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DECLARATION STATEMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION RECORD OF DECISION

Former Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration Site
City of Amsterdam, Montgomery County

Site No. B-00052-4

Statement of Purpose and Basis

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy for the Former Mohasco
Mill Complex environmental restoration site which was chosen in accordance with the New
York State Environmental Conservation Law.

This decision is based on the Administrative Record ofthe New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the Former Mohasco Mill Complex
environmental restoration site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan
(pRAP) presented by the NYSDEC. A listing of the documents included as a part of the
Administrative Record is included in Appendix B of the ROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened release of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed
by implementing the remedy selected in this ROD, presents a potential threat to public health
and the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based on the results of the Site InvestigationlRemedial Alternatives Report (SIlRAR)
for the FormerMohasco Mill Complex and the criteria identified for evaluation ofalternatives,
the NYSDEC has selected soil cover with building demolition and deed restrictions placed on
the property limiting the property to recreational, commercial, or industrial uses. The
components of the remedy are as follows:

• removal ofdebris and contaminated soils along the stream bankwith consolidation and
regrading;

• soil cover with building demolition;

• deed restrictions placed on the property limiting the property to recreational,
commercial, or industrial uses. Deed restrictions will also prevent the use of
groundwater at the site and require appropriate action (excavation and proper
disposal) should intrusive activities disturb contaminated soils.



New York State Department of Health Acceptance

The New York State Department of Health concurs with the remedy selected for this
site as being protective of human health.

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective ofhuman health and the environment, complies with
State and Federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action to the extent practicable, and is cost effective.

Date
'2!~-4 ~J/J_
MichaeIJ.~
Division of Environmental Remediation
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Environmental Restoration
RECORD OF DECISION

Former Mohasco Mill Complex
City of Amsterdam, Montgomery County

Site No. B-OOOS2-4
March 2001

SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

The New York State Department ofEnvironmental Conservation (NYSDEC) in consultation with
the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) has selected this remedy to address the
potential threat to public health and/or the environment created by the presence of hazardous
substances at the Former Mohasco Mill Complex brownfield site.

The 1996 Clean Water/ Clean Air Bond Act provides fimding to municipalities for the investigation
and cleanup ofbrownfields. Under the Environmental Restoration (Brownfields) Program, the State
may provide grants to the City ofAmsterdam to reimburse up to 75 percent ofthe eligible costs for
site remediation activities. Once remediated the property can then be reused.

As more fully described in Sections 3 and 4 of this document, industrial operations and fires have
resulted in the disposal and deposition of a number of hazardous substances at the site. These
substances include PCBs, semi-volatile organic compounds, and metals, some of which were
released or have migrated from the site to an area of sediments in the North Chuctanunda Creek, a
Class C protected stream. These disposal activities have resulted in the following threat to the public
health and/or the environment:

• a potential threat to human health associated with direct contact with contaminated surficial
soils.

• an environmental threat associated with the impacts of contaminants in soils leaching into
the North Chuctanunda Creek.

In order to eliminate or mitigate the potential threats to the public health and/or the environment that
the hazardous substances disposed at the Former Mohasco Mill Complex brownfield site have
caused, the following remedy was selected to allow for a park/business office complex at the site:

• removal of debris and contaminated soils along the stream bank with consolidation and
regrading;

• soil cover with building demolition;
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• deed restrictions placed on the property limiting the property to recreational, commercial, or
industrial uses. Deed restrictions will also prevent the use of groundwater at the site and
require appropriate action (excavationand properdisposal) should intrusive activities disturb
contaminated soils.

The remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8 of this document, is intended to attain the remediation
goals selected for this site in Section 6 of this Record of Decision (ROD) in conformity with
applicable standards, criteria, and guidance (SCGs).

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The former Mohasco Mill Complex is an approximately 23.5 acre site located at the southwest
comer of the intersection of Forest Avenue and Lyon Street within the City of Amsterdam,
Montgomery County, New York. The North Chuctanunda Creek bisects the site from the northeast
to the southwest. The Mohawk River is located approximately 1.25 miles southwest of the site.
Most ofthe central~d northern section ofthe property is covered by the remains oflarge buildings,
building foundations, demolition debris, and a parking lot. An abandoned railroad and the former
steam plant building are on the western and southern portion of the property.

