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Dear Mr. Tagliaferro:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (Department, or MassDEP) submits
comments numbered below for Upland Disposal Facility Final Design Plan (UDF Final Design
Plan) February 2024 and Upland Disposal Facility Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance

Plan (UDF OM&M Plan), February 2024, prepared pursuant to Sections V.. [I.H.17 of the

Revised Final Permit issued by U.S. Environmental Protection Adeéh8y EPA) for the

General Electric/Housatonic River site. The UDF Final Design and UDF OM&M Plares w
prepared for General Electric Company (GE) by Arcadis in accordance with the requirement
specified in Section 4.3.2 of the Final Revised Statement of Work, September 14, 2021, prepared

by Anchor QEA for GE and approved by U.S. EPA.

General CommeniMassDEP has reviewed the proposed Upland Disposal Facility (UDF) design
and operation for consistency with the design and operational standards for solid waste landfills
at 310 CMR 19.000, the Massachusetts Landfill Technical Design Mé&rfifi), good
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engineering practice, and standard quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) practices for
constructing landfill facilities. The UDF Final Design Plan document indicates the technical
requirements of 310 CMR 19.000 were considered in the design. MassDEP finds that the
proposed facility substantially incorporates the Massachusetts solid waste design

standards. There were some instances where the design could not be fully evaluated because
necessary information was not included in the available materihlsseTinstances are presented

in detail below.

UDF Final Design Plan

Missing Technical Specifications

1. The Technical Specifications do not have sections for:

a. “granular drainage layer” or state a permeability specification for a sand or other
analogous material.

b. “graded aggregate.” There is a section for “dense graded aggregate”, but it is unclear
if it is intended to be the same material.

c. “sump backfill’. There are specifications for drainage stone, but there is no
permeability or particle size specification included.

d. “filter stone”.
e. “excavated material” as it pertains to gas vent construction.

f. “final cover subbase” or identification of what “moderately permeable” means.

Liner Comments

2. The primary leachate collection system on the floor area of the liner consists of 12 inches of
“granular drainage layer” over a geocomposite drainage layer (geonet). The usual state of
practice is to provide 18 inches of soil having a minimum hydraulic conductivity of*1x10
cm/s AND a geonet.
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Calculations in Appendix E indicate that the minimum transmissivity of the geocomposite
drainage net under liner slope conditions should be 6:6rt6, but the specifications at 31
05 19.26 - 5 state a minimum of 6.1%19¢%/s. The specifications should be corrected to be
in agreement.

Leachate Conveyance and Storage System

4.

The two leachate junction manholes are not depicted as having leak detection (Sheet 21,
Detail 1). The electrical diagram on Sheet 42 shows high level switches in the junction
manholes, so the lack of leak detection in the detail drawing may simply be an oversight. If
so, Sheet 21, Detail 1 should be updated to depict the leak detection equipment.

There is no detail drawing of how conduits for power and communications would be brought
into the various manholes requiring them.

Stability Analysis

6.

Static and pseudstatic (seismic) stability were evaluated to analyze deep circular failures

and sliding block failures. The liner was modeled as a single layer using the parameters for
the weakest layer. The liner was assumed to have the lowestlstnatign the global

stability analysis and was also assumed to have a shear strength of 24.0° and a cohesion of
zero. The system was found to meet adequate factors of safety (FS) with these assumptions.
However, the geocomposite clay liner (GCL) minimunternal shear strength is specified as

only 17° with a minimum cohesion of 200 psf. There should be a demonstration that the GCL
internal shear specifications are equivalent or greater than the minimum parameters assumed
for the stability modeling, or the modeling should be revisited to ensure adequate FS are
achieved despite lower specified shear strength.

7. All materials and interfaces should be tested to ensure that they meet the minimum of 24°, or

where applicable, the higher values assumed in modeling. It is MassDEP’s experience that
interfaces involving GCL liners in particular can exhibit lower ifaeial shear strengths than
other typical landfill system materials, but interface testing for GCL does not appear to be
specified.
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8.

