed. If the PCBs are stored in an outdoor "dump" in any town in the
United States, that dump would put people, wildlife, and waterways at continued risk.
In this time of unprecedented uncertainties and challenges to our country's health, let's do the right thing by not adding
to the problem.
Let's step up, find a solution that protects our neighbors and the environment, and pave the way for a safer future for
our children.
Thank you.
Nancy Simonds
East Windsor, Connecticut
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lisa Sloane <lisabsloane@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 5:30 PM
R1Housatonic; slrnason@adelphia.net; sallynason3@g.ucla.edu
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments

September 18, 2020
GE‐Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square (Mail Code SEMD‐07‐01)
Boston, MA02109‐3912
VIA EMAIL r1housatonic@epa.gov
We write as homeowners at 160 Orchard Street, Lee, Massachusetts, in opposition to the Draft Revised 2020 Permit for
Housatonic River Cleanup.
Please note that the primary documents related to the plan have not been available on‐line since last weekend. These
include:
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/01/647212
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/01/647214
The comment period should be extended until at least November 20, 2020.
We write to oppose the Draft Revised 2020 Permit for the following reasons:
1. We have significant concerns not about whether but when the local Upland Disposal Facility liner will fail.
Once the clean‐up is completed and the “low level” PCBs have been moved into the liner, there is little incentive
for GE or the EPA to adequately monitor and then address the failure of the liner. When the liner fails, who will
be responsible for mitigation of the failure? There is no guarantee that any new technology to address PCBs will
have been identified by that time. Is the plan to simply move the material at that point – after it has leached
back into the Housatonic, into the watershed, into our neighbor’s soil? Then why not simply move it now – to a
location away from human population and water sources into a waste site that is licensed to handle these
materials.
2. We are concerned that the Draft (which we cannot fully read as per above) does not include adequate
objective oversight of the Upland Disposal Facility. As part of any settlement, the Town of Lee should be
provided with funding to hire a qualified consultant to provide such oversight. Funding should be provided for
the full period the EPA believes that the liner is expected to last plus an additional ten years.
3. For over a century, Lee has been the mill town, in the valley, below the Berkshire “cottages” of the
“Millionaires” of Lenox on the hill. Choosing to site a PCB dump in Lee simply perpetuates the economic
injustices of the last two centuries. Research in other communities has indicated that property values will be
impacted. The EPA may feel confident that the PCB dump is safe, but clearly most realtors, bankers and buyers
do not.
1

4. It is disappointing to hear that while GE can afford to pay its CEO $23,584,600 in 2019 (and it’s other
Executives and Board members millions more) and to sponsor the Boston Celtics, the agency cannot afford to
remove the remaining sediment to a more appropriate location. Instead the Town of Lee gets a PCB dump.
Thank you for your consideration.
Lisa Sloane and Robert Nason
160 Orchard Street
Lee, Massachusetts 01238

2

Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elijah Southard <valar435@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:37 PM
R1Housatonic
PCB DUMP

1. As a homeowner and resident I am opposed to a hazardous landfill in Lee, Lenox, Lenox Dale, or anywhere else in the
watershed.
2. There was inadequate opportunity for citizens to participate at the local, state, and federal levels relating to all
decisions made during this permitting process.
3. Insufficient contamination is being removed from the river, riverbanks, floodplain, and residential and commercial
properties, making this plan neither protective of human‐ or environmental health.
4. I support PCB destruction technology to be used on contaminated sediment and soils at this site to render the toxic
chemical compounds harmless.
5. If PCB destruction technology is not employed at this site, I support out of state transport by rail of contaminated
sediment and soils to a federally licensed hazardous waste facility.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anna Stanton <anna.stanton09@gmail.com>
Monday, July 27, 2020 12:09 PM
R1Housatonic
NO DUMPS

We have lived in Berkshire County, Massachusetts for 30 years. We raised 3 children here, Two of whom are making
their homes here. My daughter, her husband and new baby bought a home in Lee one year ago. I am vehemently
opposed to a toxic waste dump being placed in the town of Lee, MA. We, as active members of our town, have been
watching this as it rolled out over the years. I am horrified that the decisions were made behind closed doors. This is the
health and safety of citizens of your community, That elected officials are responsible to protect. There is much more to
say...
I fear for their health, safety, well‐being, as well as the value of their hard‐earned homes. My children's investment in
their properties will collapse if the town becomes the PCB dumping ground of Massachusetts. It is an outrageous
proposition. Why choose Lee, of all the towns that are affected by the terrible damage GE did to the Housatonic River?
Why should Lee be punished for GE's disaster and the EPA's ineptitude to continue to stand up to GE and do what is best
for small towns along the Housatonic.
History has already shown us that if GE is left in charge of the work that must be done to clean up the Housatonic River,
they will do it as cheaply and as incompetently as they possibly can. Which means that leakage, poison, lawsuits, health
concerns, and other disasters will continue for decades (as it has with regard to the Hudson River project). There are
already too many sick people in our communities.
Please stop this from going forward NOW. There is no reason not to wait until the current political climate changes. We
will continue to be patient, until the EPA returns to its proper job of protecting the environment, not protecting mega‐
corporations at the expense of American lives, including my children's and grandchildren's.
Stop the dump now. It is an outrageous act of selfishness, power, manipulation, and greed. There is another way to
clean the Housatonic, which is for GE to spend the millions they are currently spending on lawyers and legal games on
cleaning the river properly and responsibly. We all know the technology is there, without resorting to poisoning South
County with notoriously unreliable plastic liners and containers. It's time for GE to own up to its responsibility and not
make Lee residents pay for its terrible and terrifying legacy here in the Berkshires.
Anna‐Christine Stanton

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Danielle Stern <danielle.baukh@gmail.com>
Friday, September 11, 2020 1:19 PM
R1Housatonic
OPPOSING PCB DUMPS

Hello‐‐
I write on behalf of the concerned citizens of the Berkshires. We do not want a PCB dump in Lenox Dale and need to find
a new solution.
Please include us in all efforts in any way we can lend support to the HRI.
Thanks,
Danielle Stern
908‐418‐6865
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Ferry, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ginger Stewart <ginpeg@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2020 11:43 AM
R1Housatonic
PCB Dump

Please reconsider using Lee/Lenoxdale as a PCB Dump.
This dump is too close to homes, schools and Lee's water supply. I am sure you can locate a site that doesn't have the
potential to harm our citizens.
Just because we are small towns doesn't mean that we don't matter.
Virginia L. Stewart
10 Davis Street
Lee MA
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eliot Stier <eliotstier@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 10:33 AM
R1Housatonic
No PCB Dump in Lee, MA

To Whom it May Concern,
My name is Eliot Stier and I am a resident of Lee. I own a house here where I live with my wife and our 7‐month old
daughter. The planned dump site is about 3 miles from my house. I am opposed to the current cleanup agreement with
GE for many reasons, here are a few:
I don't believe the dump or the removal process will be safe. Accidents happen, and even well‐designed systems fail in
ways that can't always be anticipated. In this case, the cost of a bad outcome is high even if the probability of
occurrence is low. People live here, and I don't want my family, friends, or neighbors to get sick or die because it was
deemed "unlikely" by experts. Don't put this stuff where people live.
Putting GE in charge of the cleanup and maintenance is putting the fox in the henhouse, and is an obvious dereliction of
duty by the EPA. I know funding is tight but this is laughable.
Many businesses in these towns survive on tourism ‐ what can we expect to see happen to the value of our homes and
businesses if we allow a toxic waste dump in our town? Nothing good, I suspect, but this issue has been completely
ignored by all parties, as far as I can tell.
This is an obvious case of the wealthier towns ganging up on the poorest, because as long as the dump isn't within the
borders of Great Barrington or Stockbridge they ostensibly lose nothing by signing on to this agreement and get millions
for it. That's outrageous; but good for them I guess, well‐played. The Lee selectboard were incompetent and it's
members are being voted out one‐by‐one, with Tom Wickham first to go. They were sold on the idea that the EPA and
GE tried to sell us: that this dump is the only path forward. I refuse to believe this is true, and it seems the majority of
Lee voters agree with me. We will vote out the other two members who signed this agreement as soon as we can.
We've waited 20+ years for GE to clean up their mess and we've learned to be patient. I, for one, am willing to wait
longer to avoid having a toxic waste dump in the town where I live.
Thanks,
‐Eliot
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Samantha Stier <samanthaeliotstier@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 8:55 AM
R1Housatonic
NO PCB DUMP IN LEE, MA