A site location map and site map are included as figures 1 & 2, respectively.

SECTION 3: SITE mSTORY

3.1: OperationallDisposal History

The Mohasco Mill Complex was a carpet manufacturing facility which operated from the late 1880s
through 1984. Manufacturing processes conducted at the site consisted primarily of milling and
weaving ofraw materials and dye operations. Based on reviews ofexisting documents, it is believed
that chemicals shipped to, used, and stored at the site included, but may not have been limited to,
sulfuric acid, acetic acid, hydrogen peroxide, hydrosulfites, PCBs, and some metalized dyes. Carpet
manufacturing activities ceased in 1984, after which time the site was leased for use as storage and
office space until 1992. Most ofthe buildings at the site were destroyed by fires in 1992 and 1994.
Debris from the buildings destroyed by the fire was left on-site and was used to backfill building
foundations. The City acquired the site in 1994. The site is currently unoccupied.

3.2: Environmental Restoration History

An environmental site assessment was conducted by Alpha Earth, Inc. in 1995. This site assessment
identified environmental hazards including asbestos containing materials (ACM) in the buildings,
lead-based paints, electrical transformers containing PCB oil, and several drums of corrosive
chemicals. Interviews with former employees documented that chemicals and dyes were stored at
the site, and that they were discharged directly to the Creek after use.

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration'Site
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SECTION 4: CURRENT STATUS

To detennine the nature and extent of any contamination by hazardous substances of this
environmental restoration site, the City of Amsterdam has recently completed a Site
InvestigationlRemedial Action Report (SIIRAR).

4.1: Summary of the Site Investigation•
The purpose of the SI was to define the nature and extent of any contamination resulting from
previous activities at the site. The SI was conducted in two phases. The first phase was conducted
from November 1998 to May 1999. The second phase was conducted in August 2000, after the
completion ofthe USEPA removal action at the former steam plant, as discussed in Section 4.2. A
report entitled Final Site Investigation Report, dated November 2000, has been prepared which
describes the field activities and findings ofthe SI in detail.

The SI included the following activities:

• Installationofsoil borings and monitoring wells for analysis ofsoils and groundwateras well
as physical properties of soil and hydrogeologic conditions;

• Surficial soil samples were collected to assess the potential for direct contact with
contaminants;

• Test pits were excavated to look for buried transformers and obtain subsurface soil samples;

• Water and sediment samples were collected from the North Chuctanunda Creek, from
upstream to the confluence with the Mohawk River; and

• An asbestos and lead paint survey was conducted.

To detennine which media (soil, groundwater, etc.) contain contamination at levels of concern.
the SI analytical data was compared to environmental Standards, Criteria, and Guidance values
(SCGs). Groundwater. drinking water and surface water SCGs identified for the former Mohasco
Mill site are based on NYSDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values and Part
V ofNYS Sanitary Code. For soils, NYSDEC TAGM 4046 provides soil cleanup guidelines for
the protection of groundwater, background conditions and health-based exposure scenarios.
Guidance values for evaluating contamination in sediments are provided by the NYSDEC
Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments.

Based on the Site Investigation results in comparison to the SCGs and potential public health and
environmental exposure routes, certain areas and media of the site require remediation. These are
summarized below. More complete information can be found in the SI Report.
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Chemical concentrations are reported in parts per billion (Ppb) or parts per million (ppm). For
comparison purposes, where applicable, SCGs are provided for each medium.

4.1.1 Nature of Contamination:

As described in the SI Report, many soil, groundwater and sediment samples were collected at the
Site to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. The contaminants detected at this site
were semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, polychorinated biphyenols (PCBs), and
pesticides. The PCB contamination was remediated by an interim remedial measure discussed
in Section 4.2. The SVOCs detected at the site are compounds referred to as polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PARs), and are a byproduct of combustion.

Sources ofPAHs include power plants, automobile emissions and industrial processes. There are
also natural sources ofPAHs such as forest ftres, volcanic eruptions, and decaying organic matter.
Low concentrations of PAH compounds can be found in" soil worldwide. The relatively high
concentrations of PAHs and certain metals found at the Former Mohasco Mill site are likely the
result of the ftres which occurred at the site as well as the ash and soot from the former coal
burning steam power plant.