On Page 4 of Appendix D, it states that the “Detailed output from the stability analyses,
including figures showing the critical failure surface, are provided in Attachment C.” The
stability analysis output was not observed in the available docunesiesved.

Landfill Final Cover System and Stormwater Management

9.

No gas venting features are depicted on Drawing 8, however, a statement in the narrative on
Page 22 that they are so this should be clarified.

10. Stormwater on the final cover system would be handled in part by swales at the perimeter toe

11.

(“perimeter ditch”), midslope (“diversion berm”), and topslope perimeter (“plateau ditch”).

The detail drawings on Sheet 31 depict that there will be buried collection pipes under the
diversion berm (Detail 2) and plateau ditch (Detail 3). Detail 1 for the perimeter ditch does

not show a collection pipe, despite an analysis in Appendix F indicating that it should have
one. The calculations in Appendix F evaluate the usage of 6-incimoh 8iameter pipes in

single or double configurations and appear to determine that in some locations double 6-inch
pipes will be needed in the swales. However, the detail drawings (Sheet 31) and plan (Sheet
8) do not show the pipe diameters selected or show where double pipes are needed. Sheets 8
and 31 should be updated with this information. It may be intended that the pipes daylight at
culvert inlets, but no detail was provided.

Section 3.4 states that the construction of the UDF will generate approximately 285,000

cubic yards of excess soil. Plans for the temporary and, if necessary, permanent management
of the excess soil generated during construction should be discligkedull utilization of

this material during the Rest of River Action is speculative, definitive alternatives should be
identified.

UDF OperationsMonitoring, and Maintenance Plan

12.

Regulation 310 CMR 19.110(10) requires that the liner design must ensure that the hydraulic
head of leachate on the liner can be maintained at less than one foot at the expected flow
except during storm events. The operation of the leachate pumpsetaadio be via level
switches. The on and off levels do not currently appear to be specified and transducers are
not specified to be provided. There does not appear to be a way to verify the leachate level
during operation.
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13. Page 22 of the UDF Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan names multiple types of
potential daily cover, including six inches of soil, plastic sheeting, spray-applied coatings, or
similar materials but does not give detailed information on how cover will be used or
maintained. Consideration should be given to setting performance standards for daily cover
and/or specifying which specific materials can be used and under what circumstances.

14. Page 22 of the UDF Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan states that nine existing
wells will be gauged on a semiannual basis (May and Nov) and groundwater sampling will
occur annually in May for (PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, inorganics, dioxins/furanssigest
herbicides, and PFAS). This is a lower monitoring frequency than typical for MassDEP-
regulated operating LFs, which are typically monitored semiannually (per 310 CMR
19.132(2)(d)). MassDEP would also offer that, given the nature of soils tc&gted, data
obtained from the sampling of both leachate and stormwater should be a consideration in the
selection of analytical parameters for groundwater monitoring wells in thedomg-

15. Consideration should be given to periodic sampling of stormwater and sediment from
stormwater management structures to ensure that contact asdmtant stormwaters are
being effectively managed over the operational life of the facility to assure that stormwater
within an active disposal cell does not become contact siaten.

16. Page 12 of the UDF Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan states that incidental
releases of contaminated materials will be prevented, in part, by use of aggregate vehicle
tracking pads located at exit points within the cells, and BMPs implemented to remove soil
material from construction vehicle tires and tracks prior to existing the cells. Tracking pads
do not appear to be depicted in the project plans and there are no details given on these
BMPs. More information would be beneficial.

17. Page 12 of the UDF Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan states that the Leachate
Management System (i.e. the system that removes leachate from the disposal area, force
mains, storage tanks, loadout station, and associated structures and equipment) will be
inspected annually or more frequently if there are performance issues. MassDEP notes that
most system components are easily accessible for visual inspection (e.g. within occupiable
structures or by opening manholes) and routine inspection should occur more frequently.

18.Page 14€f the UDF OM&M Plan states that water level gauging will be perforiméday
and November. MassDEiecommends quarterly groundwater elevation measurements be
taken, to confirm the actual groundwater elevation fluctuations and high groundwater given
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the Prebesign Investigation measurements were based on one year of measurements and the
Frimpter method

19. Page 14f the UDF OM&M Plan contains a reference to monitoring wells in “Section
3.3.4.1.” The monitoring well list is in Section 33L..