Hello,
My name is Samantha Stier, and I purchased a home in Lee, Massachusetts, last fall. I grew up in Berkshire County, and
plan to make Lee my home for a long time. I want to voice my vehement opposition to a toxic waste dump being
placed in the town of Lee.
My brother and his wife also bought a home in Lee last year, and now they have a young child. I fear for their health and
safety as well as my own. In addition, the investment my brother and I have made in our properties will collapse if the
town becomes the PCB dumping ground of Massachusetts.
Why does Lee have to be the town that suffers because of the horrific damage GE has done to the Housatonic River? If
GE is in charge of the work being done to clean the river, they will do it as cheaply and as incompetently as they possibly
can. This means that leakage, poison, lawsuits, health concerns, and other disasters will continue for decades (as it has
with regard to the Hudson River project).
Please stop this dump from going forward NOW. Wait until the corrupt current government is out of office, and the
EPA returns to its proper job of protecting the environment, not protecting mega-corporations at the expense of American
lives, including my children's and grandchildren's.
This Toxic Waste Dump is an outrageous act of selfishness, power, manipulation, and greed. There is another way to
clean the Housatonic, which is for GE to spend the millions they are currently spending on lawyers and legal games on
cleaning the river properly and responsibly. We all know the technology is there, without resorting to poisoning South
County with notoriously unreliable plastic liners and containers. It's time for GE to own up to its responsibility and not
make Lee residents pay for its terrible and terrifying legacy here in the Berkshires.
Thank you,
Samantha Stier
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tom Stier <tomstier@gmail.com>
Saturday, July 25, 2020 11:24 AM
R1Housatonic
Opposed to Toxic Waste Dump in Lee MA -Tom Stier

Hello,
My name is Tom Stier, and I live in Alford MA.
I am VEHEMENTLY opposed to a Toxic Waste Dump in Lee MA.
Both of my children bought homes in Lee MA last year, and I have a new grandchild living in Lee.
I fear for their health.
My children's investment in their properties will collapse if the town becomes The Dump of Massachusetts.
I believe if GE is in charge of the work being done, they will do it as cheaply and as incompetently as they can possibly
can. Just like the Hudson River project.
It is guaranteed that ANY plastic bag will leak. I read the documentation and saw graphs, and it sounds like just another
TITANIC load of hubris.
I would rather have Toxic Waste dumps in ALL the affected towns. I believe picking on Lee was designed to pit the towns
against Lee.
I would rather leave the river as‐is and wait for Joe Biden to remove the corrupt higher‐ups at the EPA, and for a TRUE
INTELLIGENT remediation strategies to be FULLY TESTED and implemented. If they can do it in Vietnam, we can do it
here EVEN BETTER.
I would appreciate confirmation that this comment was received.
‐‐
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Thank You,
Tom Stier
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tina Sweet <sweetert@verizon.net>
Friday, September 18, 2020 10:18 PM
R1Housatonic
No dumps!

Dear Sir or Madam,
Allowing General Electric to dispose of PCBs by creating dumps is not a solution. Transporting and dumping PCBs will
disrupt and harm our Berkshire communities.
Please force GE to come up with a healthier solution to cleaning up or treating their waste. Every community deserves to
be protected from toxic substances.
Thank you!
Sincerely,
Tina S.
Housatonic, MA

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

DAVID TALBERT
R1Housatonic
Proposed toxic dump in Lee MA
Monday, September 14, 2020 4:36:23 PM

To whom it may concern,
I live in a community with 105 homes less than 2 miles from the proposed toxic dump.
We have many seniors living here and since the covid-19 many of their children and
grandchildren have moved in because "living in The Berkshires is safe".
Well if the current plan to clean the Housatonic River goes into effect The Berkshires and
The Village at October Mountain will not be safe!
If you drive around the area, ninety percent of the homes have a "NO DUMP" sign on their
lawn. Do you think the Lee Board of Selectmen agreed to this plan in secret, against the
wishes of the town's residents because the agreement calls for a payment of
$25,000,000 to the town. Sounds fishy to me.
With a little bit of research we have come up with a number of non-invasive methods of
cleaning up the PCB'S. This is your business. You probably know about these other methods.
Why would you agree to such a dangerous method that is as old as the hills.
The proposed dump is near 100's of homes and within 500 yards of The October Mountain
State Park that is used by town residents and tourists.One of the big attractions at the park is
the lake which is used for swimming and boating. A leaking dump would end the use of the
lake.
So in conclusion the residents of Lee were poorly served by their local representatives
and by the EPA by not insisting that this whole project be done with less invasive methods.
The people of Lee hope the EPA initiates a change in the current plan for our safety. Thank
You for your consideration in the matter.
David Talbert, 880 East St. Apt 500E, lee, MA. 01238

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andy Talbot <minkbarn@hotmail.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 4:11 PM
R1Housatonic
Stop the PCB dump in Lee, MA

Dear EPA:
I am writing because I am deeply concerned about the proposed PCB dump to be located in Lenoxdale/Lee,
Massachusetts. Please do not allow this to go through. General Electric poisoned our beloved river with toxic
PCBs. They must clean it responsibly, not dump it near our schools and water supplies. That would be a
disaster for our beautiful community.
I urge you to reject the PCB dump, and require GE to safely remediate and fully clean the river they polluted.
Thank you,
Andy Talbot
Stockbridge, MA
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

MARIJKA TERZIEV <terzievm@msn.com>
Tuesday, August 25, 2020 7:09 PM
R1Housatonic
Lee resident opposed to proposed Housatonic River clean up

To Whom It May Concern,
My family has lived on East St. in Lee for over 16 years. One of the reasons we have chosen to live in this town is because
of its beautiful natural surroundings. Our 2 children have had access to clean water, fresh air and the beautiful Berkshire
Hills.
Imagine how horrified we and our neighbors became when we found out that a backdoor deal was made that puts all of
this in jeopardy. A deal which destroys a whole neighborhood and the surrounding area. A deal that was made by a
select few, knowing full well, that it did not have the support of the people of Lee or Lenox.
This deal threatens our town’s drinking water. It also puts a hazardous PCB waste dump at the foot of Massachusetts’s
largest state forest. Our children and future generations will pay the price. GE and the EPA have gotten a great deal
while the residents of Lee and Lenox have not. Once again one of America’s blue collar towns will suffer because a big
corporation had the monetary resources to get what they wanted.
This proposed dump site will be located in the middle of a neighborhood and within 2 miles of four local schools. This is
unacceptable. It is our responsibility and more importantly the EPA’s responsibility to protect the environment and the
people. The EPA has failed here. None of the meetings that I have attended have shown that the EPA or GE is capable of
building this site safely.
We urge you to please listen to the voices of those who you are supposed to protect and do not allow this toxic dump
site to be built in our backyards and near our schools. Please think of the future generations and of our natural resources
which will be forever destroyed. Berkshire County is not the place for a toxic dump site. People live here not because of
the vast job opportunities but because we sincerely value nature and our environment. Leave our town beautiful and
make GE pay for cleaning up their PCB mess correctly.
We urge you to keep our beautiful Berkshire Hills clean and beautiful.
Sincerely
Marijka Terziev
380 East St.
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kristen Tinsley <ktinsley32@gmail.com>
Friday, July 24, 2020 3:13 PM
R1Housatonic
Toxic waste? You can do better than that