4.1.2 Extent of Contamination

Table 1 summarizes the extent of contamination for the contaminants of concern in groundwater,
soil, and stream sediments, and compares the data with the SCGs. The following are the media
which were investigated and a summary of the fmdings of the investigation.

PAH compounds and metals were detected in surface soil samples at concentrations above
guidance values in the vicinity of the former steam plant, with the highest concentrations detected
at sample number SS-5 which is located under the former railroad trestle.

Concentrations of the PAHs benzo[a]anthracene, chrysene, benzo[b] fluoranthene,
benzo[k]fluoranthene, and benzo[a]pyrene, as well as the pesticide dieldrin, exceeded the TAGM
cleanup objectives in subsurface soil samples collected from the area south of Building 11 (test pits
TP-5, TP-6, and TP-7). The highest concentration of total SVOCs detected in a sample in this
area was approximately 400 ppm. Although the SCG for soil, for total SVOCs is 500 ppm, the
concentrations of individual compounds such as benzo[a]anthracene and benzo[a]pyrene exceeded
the SCG by more than two orders ofmagnitude. The concentrations of the metals barium, copper,
and zinc exceeded the SCG by at least one order of magnitude in the samples collected from this
area.

Samples collected from test pits in the drain lines in the floor of Building 7, the former dye house,
had high levels of the pesticides aldrin and dieldrin in addition to elevated concentrations of
metals.

\

I
l
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Sediments

In stream sediment samples collected immediately downstream of the site, concentrations of the
PARs anthracene benzo[a]anthracene, phenanthrene, 2-methylnathalene, pyrene, napthalene,
acenaphthene, fluorene, and fluoranthene exceeded the Technical Guidance for Screening
Contaminated Sediments chronic toxicity level (sample SD-2). Screening of sediment samples as
part of the ecological risk assessment indicates that a risk could exist for aquatic life in the North
Chuctanunda Creek from the presence of PARs, arsenic, lead, and zinc.

Groundwater

Groundwater in the vicinity of the main building complex has not been adversely impacted based
on the results of the samples collected. Contaminants were detected at low levels in a few
locations, but no plume of groundwater contamination was identified.

Monitoring well MW-14, located next to the former stream plant where the PCB transformers had
been removed did show a concentration of PCBs (O.8ppb), compared to a groundwater standard
of 0.09 ppb. Trichloroethene was also detected in MW-12 (13 ppb), which is located at the toe-of
slope in the southern portion of the property, and downgradient of off-site properties which may
be acting as potential sources. MW-13, which is also located in the southern portion of the site,
also exhibited low levels of PARs (183 ppb oftotal PARs). A buried creosote soaked railroad tie
was encountered while drilling the boring for this well. This was the location of the former
railroad trestle.

Surface Water

The only surface water on site is the North Chucktanunda Creek, which is a rapidly flowing large
Class C stream. Any soluble contaminants which may have been discharged to the stream while
the mill was operating or during the fires have long since washed downstream. Since the
groundwater in the vicinity of the main building complex has not been impacted from the site, and
contaminants that were detected in"soils (pARs and metals) do not readily dissolve in water, the
water in the North Chucktanunda Creek was only sampled for pesticides and PCBs.

PISCES samplers, sampling devices that are used to detect the presence pesticides and PCBs in
flowing water, were placed in the stream for a 21 day period in the fall of 1998. The results
showed non-detect to trace levels of PCBs «20-42 parts per trillion), with no increase in
concentrations downstream of the site area. This data indicates that the site does not adversely
impact water quality in the creek.

4.2 Interim Remedial Measures:

Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) are conducted at sites when a source of contamination or
exposure pathway can be effectively addressed before completion of the SI/RAR.
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During the Site Investigation, NYSDEC staffdiscovered abandoned electrical transformers leaking
PCB oil and a large amount offriable asbestos at the former steam power plant. Upon making this
discovery, the NYSDEC requested an emergency remedial response action from the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The USEPA responded, and from October 1999
through March 2000, an extensive IRM was undertaken in and around the former steam plant
portion of the site by the. This IRM included:

• removal and proper disposal of PCB transformers, asbestos containing materials, coal and
fly ash, and approximately 195 tons of PCB contaminated soil.

A second IRM was conducted at the former steam plant in August, 2000. This IRM involved the
removal and proper disposal of a 100,000 gallon above ground storage tank containing
approximately' 6,500 gallons of oil and sludge, and the removal and proper disposal of
approximately 100 tons of petroleum contaminated soil.