20. Page 14he UDF OM&M Plan does not clearly indicate the comparison criteria for reporting
and response to detections of chemical constituents in the monitoringRiedise elaborate
on how groundwater quality data will be reviewederms of reporting thresholds and
response actions.

22. Figure 4 of the UDF OM&M Plan appears to have an incorrect label for monitoring well
MW 2022-4 and does not depict MW 2022-3. Please correct the.l#ddM/ 2022-3 will
be preserved during regrading, replaced, or another well will be installed near its current
location for groundwater monitoring, please include a location for it on this figure and
describe this in the document text.

MassDEP thanks you for the opportunity to comment on this document. Please contact me
should you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Gorski
Regional Director

ec: Catherine SkibaMassDEP
Eva V. Tor. MassDEP
Daniel Hall, MassDEP
Benjamin Gudi, MassDEP



TOWN OF LEE R. Christopher Brittain,
32 Main Street, Lee, MA 01238 Town Administrator

www.lee.ma.us

May 10, 2024

Mr. Dean Tagliaferro
EPA New England

10 Lyman Street, Suite 2
Pittsfield, MA 01201

Dear Mr. Tagliaferro,

The following is a list of comments from the Town of Lee regarding the UDF Final
Design Plan and OMM Plan.

The Statement of Work (SOW) outlines the components of the UDF Final Design Plan
(pdf page 53 of the SOW). There are several components that are absent from the
document as follows:

o Identification of UDF construction team - including key personnel, their
roles and responsibilities, and lines of authority;

e Process for selection of a UDF construction contractor, if not already

selected;

Schedule for construction;

Construction Quality Assurance Plan (CQAP);

Project closeout requirements; and

Summary of anticipated Post-Construction Site Control activities

following completion of the final cover and closure.

e e o e

In addition, it would be useful if the UDF Final Design Plan summarized the
compliance of the design elements as compared to the SOW performance standards in a
table or bullet list summary (such as estimated consolidation area volume as compared
to the 1.3 million cubic yards required design capacity, etc.).

The town requests that the UDF Final Design Plan be amended to include the above
elements, and a concise summary documenting design element compliance to
associated performance standards be included.
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The Revised Final Permit specifies aspects of the bottom liner and cap liner to have
“permeability equal or less than 1 x 107 cm/sec [centimeters per second], a minimum
thickness of 30 mils and be chemically compatible with PCBs” (pdf page 65). The UDF
Final Design Plan states that these standards will be complied with and provides
technical specifications within Appendix C, and describes the bascliner system
components in Section 3.3.1 to include “60-mil textured high density polyethylene
(HDPE) geomembrane™ (pdf page 22). However, it may be useful to attach the selected
geomembrane material specification literature for the liner product to be relied upon in
order to verify these performance standards are met. Furthermore, the community may
want to review any available supporting literature that documents the compatibility of
these materials with PCBs.

The town requests that GE amend the UDF Final Design Plan by attaching the liner
specifications (and any additional information identified by the community) describing
permeability, thickness and PCB reactive characteristics.

Appendix E (page E-2, pdf page 141) of the Revised Final Permit states that “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 the section that discusses all sediment except for Reach 5B. Woods Pond is
located due north and within close proximity of the UDF parcel. It may be appropriate
to consider the UDF Parcel as a suitable setting to develop this hybrid disposal process.
Materials removed during the consolidation area excavation may be suitable for
averaging the Reach 5C and Woods Pond wastes.

The town would like to know if the UDF area is a suitable setting to address the Reach
5C and Woods Pond hybrid disposal averaging process.