To Whom It May Concern,
I am outraged at the proposed Rest of River clean up project proposed for the Housatonic River.
GE's corporate malfeasance and lack of concern for public safety are outrageous!
There is no good reason to force a toxic waste dump upon the people of Western Massachusetts.
As the motivation of this project seems to be saving GE money, if allowed to happen, it is
inevitable that they will cut corners and cause irreparable harm to the economy and public health
of Western Massachusetts. It will spread PCB's downriver all the way to the Long Island Sound
causing needless death and damage to the people of Massachusetts, Connecticut and New York.
The communities along the Housatonic River and Superfund Site have been victims of large scale
corporate pollution from GE for almost a hundred years. Please do not make our suffering extend
indefinitely We deserve a clean river, we deserve to properly be rid of the scourge of PCBs. PCB's
need to be destroyed, not buried in a pit outside town.
I ask that the current Rest of River plan be scrapped and a new plan which includes an emphasis
on public safety be considered.

Sincerely, Kristen Tinsley
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Theresa Valleri <mtvalleri@msn.com>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 7:07 PM
R1Housatonic
Lee proposed dump site

July, 29th, 2020

Dear Members of the Massachusetts EPA,

Writing this letter brings up other situations in my mind, where the Lee Town Selectmen in the past, have
not been forth right with the citizens of Lee. Those concerns are not for this letter but signing an agreement
with GE to place a toxic dump site in our town, without a town vote, is truly the cherry on top! We citizens of
Lee are voting these selectmen out, one at a time, with the first one gone this year and replaced by a man of
integrity. I am looking forward to the other two Selectmen voted out in the upcoming elections!
My home being just a mile or two from the purposed dump site creates a profoundly disturbing concept!
Now fond thoughts and memories of living near Tanglewood, Jacobs Pillow, and other cultural landmarks is
overshadowed by this tonic waste dump. My family members that come to vacation my home have weighed in
along with me. If this dump site goes through, I will sell my home where my son was reared and where my
family so enjoyed visiting. I will leave Lee where I have lived for thirty-three years. If the value of my home
depreciates due to this toxic waste site, I will take legal measures against the Lee selectmen to compensate my
loss.
Treatment technologies like thermal desorption are more expensive than disposal. Transporting the toxic
waste to a processing plant or remote site is also expensive for GE, so they want to simply dredge and dumb
locally. I believe our selectmen acted in an uneducated manner that was clouded by dollar signs. GE duped
our Selectmen and just as careless as they were to dispose of toxic waste years back, they are even more
heartless to place PCB’s in the back yard of the fathers, the mothers, and children of Lee.
The decent and honorable act for GE to do would be to treat or at least dispose of the PCB’s outside of Lee
or any other town. A tonic waste dump should not be near people’s homes! The citizens of Lee need you to
stand up for us and live the “P” of your office. Protect us!!
Citizen of Lee who is against a GE toxic dump site near my home,
Marytheresa Valleri
812 East Street
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

vaughn1063@aol.com
R1Housatonic
Rest of river GE settlement
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:46:42 AM

Dear EPA. As a resident of Great Barrington I oppose the remediation plans for the
Housatonic River as per the Rest of river plan. More time is needed to examine new and
upcoming technologies for remediation. A landfill in Lee affects property values and future
safety of residents. Jean Vaughn
Sent from AOL Mobile Mail
Get the new AOL app: mail.mobile.aol.com

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elle Villetto <evilletto@wpsir.com>
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 9:36 PM
R1Housatonic
We did not get our say

Your own rules state that approval of these dumps require community support, and this is the community stating that
you do not have it!
Outstanding complaints to the Attorney General about the open meeting law violations it took to shove this through,
comment period rushed through during a pandemic without in‐person hearings, a hollow permitting plan, the
inevitability of the dump leaking, rushed through after decades under an administration that is actively undoing
environmental protections and instructing the EPA to settle with corporations‐ ALL of this to save one of the ugliest
businesses in the world a bit of pocket change.

Elle Villetto
William Pitt Sotheby's International Realty
308 Main St.
Great Barrington, MA 01230
(413) 717‐7534

[]
To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Notice: William Pitt – Julia B. Fee Sotheby’s International Realty does not make requests for personal
financial data nor do we attempt to obtain confidential information through email. If you receive an
email that appears to be from our company asking you to transfer funds or reveal confidential
information, email fraud may be involved. Please do not respond to the message, and contact the
agent or your local brokerage via telephone.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michele Waldman <michelewaldman@rcn.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:39 PM
R1Housatonic
Toxic PCP Dumb

To The EPA:
I have deep concerns about the GE and EPA plans to build a toxic waste dumb in LenoxDale/Lee Ma. I believe this is a
very poor idea that will lead to serious health problems for area residents. Also, I’ve read that the dump is to be located
1100 feet directly above the river. PCBs are going to show up in the river again.
Please stop this plan.
Sincerely,
Michele Waldman
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Walker <drwalker281000@yahoo.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 11:47 AM
R1Housatonic
Proposed PCB Dump in Lee

To Whom it May Concern,
I am writing to you today as a Lee resident to not move forward with the PCB dump in Lee. I grew up in Lee and was very
fortunate to raise my family here. It is a beautiful town and I'm proud to be a part of this wonderful community. In my mind,
the EPA has failed this small town and has given in to GE by "letting them off the hook" with respect to cleaning up the
mess they made. It is do disheartening that this is happening and I am beyond believe that our town representatives
allowed this to happen. There was no vote by the townspeople of Lee and making this kind of decision should have every
human being in the town of Lee voting yes or on on a proposed PCB dump. Please reconsider what you are doing and
don't allow this to happen. At least give all of the residents of Lee an opportunity to have their say on this decision.
Sincerely,
David R. Walker Jr.
60 Fox Run
Lee, MA 01238
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

denise walker <dmwalker75@yahoo.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2020 11:39 AM
R1Housatonic
NO PCP DUMP

As a resident of Lee MA I am against any PCP DUMP in our community. It is so wrong and unfair to our community as
well as our surrounding communities. This decision for a dump was not the decision of the residents of our town. Use
your Moral compass and do the right thing because we all are familiar with what General Electric has done in the past!!
Denise Walker
Sent from my iPhone
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amy Warner <whittakerwarner@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 10:10 PM
R1Housatonic
[SPAM-Sender] Rest of River opposition