Sampling perfoQIled after the completion of these IRMs indicates that they were successful in
removing PCB and hydrocarbon contaminants above SCG levels.

4.3 Summary of Human Exposure Pathways:

This section describes the types of human exposures that may present added health risks to persons
at or around the site. A more detailed discussion of the health risks can be found in Section 6 of
the SI Report.

An exposure pathway is how an individual may come into contact with a contaminant. The five
elements of an exposure pathway are 1) the source of contamination; 2) the environmental media
and transport mechanisms; 3) the point of exposure; 4) the route of exposure; and 5) the receptor
population. These elements of an exposure pathway may be based on past, present, or future
events.

Pathways which are known to or may exist at the site include:

• ingestion of PAH compounds and heavy metals from direct contact with surface soils;

• ingestion of lead from lead based paint chips by trespassers in the remaining unremediated
abandon buildings; and

• inhalation of asbestos fibers by trespassers in the remaining unremediated abandoned
buildings. •

Inaddition, the site is currently very accessible to trespassers and although the former steam plant
building has been secured, numerous physical hazards still exist on site.

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration Site
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4.4 Summary of Environmental ExPOsure Pathways:

This section summarizes the types ofenvironmental exposures which may be presented by the site.
The Fish and Wildlife Impact Assessment included in the SI presents a more detailed discussion
of the potential impacts from the site to fish and wildlife resources. The following potential
pathway for environmental exposure has been identified:

• ingestion by benthic organisms of PAHs and metals in sediments of the North
Chucktanunda Creek immediately downstream of the site

The North Chuctanunda Creek has classifications and standards of C and trout do not inhabit the
stream, however smallmouth bass canoccasionally be found in ponded areas downstream ofthe site.

SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsible Parties (pRPs) are those who may be legally liable for contamination at
a site. This may include past owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

The PRPs are subject to legal actions by the State for recovery of all response costs the State has
incurred. The City of Amsterdam will assist the State in its efforts to recover state funds by
providing all information to the State which identifies PRPs. The City will also not enter into any
agreement regarding response costs without the approval of the NYSDEC.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS AND FUTURE USE OF THE
SITE

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection process stated
in 6 NYCRR Part 375-1.10. The overall remedial goal is to meet all SCGs and be protective of
human health and the environment. At a minimum, the remedy selected should eliminate or
mitigate all significant threats to the public health and to the environment presented by the
hazardous substance disposed at the site through the proper application of scientific and
engineering principles.

The proposed future use for the Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex would be a parklbusiness office
complex. The goals selected for this site are:

• Reduce and control, to the extent practicable, the contamination present within the soils
on site.

• Reduce the threat to benthic organisms in the North Chucktanunda Creek by eliminating
any future contaminated surface run-off from the contaminated soils on site.

• Eliminate the potential for direct human or animal contact with the contaminated soils on
site.

Fonner Mobasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration Site
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• Reduce the threat from physical hazards that exist on site.

SECTION 7: SUMMARy OF THE EVALUATIQN OF ALTERNATIVES

The selected remedy should be protective of human health and the environment, be cost effective
and comply with other statutory requirements. Potential remedial alternatives for the Former
Mohasco Mill Complex site were identified, screened and evaluated in a Remedial Alternatives
Report. This evaluation is presented in the report entitled Remedial Alternatives Report, dated
January, 2001 (RAR).

A summary of the detailed analysis follows. As presented below, the time to implement reflects
only the time required to implement the remedy, and does not include the time required to design
the remedy or procure contracts for design and construction.

7.1: Description of Alternatives

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated soils, asbestos, lead paint, and
physical hazards at the site.

Alternative 1
No Further Action with Deed Restrictions

Present Worth:
Capital Cost:
Annual O&M:
Time to Implement

$ 38,000
$38,000

$ 0
3 months

This alternative recognizes remediation of the site conducted under previously completed IRMs.
The monitoring wells would be properly plugged and abandoned. Deed restrictions would be
placed on the property limiting the property to recreational, commercial, or industrial uses. Deed
restrictions will also prevent the use of groundwater at the site and require appropriate action
(excavation and proper disposal) should intrusive activities disturb contaminated soils.