Section 2.6.3 of the UDF Final Design Plan describes the planned leachate management
system. This section describes how leachate captured from the consolidation cells will
be captured and routed to on-site storage tanks. The leachate will then be transferred by
a tanker truck to GE’s water treatment facility (Building 64G) or another approved
treatment facility outside of the UDF property. The third paragraph on page 9 (pdf page
19) indicates that leachate created from future hydraulic dredges may ultimately be
treated at an on-site treatment facility at the GE parcel and discharged to the Housatonic
River in compliance with appropriate National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) discharge limits set forth in Table 1 (pdf page 56) of the document. Review of
the Table 1 NPDES applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements indicates that
the “point source discharge must meet technology-based effluent limitations and
effluent limitations and conditions necessary to meet state water quality standards,
except that discharges in compliance with instructions of On-Scene Coordinator (OSC)
acting pursuant to the National Contingency Plan (NCP) are exempt from these
requirements (122.3(d)).” This information indicates that there may be a point discharge
to the river that is associated with treated leachate releases from hydraulically conveyed
waste. This condition raises several questions:
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e [t is not clear how the current designs accommodate the placement of an
on-site treatment facility, or any associated features necessary to manage
the leachate to be treated.

e Itis not clear if there is a right-of-way access between the UDF parcel
and the Housatonic River to allow for the construction of a point
discharge. There is a considerable buffer area between the UDF and the
Housatonic River that is occupied by the Northeast Paving/Eurovia
Atlantic Coast, LLC gravel mine that would seemingly pose an obstacle
to a point discharge from the UDF.

e Itisnot clear from the information in Table 1 as to what is considered a
‘discharge in compliance with instructions of the On-Scene Coordinator’
as opposed to discharges to be held in compliance with NPDES
standards, and

o Itis not clear if future monitoring of the UDF will include sampling of
the Housatonic River above, within and below the mixing zone of the
point discharge from the UDF.

The town requests that further information be provided that will show how the proposed
UDF design will accommodate the needs of the potential hydraulic waste leachate
management and point discharge.

The UDF Final Design Plan provides a brief description of “contact™ (have had the
potential for contact with the consolidation material) and “non-contact” (have not had
the potential for contact with the consolidation material) waters associated with the
UDF construction process. The document does not describe the management
approaches for either of these types of water (refer to Section 5.3 on pdf page 39).

The town would like GE to provide information describing how contact and non-contact
water will be managed.

The UDF Final Design Plan does not describe how materials will be managed and
stored. Excavated topsoil removed during construction would typically be stored as
berm material for later soil replenishment, capping and reclamation. The document does
not mention whether topsoil will be sorted and held for later use. Similarly, there is
likely a need to conduct tree and brush removal, in addition to the removal of a centrally
located patch of milkweed. These materials could also be retained for later soil
amendment and re-establishment of habitat of use to the Monarch butterfly (as
described in Appendix H). The plan mentions concrete debris material within and next
to the consolidation area limits, but does not describe how or if these materials will be
disposed of.

The town requests that the Final UDF Design Plan be amended to discuss areas where
materials will be managed for later use or disposal, such as topsoil, vegetation
materials and concrete debris.
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The UDF Final Design Plan does not describe features to address spills or releases of
PCB-contaminated materials. Of particular concern in regards to spill management are
the areas used for waste material load-out into the consolidation area, and the leachate
collection tanks. It seems that the UDF design could include appropriate best
management practices to control incidental releases of contaminated material.

The town requests that the UDF Final Design Plan be amended to include feai. res to
address spills of contaminated material.

The UDF Final Design Plan describes the intermittent stream and GE’s intended
methods to address the constructed road crossing associated with it (Section 6.2.2, pdf
page 44). However, the treatment/management of the water flows associated with this
teature is not fully described. In addition, this feature is not called out on any of the
design sheets making it difficult to track the relationship of the drainage in relation to
proposed construction activities (with the exception of the anticipated culvert to be
placed to allow traffic across the drainage provided on Figure 35). It seems important
that the water associated with this drainage be actively managed so that it does not
undermine/erode any UDF feature. The document (in several places) acknowledges that
surface flows absorb into a wetland area at the terminus of the drainage adjacent to the
overhead wires right-of-way. It is important to retain the natural character provided by
this feature, but it also may be important to be sure the flows do not compromise the
UDF.