Dear Region 1 EPA,
I am writing to express my opposition to the Rest of River settlement and the intended construction of another
hazardous landfill in the Housatonic Watershed.
Having been a witness to the process of this settlement plan for several years, I am appalled at the lack of integrity of
the EPA in holding to their mandate of environmental protection and professed intention to resist a local dump,
acquiescing to fear of GE’s bullying rather than holding to what is clearly right.
Hours of hearings failed to convince the community that there is value to this plan, and we clearly, strongly and vocally
reject it. By EPA’s own rules, creation of these dumps require community acceptance, and you do not have acceptance.
I support PCB destruction technology to be used on contaminated sediment and soils at this site to render the toxic
chemical compounds harmless. I am aware that the only reason that this is not being considered within the proposed
plan is because GE doesn’t want to shell out the cash. This is unacceptable. Under this settlement plan, inadequate
amounts of contamination are being removed. This is also unacceptable.
Considerations for impact on local communities are hollow at best. Over and over during hearings, questions about
these details, which would be enormously impactful to the people trying to live around this cleanup, were met by EPA
with, “that’s where you come in, that can be your job, to really be on top of those details and make sure to
communicate... everyone will need to help figure this out!” But, we don’t accept that job. We never consented to that
job, and we have no reason to trust that we would be listened to about it any more than we’re being listened to now.
This settlement is an insult to democratic process, to environmental stewardship, and to our community. There was
inadequate opportunity for citizens to participate at the local, state, and federal levels relating to all decisions made
during this permitting process, and there are multiple outstanding complaints to the MA attorney general for suspected
Open Meeting Law violations by each Rest of River town which have not been addressed.
I understand the “best we can do under this administration” argument. If the appeals court is currently so friendly to
corporations, why would this be rushed through now, after decades of procrastination? We’ve waited this long, and we
can wait longer, rather than accept this “deal.”
I’m sorry that you worked so hard to be met by this opposition. Working with a community to seek collaborative
solutions rather than paternalistically attempting to make such impactful decisions in secret would lead to a better
outcome. Let’s try that when we go back to the drawing board, after this settlement is abandoned.
Be well, and please remember what you stand for.
Thank you,
Amy Warner
New Marlborough, MA
1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janet Warner <jewarner59@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 09, 2020 3:07 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River Remediation

Dear EPA,
It is my understanding this is the venue to which I submit my questions and concerns regarding the Housatonic River
proposed PCB waste dump in Lee, Ma. I have been following the local news about the dump and understand that the
EPA, along with the Rest of the River Committee believe that the current agreement is the best you can do.
I think about the idea of a PCB dump in our town and it makes me sick.
I truly want to believe that this is the best the EPA can do with General Electric, but plead that you take another look at
options that do not include a dump in my town.
Question 1: Is there any way to reconsider this agreement and take all PCB's out of Berkshire County?
I have been assured that the Rest of the River Committee worked with your agency and tried to make a decision in the
best interest of the parties involved. IF this is the case, I will have to somehow come to terms with this dump in my little
town.
Question 2: How can I trust that the agreement is being followed?
Question 3: Who is monitoring the cleanup to assure the high levels are being shipped out of Lee?
Question 4: Who is monitoring the liner of the dump to be sure it is not leaking? And how often does this monitoring
occur?
Question 5: What are the repercussions if GE is found to be irresponsible in the care of the cleanup and long term
follow through?
Question 6: If (and when) there is technology to destroy the PCB's completely, will GE be responsible to address this?
Finally, I would like to say that the name of your organization is the "ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY". I want to
believe you are going to do your very best to protect my town from the dangers imposed by PCB's. PLEASE consider our
townspeople and the future of Lee as you do your work to protect our environment and clean the Housatonic River.
Sincerely,
Janet Warner
270 Church Street
Lee, Ma.
413‐243‐6658
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sally Washabaugh <celanwash@gmail.com>
Monday, September 14, 2020 10:49 AM
R1Housatonic
GE cleanup of Housatonic River

Dear Friends,
I am registering my concerns with you over the proposal to create a dump site near my back yard. I believe GE needs to
take more responsibility for what they have created and find a better solution. This is not the place for a dump site.
My friend, Blake McClenachan, has written to you over a number of years with the smartest ideas I have heard yet.
Please reconsider those ideas. He is a wise man far ahead of his time and worth listening to.
Sincerely, Sally Washabaugh of Lee, MA
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

gloria wesley
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River Clean Up
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 1:25:35 AM

To whom it may concern,
I live on the Housatonic River. On a map I saw in one of the many papers I've read it appears I
live at site #28. I have lived here for 35 years and canoe on the river almost daily. I typically
paddle between Fred Garner Park and Woods Pond. I have seen many changes to the river over
the years. There are three oxbows now that at one time the water flowed through freely and
where the main channel of the river ran These areas are closed off from most of the rivers
current now and have an eco system unique to oxbows. Along the sides of the river in places
where there are high sandy banks the swallows carve their nests in the spring. Other areas
along the river have mud flats that solitary and spotted sandpipers stake out for their summer
territory. Great Blue Herons stand on the sandy shores often right in back of my house waiting
to spot there dinner in the shallow waters. In the fall I have seen hundreds of newts in a
shallow pond along Roaring Brook Road. I've seen numerous other critters including mink,
beaver, muskrats, deer and bear often swimming in the river or running up a muddy path from
the water. I just can't even imagine what the restoration will leave the river looking like; tall
rocky borders like the upper part of the river, unable to meander as it does now, a trait so few
rivers have. How many thousands if not tens of thousands of inhabitants are going to be
displaced or die because of the changes that are being proposed. The River itself will never be
the same, never wonder off course to leave oxbows and vernal pools in its wake..
This restoration will affect me probably more than anyone because not only is the river a place
I train on and a place I go to for birding or just to immerse myself in nature but it is where I
live. Each morning when I get up I look out the window and watch the ripples across the river.
I look for geese or mallards, mergansers, a king fisher or a great blue heron in the water or
along the muddy banks. Its peaceful almost spiritual. I shudder to think of what I'll be seeing
once the restoration begins.
From what I understand the area directly behind my house, on my property and the city
property that abuts it there will be a staging area built with truck hauling tons and tons of
mud from the river. They will be in my sanctuary for years. I'll have to endure the noise, the
invasion of this staging area and trucks day in and day out, day after day for years. This will
truly affect my quality of life when you consider how often I'm in my back yard gardening,
birding or just siting on my deck relaxing. I'm sure the stress and displeasure will shorten my
lifespan. I also worry as many of my neighbors do about the inevitable PCB rich dust that will
be flitting from the trucks that pass by our homes not for days but for years. Are children and
grandchildren will be breathing that in. How can that not pose a health risk?
Even with the best intensions the initial remediation of the river saw vernal pools that didn't
function as vernal pools and rock creations that didn't mimic the original river bottom In high
water before the restoration it was possible to navigate a white water boat down from Allendale.
Although we've tried several times it seems impossible to paddle through the rock formations
that forms the rivers bottom above Dawes Avenue. Are everyone's concerns being considered
when the restoration is being created? The boat launch at Fred Garner Park isn't even wide
enough to launch a boat unless it is put in bow or stern first then dragged across the cement
into the water. We own carbon fiber boats that we launch parallel to the river which we can do
at my house and at the Decker boat launch but can no longer do at Fred Garner Park. Who is
being consulted about particular aspects of the restoration? Local canoe paddlers were not. I'm
sure no one is even aware that there was a group of 20 to 30 canoe racers that use the
Housatonic in Pittsfield and Lenox to train in almost year round.
And now they want to make a dump close to people's homes in the Lenox Dale, Lee area. It's a

sin. Just because I don't live there doesn't meant I can't feel for these people and what there
loss will be. A big PCB dump right in their back yards. You have a well that will probably be
contaminated, that's ok we'll hook you up to city water, that should take care of everything. No
one should have to live in such conditions, wondering every day if they are being poisoned or if
their children or grandchildren are going to have cancer years from now because of it.
The big rich company's get a slap on the wrist when they ruin the environment and disrupt
peoples lives. There is so much money to be made. If the consequences where great enough, if
it wasn't worth it financially then and only then would we be safe from their environmental
disrespect.
Gloria Wesley
630 East New Lenox Rd
Pittsfield MA

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Diane Wespiser <dianewespiser@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 20, 2020 11:57 PM
R1Housatonic
Toxic Dump in Lee