This alternative would leave the site in its present condition and would not provide any additional
protection to human health or the environment.

Alternative 2
Limited Soil Removal with Off-Site Disposal and Deed Restrictions

•

Present Worth:
Capital Costs - Environmental Remediation:
Building Demolition with off-site disposal:
AnnuaIO&M:
Time to Implement

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration ,Site
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$ 5,317,200
$ 3,717,000
$ 1,600,200

$ 0
6 months - 1 year
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The limited soil removal alternative would involve the removal of shallow soil "hotspots" from
the site with off-site disposal at an approved landfill location. The excavated areas would be
reseeded and grass established to reduce surface erosion. The building foundations of buildings
7, 7A, II, and 26 would be demolished to gain access to the soil removal areas and for worker
safety. The asbestos in buildings 20 and 20A would be properly removed and disposed at an off
site facility. Buildings 20 and 20A, and the smoke stack at the former steam power plant would
be demolished and di~posed offoffsite. The deed restrictions described in Alternative 1 would also
be included with this alternative.

Alternative 3
Soil Cover with On-site Buildine Demolition and Deed Restrictions

Present Worth:
Capital Costs - Environmental Remediation:
Building Demolition with on-site disposal:
Annual O&M:
Time to Implement

$ 2,590,000
$ 1,060,860
$ 1,444,950

$ 5,000
6 months - 1 year

The soil cover with building demolition and deed restrictions alternative would involve the
placement of a soil cover over surface soils with contaminants that exceed site background,
preventing erosion, and preventing direct exposure to any contaminated surface soils. Debris near
the stearn plant and the Building 31 foundation would be removed. The asbestos in buildings 20
and 20A would be properly removed and disposed at an off-site facility. Buildings 20 and 20A
would then be demolished, along with building foundations of buildings 7, 7A, 11, and 26. The
smoke stack at the former steam power plant would also be demolished. The demolished building
material would be crushed and compacted for use as fIll on site, covering the area of contaminated
soils and the foundations of buildings 7, 7A, 11, and 26. This area, and the area around the
former stearn plant would then be covered with a geotextile and two feet of soil. The soil covered
areas would be seeded and grass established. As with alternative 2, the deed restrictions described
in Alternative 1 would also be included with this alternative.

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

The criteria used to compare the potential remedial alternatives are dermed in the regulation that
directs the remediation of environmental restoration project sites in New York State (6 NYCCR
Part 375). For each of the criteria, a brief description is provided followed by an evaluation of
the alternatives against that criterion. A detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and
comparative analysis is included in the Remedial Alternatives Report.

The fIrst two evaluation criteria are termed threshold criteria and must be satisfIed in order for an
alternative to be considered for selection.

1. Compliance with New York State Standards. Criteria. and Guidance (SCGs). Compliance with
SCGs addresses whether or not a remedy will meet applicable environmental laws, regulations,
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standards. and guidance. SCGs for this site include NYS Groundwater Standards for
Groundwater, TAGM 4046 for soil, and Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated
Sediments, dated March 1998, for sediments.

Alternative 1 would not provide for the compliance with SCGs. seGs may be met through natural
attenuation over a very long term, perhaps 100 years or more. Alternative 2 would meet SCGs
for soil within the "hotspot" areas that would be excavated and removed. Alternative 3 would
achieve SeGs for soil through containment.

2. Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is an overall evaluation of
each alternative's ability to protect public health and the environment.

The deed restrictions included in Alternative 1 would limit the intrusiveness of future activity that
could occur, limit future uses, and notify potential purchasers that contamination is present. A
potential direct human exposure pathway would exist from potential exposure to contaminants in
surface soils. In addition, surface water runoff could continue to leach contaminants in surface
soils to stream sediments. Alternative 2 could reduce the mass of soil contamination by removal
and off site disposal. Potential human exposure to contaminants in surface soil would be reduced.
Potential human exposure to contaminants in surface soil would occur to a limited extent during
the removal action, but would be controlled through the implementation of health and safety
controls. Deed restrictions in Alternative 3 would control the intrusiveness of future activity.
Direct exposure to contaminated surface soils and the erosion of these soils would be eliminated
due to the presence of the soil cover.

