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14 March 1997

Re: NEPA Cal |l -1 n Technical Inquiry 0036 - Phase 1 ESA Revi ew

Dear NEPA Call-In User:

This letter is in response to your March 4, 1997, request for NEPA Call-1In
to review the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for the Rockford
Bui | di ng, 211 South Court Street, Rockford, Illinois, prepared by Louis
Berger & Associates and submitted to the General Services Adm nistration
(GSA) in January, 1997. You asked for NEPA Call-In to review the docunent
and comment on the technical accuracy of the report. |In addition, you
specifically questioned the report's recomendati on that GSA should test a
transformer for PCBs.

NEPA Cal | -1 n reviewed the above report and conpared it to the guidance in
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM Standard E-1527, Standard
Practice for Environmental Assessnments. |n general, the report neets the

m ni mum requi renents for a Phase | Environnmental Site Assessnent. The
concl usi ons reached are generally valid except as noted in our coments

bel ow. Although it appears proper sources were consulted, the report could
be revised to be nore specific about what those sources were. The report
contai ns many typographical errors and sone grammtical errors; however
since this is a prelimnary report, we assune this will be corrected when
the report is finalized. Qur specific conments are as follows:

1. Page i, Executive Sumrmary, Paragraph 2, states " to determine if
any contam nation has occurred due to higher elevation |eaking
underground storage tanks (LUST) sites."™ The phrasing of this sentence

is confusing and led the reviewer to believe a LUST had been identified
on the property. However, reading the sane phrase later in the report
(Page 9) suggested the report is really referring to LUST sites which
are hydrol ogically upgradi ent of the property. It is recomended that
the report use the technical terns "upgradi ent” and "downgradi ent",
since these terns nore specifically inply potential groundwater
transport of contam nants from LUSTSs.

2. Page 1, Section 2.1, Site Description does not address sewage di sposal
ASTM St andard E-1527 requires that the sewage di sposal nmethod for the
property be described, and should be included in this paragraph

3. Page 1, Section 2.2, Site Land Use History states "According to property
ownership information . . .". The text should be nore specific about
records reviewed to obtain this information

4. Page 3, Figure 2, Site Map appears to be a copy of the United States
Geol ogi cal Survey (USGS) map, but this is not referenced. The ASTM
Standard E-1527 requires a USGS topographical map of the site be
reviewed. The figure should state it is a USGS topographic map, and
shoul d state the quadrangl e which has been consulted.

5. Page 7, Section 3.1.3, RCRA List states there are six small quantity
generators within one eighth of a nmile of the property but does not
state whether these sites are on adjacent properties. Further, the
report has nade no attenpt to determ ne whether these generators nmay
actual ly have an inpact on the subject property. Section 7.1.9 of the
ASTM St andard E- 1527 states if one of the standard environnental sources
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10.

identifies the property, or another property within the search distance,
then "the report shall include the environmental professional's
judgnment about the significance of the listing to the analysis of
recogni zed environnental conditions in connection with the property.”
This is typically done, at a m ninmm by showi ng the |ocations of the
identified RCRA sites on a topographic map along with the property.

This allows the reader to determine the proximty of the RCRA sites to
subject the property and identify those nore |ikely to have inpact.

This also allows the reader to nake a general deternination whether the
site is upgradi ent or downgradi ent of the property.

Page 7, Section 3.2.1, LUST/UST List, states there are eight USTs wthin
one eighth of a mle of the property and 21 LUSTs within one half mle
of the property. Adjacent properties are not addressed. Further, the
report has nmade no attenpt to determ ne whether the LUSTs/USTs may
actually have an inpact on the subject property. Again, ASTM Standard
E- 1527 states "the report shall include the environnental professional's
judgnment about the significance of the listing to the analysis of

recogni zed environmental conditions in connection with the property.”
This is typically done by showing the locations of the identified

LUST/ UST sites on a topographic map along with the property. This
allows the reader to determne the proximty of the LUST/UST sites to
the subject property and identify those nore likely to have inpact.

This also allows the reader to nmake a general determ nation whether the
site is upgradi ent or downgradient of the property.