The town requests that the UDF Final Design Plan describe if there is a need to
manage the water flow associated with the intermittent drainage/stream flow.

Several of the site plans depict the location of heavy traffic/high use areas in close
association with stormwater management area (SMA) features as follows:
e The stabilized construction entrance to the UDF is adjacent to SMA-2,
SMA-3A, SMA-3B and the South Stormwater Basin (Appendix A, Final
Drawings, Figure 9, pdf page 90).
e The Y-shaped road junctions where traffic can cross (the southern
crossing adjacent to an operations area that may serve as the waste load-
out area is closely located to the south stormwater basin [Appendix A,
Final Drawings, Figure 4A, pdf page 83], and the northern junction is
adjacent to the North Stormwater Basin [Appendix A, Final Drawings,
Figure 4B, pdf page 84])

These high use areas may be susceptible to potential spills and accidents. It may be
prudent to amend the adjacent SMA ponds with activated carbon to ameliorate any
spilled PCB materials. In addition, it may be proactive to encompass the leachate
storage tanks with a catchment basin (with a perimeter berm) that is also amended with
activated carbon (since there does not appear to be any dedicated stormwater routing
feature associated with the tanks as shown on Figure 6).
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The town requests that stormwater basins (and/or ditches) that occur adjacent to UDF
high traffic areas be designed to include carbon amendments to assist with the buffering
and adsorption of spilled PCB waste materials.

A required component of the UDF Final Design Plan is an understanding of the UDF
Operations Areas. The UDF Final Design Plan does not provide clarity on the use of the
Operations Areas, which remains uncertain regarding use. It is important to understand
the uses of the identified support areas in order to be aware of the possibility of PCB-
contaminated waste spillage. If spills are a concern, then precautionary design elements
(such as creation of berms, sloping of the pad toward a collection point, or possible
underlayment of a liner) could be included in the design. Furthermore, these working
areas may be suitable locations to place monitoring equipment for dust/air monitoring.

The Town would like the EPA to determine if the absence of understanding Operation
Area(s) functions represents a significant gap in the UDF Final Design Plan.

The On-Site and Off-Site Transportation and Disposal Plan (Arcadis U.S., Inc. October
2023) was recently released for initial review. This document is to be revised and to
incorporate the possible use of rail transport as part of the plan. The use of rail is
critically linked to the UDF; therefore, it seems appropriate that components of this
UDF Final Design Plan consider the placement of a rail-based waste offloading area.
Currently, the plans provided within the UDF Final Design Plan do not exhibit any
opportunity for a rail-based connection to the UDF.

The town requests that the UDF Final Design Plan be amended to include
considerations/aspects associated with the potential linkage to a rail-based waste
transfer area.

Hydraulic conveyance of waste materials is a potential mechanism for future waste
transport. This potential waste transport mechanism is acknowledged within the UDF
Final Design Plan, however the design (and associated text narrative) does not describe
how hydraulic elements are to be addressed. This document states “it will not change
significantly,” and yet key elements of waste transport (mentioned in the previous
comment) and hydraulic transport have yet to be described.

The town requests that the UDF Final Design Plan be amended to further clarify how
wastes from hydraulic transport methods are to be addressed.

TASC has raised several questions related to the status of the adjacent gravel quarry
(Northeast Paving, a division of Eurovia Atlantic Coast, LLC). The Revised Final PDI
Summary Report indicates that the quarry retains active mining operations. The Revised
Final PDI Summary Report states “The UDF will be constructed on a 75-acre property
that was formerly part of an active sand and gravel quarry and that GE acquired from
The Lane Construction Corporation (Lane) in April 2021” (pdf page 11), and “since the
two westerly ponds remain in active use as part of the gravel pit operation ongoing in
the land abutting the west side of the GE parcel, they are also not regulated wetlands
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under the MWPA regulations™ (pdf page 22). It is not clear if GE will work
cooperatively with the gravel mine landowner to maintain the ponds for gravel
operations and allow access (if needed) for this landowner. Furthermore, it is not clear if
future gravel operations may be in conflict with the UDF (or could influence
groundwater pathways toward the Housatonic River since mining operations may affect
these pathways). There is a very thorough description of other GE relations with
Eversource in order to address the overhead electrical utility easement (described in
Section 2.4 pdf pages 16-17 of the UDF Final Design Plan) but there is no description

in the UDF Final Design Plan regarding Northeast Paving/Eurovia Atlantic Coast, LLC.