Citizens of Lee are hard working, family and country loving people who never had input to the placement of a toxic
dump in their town. Our representative began negotiations promising the citizens she would never agree to a dump in
Lee. She was bamboozled and fell for false narratives from GE and the EPA about this being "the best deal". It is no
surprise that the other communities agreed to it, why not? Lee has one of the lowest education and income levels
among the communities represented. Stockbridge, Lenox and Great Barrington would have never agreed to siting a
dump in their towns. Is this a case of environmental injustice? This agreement is unfair to the citizens of Lee.
As a homeowner within 10 miles from the proposed dump site I have concerns about the transportation of waste
through the town, home real estate values and the future of the dump site. How can the dredged material be
transported through the town with no spillage, leakage or gassing out into our atmosphere? Who will compensate the
home owners in the area for their lost property values? Who will guarantee that this dump site 25, 50, 75 yrs from now
will be intact and will not have leaked into the surrounding environment?
To solve one problem (PCB in the Housatonic River) by creating several other problems is not the solution the Berkshires
need. GE dumped the toxic PCBs into the river and should have the responsibility to remove all the PCBs and ship them
to an existing dump site out of the Berkshires.
Please reconsider this agreement and the fairness to all citizens in the Berkshires.
Diane Wespiser, 70 Orchard St Lee MA
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Bowmaster, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Wespiser <rwespiser@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:11 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic river cleanup

To whom it may concern,
Please strongly consider the following:
‐Hold GE responsible financially, even if remediation is not started immediately. (Significant concern was raised and
influenced our local officials when predictions regarding GE's impending failure were brought up. )
‐Strongly consider an outside entity to review state of the art removal techniques, treatment in place, etc. No one has
adequately summarized and centralized information regarding the options. This may proceed with urgency but not
reckless speed once GE's significant financial responsibility is secured.
Thank you for your consideration,
Robert P Wespiser MD

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

janewheeler@roadrunner.com
Thursday, September 10, 2020 3:35 PM
R1Housatonic
[SPAM-Sender] GE toxic dump in Lee, MA

RE: GE Toxic Dump in LEE, MA
Another win for a big corporation against a small town of about 5,000 people! General Electric
Corp wants to build a toxic PCB dump in our little town of Lee, MA. IF YOU LIVED IN LEE, MA,
WOULD YOU WANT IT?? (I bet, NO!)
GE plans to remove toxic PCBs, etc. which they dumped in Pittsfield, MA many years ago. They
plan to truck most of it away, but some of it is allocated to be dumped here in Lee. We
townspeople don’t want it! We never knew this “deal “ was happening! As long as all this
poison is in their trucks, why don’t they just continue driving and put it ALL in their selected
dump site, and leave little Town of Lee alone? Who knows how long this proposed PCB dump
will be “safe”, and not slide into the river, causing more trouble all over again.
Hope you understand. Please help us convince this Corporation to TAKE IT ALL AWAY!
Thank you,

Jane Wheeler
765 Fairview St., Lee, MA 01238

[§]
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Comments on Housatonic Remediation, September 9, 2020
1. Negotiations for Housatonic remediation failed to adequately engage with the most
impacted communities, particularly in Lenoxdale and Lee. As a result, the agreement lacks
social cohesion and legitimacy and is likely to exacerbate rather than mitigate longstanding
social, economic and environmental trauma. Environmental justice requires that all voices of
impacted communities, families and individuals be heard, respected and taken into account. In
this case, voices were superficially invited, yet subsequently marginalized and forgotten.
What plans do you have for restorative justice and restitution measures for those injured by
exclusion from the process?
2. Proposed payments to the towns of Lee and Lenox have not been made suﬃciently
conditional. Such payments, to avoid the widespread perception that they are corrupt
“payoﬀs”, must be focussed on supporting impacted neighborhoods and families by covering
health costs, including mental health and counseling. Those funds should also be available to
compensate families for loss of real estate, or loss of use. Funds must also be reserved to
cover potential litigation arising from the inevitable unforeseen consequences in implementing
this plan. Such litigation is likely to be complex and expensive.
What plans do you have to assure that funds provided to Lee and Lenox and strictly earmarked
for just, appropriate and necessary use by severely impacted neighborhoods and families?
3. Interests of the Housatonic River herself have not been adequately represented within the
process. Mr. Tim Gray of the Housatonic River Initiative, withdrew from the agreement. His
longstanding advocacy for an alternative path that would work with the river and her ecology
rather than inflict yet another wave of human violence against her and the countless other life
forms she supports, is far superior to the proposed Dredge & Dump.
The Rights of Nature movement is gathering momentum globally as the consequences of
human supremacism become more vividly manifest during this time of climate emergency.
What plan do you have to assure that the Housatonic has adequate legal representation over
the course of this invasive, violent process? What funds will be provided for an independent,
objective evaluation of scientific evidence on behalf of the Housatonic’s own health and
ecological integrity?
4. All engineering plans of this scale and duration must be evaluated within the context of the
deepening climate emergency. The existing remediation agreement represents a massive
burning of fossil fuels and resulting emission of greenhouse gasses.
What plans do you have to oﬀset this substantial payment from our rapidly diminishing carbon
budget? What funds have been dedicated to accomplish these oﬀsets?
Thank you for your attention to these concerns and questions, which to my mind reside at the
very heart of the matter. The GE executives responsible for the Housatonic ecocide were not
held criminally accountable for their actions. That is a wound in the Berkshires that will never
heal. Yet a just and equitable path of restoration and regeneration that would attend to all rights
and all interests, including those of the Housatonic herself, is still possible. Unfortunately, the
existing agreement fails by every reasonable measure to meet a minimal standard of
environmental justice and ecological integrity.
Respectfully submitted,
J. Gregory Whitehead, Lenox, MA

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William <thegarden02@aol.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 10:46 PM
R1Housatonic
Housatonic River “cleanup”

To whom this concerns,
I am born and raised in the Berkshires and I’m a 40‐year‐old male. I’ve owned my own business in Pittsfield for 20
years and I live next to the Housatonic River. I’m also an avid fisherman/outdoorsman.
I am all for a clean river but this is the wrong way. You’re reburying toxic material right next to where you’re digging
it up from over a 15yr plan?This makes no sense. It’s obviously more about money than the public health. Us locals and
our families around the river for generations to come are going to be the ones that are going to suffer and have deal
with the side effects from all of this, not the people and the towns that excepted these bribes in order for GE to save,
what is to them, pennies in a bucket. I am disgusted with our towns leaders and administrators that took these bribes
under the pressure from people above them. I will do what I can to voice my opposition and disgust for this back door
agreement that wasn’t agreed on by its own people or even given the chance.
Please do what’s right for the people and not you or pockets.
Sincerely,
William Whittaker
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Stuart Williamson
R1Housatonic
Proposed PCB Dump in Lee
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:08:45 AM

I am opposed to the creation of a PCB dump area in Lee, Ma. I feel that after years of polluting Lee and the
surrounding towns bordering the Housatonic River the least GE and the EPA should do is to remove as much toxins
as they can from our area. The proposal to concentrate the toxins in Lee is an insult to the residents of Lee and
Lenox Dale. As a child I played around the banks of the Housatonic and wonder now if my health was affected by
GE. Please don’t continue to pollute our area.
Stuart D. Williamson
Resident of Lee
Sent from my iPod!