Although the sediment sample at 80-2, collected immediately downstream of the fonner power
plant buildings 25, 25A, and 25B, showed a total PAH concentration ofover 32 ppm, none ofthe
alternatives include removal of stream sediment in the North Chuctanunda Creek. The reason for
this is that the substrate in the creek where it traverses the site is primarily bedrock, large cobble, and
coarse grained material. Consequently, very little sediment is present in the streambed below the
dammed section ofthe stream, and any impacts from contaminated sediments in the flowing portion
of the creek would be minimal. In addition, sediment samples further downstream did not have
levels ofPAHs above sediment guidance criteria, except for benzo(a)anthracene, which exceeded
SCGs in all four samples.

The next five "primary balancing criteria" are used to compare the positive and negative
aspects of each of the remedial strategies.

3. Short-term Effectiveness. The potential short-term adverse impacts of the remedial action upon
the community, the workers, and the environment during the construction andlor implementation
are evaluated. The length of time needed to achieve the remedial objectives is also estimated and
compared against the other alternatives.

The implementation of Alternative 1 would have a negligible short term impact upon the
community and environment. Standard procedures for the containment of environmental media

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration Site
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would be employed during the excavation of soils with Alternative 2. A perimeter monitoring
program would be developed to monitor for potential airborne contaminants which could be
released during excavation and removal of soils. Alternative 2 could potentially expose site
workers to site contaminants during excavation. Therefore, a site health and safety plan would
be developed to alert workers to, and protect workers from any potential health risks associated
with the excavation of contaminated soils.

•
With the implementation of Alternative 3, site workers could potentially come in contact with site
contaminants in surface soils during material grading and the soil cover placement. Therefore,
standard procedures for worker protection, including a site health and safety plan, would be
established. Alternative 3 would also include perimeter air monitoring. A more extensive
perimeter monitoring program would be developed to monitor for potential airborne contaminants
which could be released during the demolition of buildings 20 and 20A included in Alternative 3.
Alternatives 2 and 3 would both result in a short term increase in truck traffic from the removal
of soil or from bringing clean soil on site.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. This criterion evaluates the long-term effectiveness
of the remedial alternatives after implementation. If wastes or treated residuals remain on site
after the selected remedy has been implemented, the following items are evaluated: 1) the
magnitude of the remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the controls intended to limit the risk, and
3) the reliability of these controls.

All three alternatives result in some contaminants remaining in groundwater, subsurface soils, and
sediments. With Alternative 1, natural attenuation would likely reduce the magnitude of
contamination. Deed restrictions would be the only control to limit risk, and the reliability of
deed restrictions would depend on the ability to ensure adherence to the restrictions. Alternative
2 would reduce the magnitude of soil contamination by removal from the site. Alternative 3 relies
on natural attenuation to reduce the magnitude of contamination in soils and reliably limit risk
by covering contaminated soils on site combined with deed restrictions.

5. Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility or Volume. Preference is given to alternatives that
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume ofthe substances at the site.

Alternative 1 would not reduce the toxicity or volume of contaminants in the soil. However,
natural attenuation would likely reduce the toxicity of contaminants over time. Alternative 2
would reduce the volume and mass of contaminants by physically removing contaminated soil.
Alternative 2 would have no effect on the toxicity of the contaminants since they would be
transported and disposed of off-site. The soil cover in Alternative 3 would reduce the mobility
of contaminants in surface soils.

6. Implementability. The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing each alternative
are evaluated. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction and
the ability to monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. For administrative feasibility, the

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration Site
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availability of the necessary personnel and material is evaluated along with potential difficulties
in obtaining specific operating approvals, access for construction, etc.. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3
are implementable using locally available resources. The City of Amsterdam Department of
Public Wodes would not have the necessary equipment or personnel to implement the alternatives,
therefore bids would be solicited from qualified contractors in accordance with General Municipal
Law to accomplish the work.

7. ~. Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for each alternative and
compared on a present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where
two or more alternatives have met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness
can be used as the basis for the fmal decision. The costs for each alternative are presented in
Table 2.

This rmal criterion is considered a modifying criterion and is taken into account after
evaluating those above. It is evaluated after public comments on the Proposed Remedial
Action Plan have been received.

8. Community Acce»tance - Concerns of the community regarding the SIIRAR reports and the
Proposed Remedial Action Plan have been evaluated. A "Responsiveness Summary" included in
Appendix A presents the public comments received and how the Department will address the
concerns raised. In general the public comments received were supportive of the selected remedy.