The town requests that the UDF Final Design Plan be revised to include a thorough
description of GE'’s relationship with the adjacent gravel mine operation.

The Quality of Life Compliance Plan (Anchor QEA, LLC and Arcadis U.S., Inc.,
December 2023) was recently released and reviewed by TASC. GE is to monitor air,
noise, odor and light as part of the proposed monitoring program. TASC recommended
that additional variables of aesthetics and invasive species be added as monitored
measures.

The town requests that GE address community recommendations on visible impacts to
area aesthetics through appropriate best management practices, and to monitor
revegetation of the final cap to ensure promotion of desired species and prevention of
invasive species.

Appendix A, Final Drawings, Overall Site Plan 1 (pdf page 78) provides an overview of
the Site Plan. As shown in the southeast corner of the parcel, there are several existing
structures (or tanks) and lamp posts. This is the location for the UDF stabilized
construction entrance for waste haulage traffic. Therefore, it is assumed that these
structures will be removed, yet the document does not mention the fate of these
features.

The town requests that the UDF Final Design Plan include a description of the fate of
the buildings/structures located in the southeast corner of the UDF parcel where the
construction entrance is to be located.

Appendix A, Final Drawings, Figure 4B of the UDF Final Design Plan depicts the
initial site grading plan (south) (pdf page 84). The footprint of disturbance appears to
potentially impact two monitoring wells directly (MW-2022-2 and MW-2022-3) with
the placement of fill and/or the access road. In addition, the grading footprint to the east
is closely located to MW-2023-1SR and MW-2022-1D. The UDF Final Design Plan
does not mention if any protective barriers are to be established in order to protect the
integrity of these wells.

The town requests that GE place protective barriers for the monitoring wells that are
located close to the anticipated UDF construction disturbance.
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Appendix A, Final Drawings, Figure 9 (pdf page 90) of the UDF Final Design Plan
depicts elements of the stormwater management process for the UDF. It appears that
stormwater will largely be ‘eliminated’ through evaporation from stormwater
management area (SMA) retention; however there also appear to be stormwater culverts
that convey water from the UDF areas to surrounding areas such as the adjacent gravel
mine ponds (refer to the stormwater culvert adjacent to SMA-5, and the culvert draining
SMA-4 shown in Figure 9). Furthermore, it is not entirely clear if there are any
stormwater discharge points/releases from the UDF that would require a stormwater
NPDES permit. To comprehensively understand the stormwater management process
for the UDF, it may be prudent to develop a stormwater conceptual site model that
tracks hydrologic linkages between stormwater sources and flow pathways to the
designed stormwater management elements (SMA features, culverts, ditches, any
outfalls, etc.).

The town requests that GE document a stormwater conceptual site model that will
enable the tracking and review of the stormwater pathways (and management elements)
associated with the UDF.