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Martin <winkcfp@aol.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2020 1:27 PM
R1Housatonic
EPA/PCB dumpsite

Hello.
I am adamantly opposed to the building of a dumpsite in Berkshire County. As a resident of LEE, it is appalling that our
town and surrounding areas will be impacted by an environmental nightmare. This will be detrimental to the health of
our children, grandchildren and future generations. We cannot face denial, corruption, and politics without a fight. This
cannnot be another Flint.
The Berkshires is a world renowned vacation spot. It natural beauty, entertainment, culture, etc. brings people from all
over the US and World. It will be a ghost town if this building of a dump becomes a reality. The economy will be
devastated. The EPA has diminished itself as a “Protection” agency. And GE walks away with a slap on the wrist.
Martin Winkler

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Terry Wise
R1Housatonic
Comment on Housatonic River cleanup
Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:22:39 PM

To the EPA,
I appreciate any efforts on the part of the EPA to hold GE to their responsibility to clean up
the Housatonic River after years of using it as a dump for PCBs.
I strongly object to the creation of a PCB dump site in Lee/Lenoxdale, MA. This is not a
solution for cleaning up pollution in the community, only moving it to a more dangerous place
for the residents of the area. I don’t particularly agree with trucking toxic PCBs to a dump site
in another state, which only means that someone else’s water and soil will be poisoned. Most
toxic manufacturing, refining and dumps are located near low-income communities, which is
unjust and morally wrong. I think that may be why GE/EPA chose Lee/Lenoxdale for the
dump site, as both are blue collar communities. The town of Housatonic was also targeted for
a dump site, and it is a lower real estate value area of south Berkshire County. No one
deserves to have their water and land poisoned by toxic chemicals.
Much research has gone into methods of decontamination of PCBs and similar compounds.
For the cost of dredging and trucking tons of toxic soil to a local dump and also to an out-ofstate dump, it seems that a system for decontamination of the tainted river bottom could be
developed, beginning now.
Thank you for considering my opinion and comments.
Sincerely,

Terry Wise

Terry Wise
www.terrywisestudio.com
wises@bcn.net

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Amy Chin <amye.chin@gmail.com>
Friday, September 18, 2020 6:23 PM
R1Housatonic
Comments about the Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan - Housatonic River
Cleaning the Housatonic River - George S Wislocki.pdf

To the EPA‐‐
Attached please find an article originally published in "Art and The River, Views and Visions of the Housatonic" edited by
Nancy Goldberger & Andrew Scott.
The following comment is added by the author as part of the comment period for the Proposed Revised Cleanup Plan:
"The Housatonic needs protection. Like Mt. Greylock all the lands adjacent to the river should be publicly owned. It is an
enigma that the Berkshires would permit GE to bury its spoiled land adjacent to the river. Shame on all those who
allowed this to be done."
George S. Wislocki
Note: there was a previous email sent last night that did not have the attribute embedded in the article that was
attached. Please disregard the first email. Thank you.
Alice and George Wislocki
169 Pomeroy Ave.
Pittsfield, MA 01201
USA
(H) 413-443-1855
(C) 413‐822‐7124
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R I VER R E C O V ERY

CLEANING UP
George S. Wislocki

I first set foot on the banks
of the Housatonic River in
the mid-1960s. We had
moved from a home that
overlooked the Hudson
River to a house on Church
Street in Stockbridge that fronted ·on the H ousatonic.
My new neighbor, an elderly and practical man,
dumped his yard waste and the unburnable portion of
his household trash into the river. I inform ed him that
this was not an acceptable environmental practice and
was probably illegal. H e looked at me for some time
with genuine bewilderment before replying tha t this
was a trash river, as though it had been so classified by
a special legislative designation.
Weeks later, I took my first canoe trip on the river,
and I had to conclude that he might well have been
speaking fo r many of our neighbors. Whole reaches of
the river were nothing more th an heaps of trash
stranded on fallen trees and other snags. In the early
morning mist, these obstacles could look like the
shrouded channel markers on the crossings of the River
Styx. T he river in those days could be a fearful place.
By that time, a small group of river loyalists, which
had incorporated as the Housatonic River Watershed
Association, was meeting regularly at the home of
Francis (Cissy) Paddock in Lenox. T he group was
for med by Joyce Crane of Dalton. Both women played
a prominent role in local garden clubs. T hese clubs,
Reprint of 0 11 ortic/e orig inally published in ''.Art And The River, Views ond Visions of
the Housotonic" Noncy Goldberger & Andrew Scott, editors. Published by Sheffield Art
League, TSBN 0-9749919-0-2, copyright 2004
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along with the League ofWomen Voters, were the
original Berkshire stewards for conservation and for
river protection in particular.
Regulars at the meetings included Joan Flood,
president of the League; Betty P hinney, a Massachusetts
Audubon Society schoolteacher who loved to bring
baskets filled w ith nature into classrooms; C harlie
Liston, a land surveyor who lived in Lenoxdale and
seern.ed to think of the r iver as an old friend who
always needed help; and George (Gig) D arey, who
was Lenox's Tree Warden, chairman of the Lenox
Conservatio n Commission, and soon to become
chairman of the Conm1onwealth 's Board of Fisheries
and Wildlife. Gig, a passionate hunter, always reminded
me that there was a tim e when you co uld see more
duck blinds on the river than houses. H e went on to
win many awards, but none from the Massachusetts
H omebuilders Associatio n .
T he meetings were also attended by two local
naturalists- Alvah Sanborn , director of the Pleasant
Valley Sanctuary, and M organ Bulkeley, a writer who in
those days lived in M ount Washington and wro te about
the river in a column that appeared weekly in The
Berkshire Eagle under the title "Our Berkshires." I was
probably the yo ungest m ember of this group.
The meetings were usually devoted to organizing
river cleanup days on which volunteers would pull o ut
shopping carts, tires, and the other debris that had been
dumped into the river. This task is never finished, since
trash always seems to find its way back into the river.
But still and all, there is a lot less of it in the river than
there used to be. M assachusetts did a lot for the river
the day it required a deposit on bottles and cans.
Cleanup days, particularly those involving
schoolchildren, were very important in building a
constituency for the river. They co ntinue today in one
fo rm or another, and any list of the river rats involved
will be in complete. One of my favorites was Lon
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Nordeen, a wonderfully inventive m an from Pittsfield
who liked to place large sweep booms across the
river to catch debris before it ended up on snags, the
o nly hitch being that the booms often broke Joose
and ended up downriver on one or another snag
th emselves. Lon has crossed the river long ago, but
he left behind a lasting memorial by deeding to the
( :ommonwealth a wonderful wetlands at the
headwaters of Richmond Pond. So it is that he truly
does belo ng to the river.
Then there is Court McDerm.ott, also from
Pi ttsfi eld, the founder and principal organizer of the
annual Great Upper Housatonic Canoe Race. The
event, held throughout the 80s, required that, in
preparation for the race, every fallen tree must be
removed from the river for a distance of six miles. T hey
may have been the only six 111.iles of unobstructed water
for th e river's entire distance.
Michael Makes, ;mother Pittsfield resident, to this
day orga nizes river cleanup days when the mood suits
bim. f Iis schedu le fo r these happenings is governed by
some celestial calendar known only to him.
C leanup days re moved tons and tons of trash from the
H o usatonic. But the most lasting achievement of the
Ho usatonic River Watershed Association was to plan
and build support for the Upper Housatonic Wildlife
Management Area, a greenbelt that protects the banks
of the river from the center of Pittsfield into northern
Lee. T his wonderful green corridor was first suggested
at these meetings and was realized through the efforts
of th e Massachusetts Audubon Society (with their
Canoe Meadows Sanctuary), the Massachusetts Division
of Fisheries and Wildlife (which owns most of the
public land in this area), and the Lenox Conservation
Commission. The Berkshire N atural Resources Council
often proved helpful to these groups by negotiating gifts
of land that were then consolidated and turned over to
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the Commonwealth and others. Today, I believe tha t
this natural area is not only important to wildlife, it is
tangible proof that a few hard-working people can
make great improvements in their own community.
The l 960s and '70s were all about building a
constituency for the river. D uring that time, the most
influential agent for river change was Morgan Bulkeley.
His columns in the Eagle were religiously read by those
w ho would gather by the river on cleanup days, as well
as by community leaders. M organ was a strong and
persistent voice for the river. I think he saw it as a
small, wonderful natural system that always glittered in
the morning light, but at the same time he rem.i nded us
that it is also part of a landscape that has suffered
generations of abuse.
Getting rid of the trash in the trash river was only
part of the j ob. The Housatonic was also highly
contaminated with sewage and industrial waste. Rivers
have a great capacity to buffer and cu re themselves
from human waste. However, when an entire
con1.111.unity's raw sewage is introduced to a river in a
season of low flow, the river's ecosystem is likely to
collapse. And against some industrial waste, natural
systems are defenseless.
After passage in 1972 of the federal legislation
and subsequent amendments that became known as
the Clean Water Act, conmmnities began building
sewage treatm ent plants that adequately protected the
Housatonic. The act also required that industries stop
dumping thousands of gallons of contaminated waste.
In the mid-'70s we learned that the industrial
damage inflicted on the Housatonic over the years
might be irreparable. The PCBs that General Electric
fed into the river for more than 40 years at Pittsfield
now contaminated the entire river, all the way down to
Long Island Sound.
Our generation of river loyalists and neighborhood