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon the results of the SIIRAR, and the evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC
is selecting Alternative 3 as the remedy for this site (Figure 3).

Although all three alternatives are implementable, and Alternative 1 has the lowest cost,
Alternative 1 is not proposed for the site because it would not reduce the potential for exposure
to contaminants and would limit future uses. The proposed future use for portions of this site
include a green space area. The potential for direct human exposure to PAHs and elevated metals
in surface soils currently exists. In addition, erosion of contaminated surface soils could continue
to contaminate stream sediments.

Although Alternative 2 would remove contaminants from the site, it is the most costly alternative,
and it would not reduce toxicity of the contaminants since they would be transported and disposed
of off-site.

Alternative 3 is proposed because it effectively protects human health and the environment. The
soil cover will prevent direct exposure to PAHs and elevated metals in surface soils, as well as
prevent the continued erosion of contaminated soils into the North Chuctanunda Creek sediments.
Debris along the stream bank will be removed, and the soils consolidated and regraded. Any
sludge or soil in the drain lines in building 7 will be removed prior to demolition and transported
off-site for proper disposal. The foundations of buildings 7, 7A, 11, and 26 will then be

FOIlllCT Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental RestorationSite
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demolished, followed by asbestos removal and demolition of buildings 20 and 20A. The
demolition debris from buildings 20 and 20A will be deposited and compacted at the location of
the former buildings 7, 7A, II, and 26. The smoke stack at the former steam power plant will also
be demolished. A geotextile demarcation layer would be placed, and a two foot thick soil cover
constructed. The soil covered areas will be seeded and grass established. The debris and physical
hazards under the building 31 foundation will be removed. Deed restrictions would control
excavation and restrict the use. of groundwater.

Deed restrictions will prevent groundwater use on site, until it could be shown that concentrations
of contaminantS were at or below SCGs. SCGs for groundwater were only slightly exceeded in
a few locations. Since the area is served by a public water supply, groundwater is not used for
human consumption. Therefore, a human ingestion or exposure to these low levels ofcontaminants
in the groundwater is not likely. Over time, these low levels of contaminants in the groundwater
will naturally attenuate, and concentrations should eventually reach SCG levels.

Although game fish are not a consideration in the stream within the vicinity of the site, game fish
are an important consideration further downstream and in the Mohawk River. It is necessary to stop
the leaching ofcontaminants into the creek to protect the ecosystem and benthic life in the stream,
and to prevent possible future downstream impacts to game fish in the Mohawk River. This will
be addressed by removing material with the highest concentrations ofPAHs from the banks ofthe
creek, and preventing erosion of surface soils containing PAHs and elevated concentrations of
metals.

The estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $ 2,590,000. The environmental
remediation cost to implement the remedy is estimated to be $ 1,060,860. The cost of building
demolition with disposal onsite is estimated at $1,444,950, and the estimated average annual
operation and maintenance cost for 30 years is $ 5,000.

Th~ elements of the proposed remedy are as follows:

1. A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and provide
the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of
the remedial program. Any uncertainties identified during the SIIRAR will be resolved.
The design of this alternative will include the collection of additional surface soil samples
to more accurately identify the lateral extent of PAH surface soil contamination so that the
amount of soils to be consolidated and covered can be minimized. Background levels for
the site will be further detennined during design. Areas of the site having PAH levels that
do not exceed background will not require a protective cover.

2. Removal of debris along the stream bank. with consolidation and regrading of
contaminated soils.

3. The site will be regraded and covered with a protective layer of 2 feet of clean soil over
green spaces (i.e. areas not occupied by buildings. pavement or sidewalk). Beneath the

Former Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration Site
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2 foot soil layer, a commercial grade fl1ter fabric will be installed to serve as a demarcation
layer and to prevent inadvertent contact with contaminated soils.

The soil cover material will be slOPed from any sidewalk areas around the site to the
required 2 foot elevation, if necessary, so as to allow for gradual elevation rise. Any
excavated material not used for regrading purposes will be shipPed off site to an approved
and Permitted landfl11.

Acceptable alternative protective cover possibilities could be: sidewalks, parking lots,
building footprints, or other acceptable strategies that provide a barrier to contact with the
contaminated subsurface soils.