Appendix A, Final Drawings, Figures 11 and 12 (pdf pages 92 and 93) depict cross
sections of the UDF. These figures show the relationship of constructed elements to the
groundwater levels (and associated performance standard). The UDF design has a
maximum allowable elevation of 1,099 feet that can be adjusted based on the effects of
the groundwater levels. The measured groundwater elevations (Table 6A, pdf page 182
of the Final PDI Summary Report) and the modeled groundwater elevations using the
Frimpter Method (Table 6B, beginning on pdf page 183 of the Revised Final PDI
Summary Report) yield levels routinely greater than the permit performance standard
threshold of 950 feet above mean sea level. This is allowable as per the permit standards
that state “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
(1,099 feet) 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 UDF to have a maximum capacity of 1.3 million cubic yards” (pdf pages 59-60 of
the Revised Final Permit). The difference between the seasonally high groundwater
elevation and 950 feet (referred to as difference values) varies by monitoring
well/piezometer location. Estimated difference values (example calculated value for
MW-2022-18 from Table 6B [pdf page 183 of the Revised Final PDI Summary Report]
0f 975.85 — 950 = 25.85 ft) occur from a minimum of 3.9 feet above mean sea level
(MW-2022-4S) to a maximum of 25.85 feet above mean sea level (MW-2022-18)
(Table 6B of the Revised Final PDI Summary Report). These results indicate that the
entire UDF design was allowably elevated above the 1,099 feet of elevation
performance standard. It may be useful to understand this allowable adjustment on the
Site Cross Section profiles provided on Figures 11 and 12 of the UDF Final Design Plan
in order to visualize the compliance of the design in relation to the standards.
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The town requests that Figures 11 and 12 of the UDF Final Design Plan be revised to
include the upper build-out threshold performance standard.

Appendix A, Final Drawings, Figure 12 (pdf page 93) provides site cross sections. As
per information provided in the Revised Final PDI Summary Report, on F igure 7 A-A'
West-East Geologic Cross Section pdf page 291, the restrictive or confining layer of
underlying marble bedrock occurs at depths ranging from 912 feet below ground
surface at MW-2022-8 to about 960-965 feet at MW-2022-1S/D. However, Figure 12 in
Appendix A, does not capture the cross section area with the highest bedrock layer (and
associated groundwater level). It may be useful to develop a cross section that captures
the northeast portion of the consolidation area to visualize how the underlying features
of bedrock and groundwater influence the design (and capacity) of the consolidation
area.

The town requests that Figure 12 be revised to include the northeast area of the
consolidation area in order to understand if underlying bedrock and groundwater will
influence the design.

Appendix B (beginning on pdf page 126) provides the Upland Disposal Facility
Leachate Detection Response Action Plan. This plan provides a thorough description of
the measures to be taken to control and contain leachate from the consolidated waste
areas. Section 3 describes the monitoring and testing procedures, which are focused on
measuring volume to ensure proper containment. Because the leachate is to be
transferred to the GE treatment facility, it would be appropriate for this material to be
tested for PCBs (and other chemicals that may affect treatment).

The town requests that the leachate collected be analyzed for PCB content and
concentrations in order 1o be sure GE's treatment facility can adequately provide the
necessary treatment.

Appendix H (beginning on pdf page 1253) provides the Habitat Restoration and
Mitigation Assessment Report and Plan for the Upland Disposal Facility Area. It
provides thorough descriptions of natural setting features throughout the GE parcel, as
well as an assessment of potential impacts to natural settings (and species) as a result of
the UDF construction. TASC raised the potential concern that the collected sediment
waste materials may separate out by phase within the consolidation area thereby
creating ponded water. The UDF Final Design Plan appropriately describes how ponded
water will be managed. However, this water may create an attractive (and potentially
toxic) nuisance to migratory bird species. Appendix H (Section 6.2, Other Operational
Areas) does not assess if this potential situation could arise, or if there would be an
impact to migratory species. It is likely that any accumulation of water will be
proactively managed, however the document does not provide these details.

The town requests that EPA determine if there is reason to be concerned about the
attraction of migratory birds to ponded water in the UDF consolidation area.
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Section 3 of the Revised Final PDI Summary Report describes the data summary
evaluation by media. As stated on page 9 (pdf page 19) the document “also presents the
data and information obtained from those PDI activities through November 2023 (and
for one well, December 2023) and an evaluation of the data to the extent practicable.”
Additional water level elevation monitoring was conducted through December 2023
along with additional synoptic gauging performed in October 2023. The new
groundwater data provided in the Revised Final PDI Summary Report is a valuable
addition to the understanding of groundwater movement and quality associated with the
UDF. However, it does not appear that this newly acquired information was integrated
into any of the data evaluation conclusions. Of particular interest would be the mapping
of the groundwater contours for this Fall data set, and a comparison to the previous year
(Figures 13, 14 and 15 where applicable).