Page 8, Section 4.0, Site Inspection states "There is a transfornmer in a
second floor closet that is not on a concrete pad. This transfornmer

shoul d not contain PCBs." It is not clear why the report conclude this
transformer does not contain PCBs. Supporting information regarding
this conclusion should be included. NEPA Call-In recomends assum ng

PCB transfornmers contain PCB' s unl ess docunentation supporting this
conclusion is available for this specific property.

Page 8, Section 4.0, Site Inspection also states "A transfornmer owned by
Commonweal t h Edi son was found outside on the..... Therefore, it is
likely that PCB's are present on the site." No logic to support this
conclusion is given. Do the transformers have marki ngs or dates clearly
i ndi cating they contain PCBs? |Is information available fromthe
servicing electrical utility? |If there is no clear information from
mar ki ngs, dates, or docunentation regarding the PCB status of the
transfornmer, it should be assumed to contain PCBs and so stated in the
report.

Page 9, Section 5.0, Interviews, does not indicate whether the

owner/ occupant was interviewed. The ASTM Standard E- 1527 requires the
property owner or occupant be interviewed,if readily available. The
list of sources on page 10 includes the building mnager, suggesting
that he was interviewed, but the text does not include any information
fromthis source. In the interviews section on page 9, the text should
state the building manager was interviewed, and should state what

i nformati on he provided.

Page 9, Section 6.0, Findings and Reconmendati ons, nentions higher

el evation LUST sites but does not indicate whether these sites are
actual ly upgradi ent of the subject property. NEPA Call-In recommends a
more conpl ete discussion of the physical setting be conducted which

i ncl udes anal ysis of geol ogi c, hydrogeol ogi ¢ hydrol ogi ¢ and topographic
conditions as described in ASTM E- 1527.
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11. Page 9.0, Section 6.0, NEPA Call-In has difficulty concurring with the
broad comments in this section as potential signs of environnmenta
contami nation on the exterior of the property were concealed by 2" to 3"
of freshly fallen snow. A followup site visit may be needed to obtain
a satisfactory ESA

O her environmental concerns suggested for inclusion in the above report
are information on water table depth and direction of flow, presence of

| ead- based paint, presence of asbestos-containing materials, Recorded Land
Title Records, and potential for flooding. The water table and flood plain
informati on may be nore significant as a result of the potential I|eaking
USTs.

Regarding the | abeling requirenments for PCBs, NEPA Call-In reviewed
regul ati ons on | abeling requirenments for PCB transformers [addressed in a
previ ous Technical Inquiry (TlI) for a different customer in November 1996,
PRO- ACT TI 10714, enclosed]. According to the U S. Environnental
Protecti on Agency's Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Hotline, (202)
554-1404, | abeling requirenents are found in Title 40 Code of Federa
Regul ati ons (CFR), Subpart C, Marking of PCB's and PCB Itens, Part 761. 40,
“Mar ki ng Requirenments” (enclosed). A summary of the marking requirenents
fol |l ows:

1. Transformers manufactured after 1 July 1978 are prohibited from
cont ai ning PCBs and do not require |abeling;

2. Transfornmers manufactured prior to 1 July 1978 and contai ni ng PCB
concentrations of 500 parts per million (PPM or greater nust be
| abel ed; and

3. Transforners manufactured prior to 1 July 1978 which have been converted
to PCB-Contam nated Electrical Equi pment (50 PPMto |ess than 500 PPM
PCB), or a Non-PCB Transformer (less than 50 PPM PCB), do not require
| abel i ng.

Therefore, a label on the transfornmer may be the evidence used to support
the PCB determ nation reached in the ESA, and such evidence shoul d be
addressed in the report.

The materials in this Tl have been prepared for use by GSA enpl oyees

and contractors and are nmade available at this site only to permt the
general public to |l earn nore about NEPA. The information is not intended to
constitute | egal advice or substitute for obtaining |legal advice from an
attorney licensed in your state and may or may not reflect the nobst current

| egal devel opnents. Readers should also be aware that this response is based
upon | aws, regulations, and policies in place at the tine it was prepared and
that this response will not be updated to reflect changes to those | aws,
regul ati ons and polici es.

Si ncerely,

(Original Signed)

NEPA Cal | -1 n Researcher