CLEANING UP 5

advocates already knew that GE was no friend to the
Housatonic River. Cross any bridge in Pittsfield and
you would likely see an oily sheen from seepage
beneath the GE plant. Pittsfield was a one-company
town, and most residents remained indifferent to GE's
crimes against nature. After the PCB contamination
became known, the most outspoken resident was Remo
(Ray) DelGallo, former mayor of Pittsfield and owner
of a tavern located between the GE plant and the east
branch of the river. Ray demanded that GE take
responsibility for cleaning up many of his neighbors'
properties, which were awash in PCB-laden oils. He
and Massachusetts State Representative Chris Hodgkin
were the only local politicians to take the lead in
challenging GE.
What finally brought public outcry was not the
scientific evidence showing that PCBs were carcinogens,
but the fact that GE had deliberately misled everyone-employees, neighbors, and regulators-as to the extent
of contamination. Then, residents of contaminated
Pimfield neighborhoods and former GE employees, such
as Ed Bates,joined in calling for a cleanup of the city
neighborhoods and the river.

If a single moment serves as a bookmark for the story
of the river's cleanup, it would be a photograph that
appeared in The Berkshire Eagle in 1992 of Benno
Friedman, a river activist, passing in his kayak in front
of a huge embankment of trash from Pittsfield's landfill
that was eroding into the river. Later it was discovered
that this landfill was a major burial ground for drums
containing a broad array of toxic waste. The drums
originated at GE and had been delivered to their burial
ground in off-hours.
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Months later, a gathering was held at the West
Stockbridge Sportmen's Club that eventually led to the
organization of the Housatonic River Initiative, which
has effectively served as Berkshires' environmental voice
on this issue sin ce the early '90s.
Luckily for the river, a new generation of
environmental regulators came to the fore in Boston
during the 1990s. Doug Luckerman, Al Weinberg,
Lynn C utler, Bryan Olson and o thers at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency developed the
regulatory strategy that was used to ch allenge GE
and, ultimately, bring about the cleanup of the
neighborhoods and the river. John DeVillars, President
C linton's newly appointed EPA regional administrator,
decided that cleaning up the Housatonic would be his
first priority for all of N ew England.John is a man who
loves a fight, and GE-with its legion of lawyers and its
arrogant CEO, Jack Welch-represented the perfect
challenge. His most important accomplishment may
have been to provide an o pportunity for local
governm.ent, neighborhoods, and the press to have
substantial access to the decision-making p rocess. By
doing so, he built the case for river cleanup not only in
the media but with the politicians and, most
importantly, w ith the people of Pittsfield.
Today, most of the P CBs h ave been removed from the
river adjacent to the old plant but the chemical still
contaminates much of the river downstream. There are
many drawbacks to removing soil contaminated w ith
PCBs, not the least of which is what to do with it once
it h as been removed. It is probably safe to say that GE
will vigorously oppose any substantive cleanup of the
river. GE, however, is n ow faced w ith scientific
evidence that PCBs are slowly destroying the river's
aquatic food chain and that this devastation is reaching
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into populations of mink, otters, and other animals that
live on food from the river.
The river has a large and active constituency whose
members th.ink and work daily on its behalf. Dennis
Regan heads the Housatonic Valley Association's
Berkshire programs and has built a splendid coalition
of Massachusetts "stream teams" that are steadfast in
their dedication to monitoring the river's condition.
Housatonic River Initiative, led by Tim Gray of
Lee, was made River Keeper by Riverwatch, the
conservation organization led by Robert Kennedy,Jr.
R achel Fletcher directs the Housatonic River
Restoration, a consortium of many towns and
environmental groups. Rachel is also the creator of
River Walk, which has built a lovely and exuberant
path that lets you walk along the bank of the river
behind all those buildings that barricade M ain Street
of Great Barrington from its river. IfTim is the river
keeper, surely Rachel is the caretaker, at least for the
Massachusetts portion of the river.
I would like to believe that the Housatonic, once
dismissed as a trash river, is viewed today as a wonderful
asset, a blessing for all who are lucky enough to live in
Berkshire or Litchfield counties. Among other evidence
that this may be the case, there is a proposal to build a.
public walkway along the river just below the GE plant
and only a few hundred feet from m.y home, which
prompts me to believe that there are many today who
would agree with Morgan Bulkeley that our small river
does indeed glitter in the morning light.

George S. Wislocki was founder and first president of the
Berkshire Natural Resources Council. For more than 30
years, he saw to the acquisition and protection of many acres
throughout the Berkshires. He remains a staunch. advocate for
the Housatonic River.
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Map of the Upper Housatonic Wildlife Management
Area, a greenbelt organized by the Houstatonic River
Watershed Association that runs from Pittsfield to Lee

Susan Ellen Wolf
Lenox Dale, Massachusetts 01242
susan.ellen.wolf@verizon.net
September 14, 2020
GE-Housatonic River Site Public Comments
EPA Region 1
via email to r1housatonic@epa.gov
Ladies and Gentlemen:
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Revised 2020 Permit for
the Housatonic River Cleanup. I own property and reside in Lenox Dale,
Massachusetts, less than a mile from the River and across the River from the Upland
Disposal Facility. My comments are my personal comments and do not reflect
anyone else’s views.1 My comments cover two overarching concerns:
• The first overarching concern is to minimize the risk and disruption to
Berkshire County, particularly the Towns of Lee and Lenox. The residents
of Berkshire County bore significant burdens from the PCB contamination.
There burdens include health problems; loss of the recreational value of the
Housatonic River to residents and tourism; property damage/diminution of
value; and reputational damage. Likewise, the location of the Upland Storage
Facility creates additional significant burden to Lee and the Lenox Dale
section of Lenox. It seems only just that these burdens be somewhat offset
by minimizing the risk and disruption to Berkshire County residents,
particularly in Lee and Lenox Dale, during cleanup, removal and storage.
• The second overarching concern is to build trust in the community about the
cleanup, removal and storage process. I did not own property or live near
the Housatonic River until 2010. As a result, I was aware of the
contamination, avoided being exposed to the PCBs so had no health
consequences and took the impact of the contamination on property values
into consideration when purchasing in Lenox Dale. However, this is not the
case for many of my neighbors who have suffered significant consequences.
For these folks, understandably, emotions run high and trust runs low. By
building transparency and accountability into the cleanup process, I am