The town requests that the Revised Final PDI Summary Report include interpretation
and/or integration of the fall 2023 groundwater data.

Table 6A of the Revised Final PDI Summary Report (pdf page 183) provides
groundwater elevation monitoring results for monitoring wells, Lee Landfill wells,
piezometers and surface water features (MP-1, Gravel Pond and MP-2, Housatonic
River). The results in the table capture over one year of monitoring including 2-3
months of temporal overlap (June, October and one well in December in 2022 and
2023). Comparison of the measured groundwater levels between June 2022 and June
2023 shows a decrease in groundwater levels for all wells measured. The decreases
range from 0.03 feet to 10.41 feet. The results highlight the importance of continued
monitoring to capture additional seasonal/annual trends in the groundwater level data.
As mentioned previously, prior to UDF construction, the piezometers will be abandoned
in place. However, the monitoring wells may remain in service for continued
monitoring.” While the amount of information captured to date represents a robust
dataset from which to draw conclusions regarding trends, this divergence of data in one
year demonstrates the need to continue monitoring.

The town requests that groundwater level monitoring continue to be collected during
and after the UDF construction to capture year-to-year trends.

Table 6-C of the Revised Final PDI Summary Report, which summarizes the Frimpter
Method for Calculation of Seasonal High Groundwater Elevation (pdf pages 185
through 188), does not include the Fall (October-November) 2023 groundwater levels.
While GE has achieved the requirements set forth to calculate the Seasonal High
Groundwater Elevation estimates, it seems appropriate to include this information to
further test the adequacy of the Frimpter Method.

The town requests that additional October and November 2023 information be used to
further test the appropriate application of the Frimpter Method.
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On page 40, the plan states: "While climate change related changes on groundwater are
uncertain for the UDF area hydrogeologic setting, it is likely they will result in lower-
than-average groundwater levels relative to current and historical conditions." This
statement requires substantiation, given that groundwater levels are a driving design
criterion for the UDF. All climate models, including integrated analyses across 14
dominant models, predict significantly increased precipitation in the near-term, and
greater annual precipitation in the long-term in the region of the UDF. These models are
confirmed by climate data; the models are on track, if not conservative. The
unpublished assumption may be that decreased snow accumulation attendant to long-
term regional warming trends will reduce spring snowmelt ("spring rush"). Snowmelt is
the assumed primary contributor to seasonally high ground water levels as observed in
the monitoring wells. Yet the 2022-2023 observed monitoring well data occurred in a
year with little snow accumulation. Regional hydrograph variability (e.g., Frimpter) will
reflect similar predictive weakness for this time period. That future warming will result
in more rain and less snow is clear; if current trends hold, this has, in fact, already
occurred. The shift to greater precipitation as rain will most likely reduce hydrograph
variability across seasons. Yet, as a general rule, greater annual precipitation generally
increases regional hydrographs. The assumption that more annual precipitation raises
groundwater levels is arguably more likely. The assumption that the hydrograph will
not rise in response to greater average annual precipitation is weak at best. The
statement on page 40 that climate change will 'likely' not raise groundwater appears to
be an undefended assumption with, it seems, no attendant consideration of risk for
maintaining the minimum 15 feet between the consolidation area liner and ground water
levels.

The town requests substantiation of the argument that "climate change...will result in
lower-than-average groundwater levels relative to current and historical conditions."

The UDF Plan relies on PCB levels in sediment (ppm) to be completed in the river or
flood plain to have an average concentration of 50 ppm or less. Yet the plan does not
require any routine testing of sediment actually deposited in the UDF. Therefore
compliance with the average concentration requirement depends on other, less direct
methods of measurement and estimation.

The town requests that additional testing be performed at the UDF site to confirm that
the average level does not exceed 50ppm. Testing should be completed at regular
periods (ideally on a daily basis) from random samples taken from sediments newly
deposited at the UDF. Cumulative records should be kept and published to ensure the
average concentrations do not exceed 50ppm. The town should be allowed to retrieve
split samples of the sampled sediments for independent chemical analysis.
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