1

I currently chair the Lenox Environmental Committee. As the Committee was neither assigned any role, nor
consulted about, matters relating to cleanup of PCB contamination in the Housatonic River, including the
mediation and settlement of litigation regarding cleanup, the Committee has not taken action with respect to the
Permit.
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hopeful that our community may begin the difficult journey of building trust
and support for the cleanup process.
I have the following five specific comments to address my overarching
concerns.
Comment 1: Add Details Covering The Safe Storage Of Materials
Add more specificity to the Permit to provide assurances about the safety of
materials removed and awaiting transport or permanent entombment. For example,
the Permit might require that all temporary storage of materials which might contain
PCBs (whether at the Upland Disposal Facility or elsewhere in Berkshire County) will
be managed in a way that there is no potential for re-release into the environment.
This includes protection from airborne transport and precipitation infiltration/runoff,
even during storms, floods, high winds, snow and rain.
Add requirements about promptly moving contaminated material to its final
destination. For example, the Permit might require that all waste that will not be
permanently entombed at the Upland Disposal Facility (either because it is
contaminated beyond levels permitted to be stored there or because the Facility is full)
shall be promptly, and in no event later than 15 days, transported to its permanent
destination outside Berkshire County. Should 15 days not be a reasonable period, the
Permit should specify another specific, reasonably short, alternative time limit.
Such provisions would go a long way in building community trust that the
Upland Disposal Facility will be operated as a state-of-the-art, technologically sound
staging area and landfill, not the feared “dump.”
Comment 2: Specify The Order Of Cleanup
Perform cleanup to minimize risk and disruption to those neighborhoods
bearing the greatest burden under the Revised Permit. Specifically, the biggest
negative impacts of the Housatonic River Cleanup under the Revised Permit are to
the neighborhoods in Lee and Lenox Dale that are nearest to the Upland Disposal
Facility. To minimize the disruption to these neighborhoods:
a. Begin the cleanup in Woods Pond and the bank around the Pond. Next
cleanup other areas closest to the Upland Disposal Facility.
b. As soon as the Upland Disposal Facility is full:
i. the work to cap it, landscape around it and improve the Woods Pond
recreation areas shall be promptly performed and completed even if the
rest of the Housatonic River Cleanup has not been completed: and
ii. create other staging areas, close to where the waste is removed, to
temporarily store such waste until it is transported to its ultimate
destination rather than further burdening Lee and Lenox Dale.
2

Comment 3: Require Community Involvement With The Monitor
Interaction with the Monitor who will confirm the adequacy of work under the
Permit is key to establishing trust with the community. To this end:
a. The Town Administrator of Lee and Lenox (or his designees) should have
a role in selecting the Monitor.
b. The Monitor should have a clear fiduciary duty to Lee, Lenox and other
impacted Towns.
c. The Monitor must provide copies of all reports required under the Permit
to the designated party for each impacted Town.
d. The Monitor should have a specified duty to respond in writing to
reasonable questions about the reports from the Town’s designated party
within 15 days.
e. The cost of these responsibilities of the Monitor shall not be borne by the
Towns.
Comment 4: Require Interim Updates And Transparency
To help Berkshire County residents understand and trust the cleanup process, the
Permit should require regular interim transparent updates about what is going right
with the cleanup, as well as delays or problems that may be encountered. Specifically:
a. Quarterly on-line updates that:
i. describe progress and challenges since the last update;
ii. show major project milestones, the original target date for
completion and, if such target date is not expected to be met, the
then-current expected completion date;
iii. are written in plain language appropriate to inform a lay person of the
important information; and
iv. are agreed as accurate by the Monitor.
b. Annual in-person updates with representatives from EPA, GE and the
Monitor available for questions. These could be virtual if needed due to
contagion.
Comment 5: Add Specificity About Recreation Area Upgrades
The type facilities to be added on top of the Upland Storage Facility and in the
surrounding land might best be determined by consultation with a group including the
Town Administrator of Lee and Lenox (or his designees) and the Chambers of
Commerce for Each Town. The facilities should enhance the quality of life for
residents of those Towns (such as an indoor pool where youths could train for swim
teams and others could take year-round exercise; or indoor and outdoor tennis courts)
3

or make the community more sustainable (such as a solar array to increase availability
of low-cost clean energy).
At a minimum, the recreation upgrades to be installed should include:
• First-class, marked trails that would appeal to tourists as well as residents
• Strong cell service for safety
• A public restroom and a water bottle filling station, both with automatic
disinfection technologies
• A reasonable portion of boardwalk and a ramp for access by the disabled
• Adequate parking, with at least one charging station for electric vehicles
I appreciate your consideration of my comments. Please do not hesitate to contact
me should you have questions about my comments, by email at
susan.ellen.wolf@verizon.net or US mail at PO Box 390, Lenox Dale, MA 01242.
Respectfully submitted,
Susan Ellen Wolf
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

bt wd <bentylerwood@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 10, 2020 2:35 PM
R1Housatonic
housatonic pcb dumb - no

Hi EPA,
I am writing as a concerned resident of Lenox MA that I do not think the PCB dumb in LEE for the Housatonic River is a
good approach. The current plan makes contamination of local water sources highly likely. Why go through with a plan
that will fail? Please reject the current plan.
Sincerely,
Benjamin Wood
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Caroline Young <rattlerprod@earthlink.net>
Wednesday, August 19, 2020 11:32 AM
R1Housatonic
No Dump in My Town of Lee

Dear EPAers:

I am an old lady. I am farming. I am a cancer survivor. I have seen a whole lot of idiocy in my life. I know it when I see it.
Not holding General Electric’s feet to the fire about truly cleaning up the Housatonic River is right up there. As the plan
now is laying out, it will take 15 years to dredge the river to the point where it will take another 40 years before it is usable
for recreation. I will not see this. Then, as someone who has tried to contend with water as it moves around the Berkshires
for all these years, I figure that in 40 years, the dump site in Lee will fail because it will be old and has been taxed by our
water conditions, and the PCBs will all just flow downhill back into the river. I know your whipper snapper engineers will
say that isn’t possible, but trust me, I have seen this before and the dump will fail. And the dump will be filled with
dangerous levels of PCBs. I know you are telling us that only the lower density of PCB waste will be vacuumed into the
dump, but once again, my experience using vacuums does not support this. Anyone who has done any extensive
vacuuming (again, I am an old lady) knows that when you vacuum under any item you cannot see beneath, things you
don’t want to vacuum up get vacuumed up – coins, cat toys, Legos, all are in the vac bag. You can test every little corner
of the river, and you will still vacuum up high density PCBs and into the dump they will go. Ask any of your female
engineers, they will know.

There are new methods of disposing of dangerous waste. And General Electric could be on the forefront of these methods
if we could only get them to realize it. I understand that Vietnam is cleaning up Agent Orange using these methods.
(Vietnam War was another idiocy, lost my husband to Agent Orange). If the Vietnamese can do this, why can’t GE?

Maybe a lot of you all won’t be around for these events to happen, but that is no excuse for foisting this truly bad plan on
our town. Someone will have to contend with the result, the bond that GE is now dangling in front of you will have long
since disappeared because the premiums won’t have been paid for years, and the "someones" are likely to be the people
of Lee.

Sincerely,

Caroline Meyer Young
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

zaccard@aol.com
Monday, September 14, 2020 11:45 AM
R1Housatonic
Stop the PCB dump in LEE, MA!!!

DO NOT PUT A PCB DUMP IN LEE, MA! AS AN ATTORNEY, I WILL ENCOURAGE AND SUPPORT ANY LAWSUIT
THAT TRIES TO STOP THIS RIDICULOUS IDEA. YOU MAY NOT POLLUTE OUR BEAUTIFUL TOWN AND ITS
WATER!
Dan Zaccardo
Lee, MA
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