4. A deed restriction will be used to require owners to maintain the protective layer materials
as provided for in this Record of Decision and to also prohibit the usage of groundwater.

Th~ deed restriction will require owners to annually certify to the NYSDEC that the
remedy and protective cover have been maintained and that the conditions at the site are
fully protective of public health and the environment in accordance with this Record of
Decision. Deed restrictions will also limit the uses of the property to recreational,
commercial, or industrial.

5. A deed restriction will require that, if development or excavation occurs on site, any
subsurface soils below the protective layer that are excavated will either have to be
disposed off site at an approved and Permitted landfl11 in accordance with NYSDEC
regulations or redeposited on site, and covered by the fIlter fabric and a two foot soil
cover. In the event that the excavation work involves redepositing soil from below the
filter fabric demarcation layer on site, a soil management plan must first be submitted to
and approved by the Department. The soil management plan will include detailed plans
for sampling, staging, regrading, and covering the excavated soils.

6. Removal of debris under the building 31 foundation, and pesticide contaminated sludge
or soil in the drain lines in Building 7 with off-site disposal.

7. Demolition of the foundations of buildings 7, 7A, 11 & 26.

8. Asbestos abatement and demolition of buildings 20, 20A, and the smoke stack at the
former steam power plant building.

9. Decommissioning of the monitoring wells.

The NYSDEC will provide oversight and require sampling during the site regrading and building
demolition. Ifany hazardous wastes are encountered during regrading or building demolition, they
will be disposed off site at an approved and permitted landfill in accordance with NYSDEC
regulations .

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental Restoration Site
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SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

As part of the Mohasco Mill Complex site environmental restoration process, a number of Citizen
Participation activities were undertaken in an effort to inform and educate the public about
conditions at the site and the potential remedial alternatives. The following public participation
activities were conducted for the site:

•
• A repository for documents pertaining to the site was established;

• A site mailing list was established which included nearby property owners, local political
officials, local media, and other interested parties;

• A fact sheet was prepared which announced the public meeting and public comment period,
and described the proposed remedial action plan for the site. The fact sheet was mailed
out to everyone on the site mailing list at the start of the public comment period; and

• InMarch, 2001 a Responsiveness Summary was prepared and made available to the public,
to address the comments received during the public comment period for the PRAP.

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental RestorationSite
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Table 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination

Groundwater Volatile
Organic
Compounds
(VOCs)

Trichloroethylene

Acetone

2-Butanone

ND-13

6.6-7.5

NO -17

1 of 17

2 of 17

1 of 17

5

5

5

Toluene NO-14 1 of 17 5

, Semivolatile
Organic
Compounds
(SVOCs)

Naphthalene

2-Methylnaphthalene

Acenaphthene

ND-71

NO-22

NO-25

1 of 17

1 of 17

1 of 17

5

5

5

Dibenzofuran NO -12 1 of 17 5

Fluorene ND-16 1 of 17 5

Phenanthrene NO-24 1 of 17 5

Carbazole NO -13 1 of 17 5

0.09

0.004

1 of 17

1 of 17

NO - 0.8

NO -0.04

PCBlPesticides ArocIor 12601---------+--------1---------+----[
Dieldrin

Surface Soils Semivolatile
Organic
Compounds
(SVOCs)

Benzo(a)anthracene

Chrysene

Benzo{b)fluoranthene

240 -7,500

2,900 - 8,900

NO -7,800

3 of 10

2 of 10

1 of 10

224

2,508

6,897

Benzo(k)fluoranthene NO - 8,900 1 of 10 6,897

Benzo(a)pyrene 110 - 10,000 8 of 10 61

Metals Aluminum 7,490-10,800 3 of 10 6,170

Arsenic 36.2-130 8 of 10 7.5

Barium NO - 363 1 of 10 300

Beryllium 0.45-2.4 7 of 10 0.43
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Table 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination

CONTINUED

r

Subsurface
Soils

Pest. I PCBs

SVOC's

Metals

Copper 28.3-106 6 of 10 25

Iron 17,500-64,200 8 of 10 17,100

Lead 15.2-272 OofIO 500

Mercury 0.24-25.9 6 of 10 0.1

Nickel 14.7-41.4 5 of 10 13

Zinc 49.6-1.590 10 of 10 48.1

Aroclor - 1260 ND -1.300 1 of 10 1000

Benzo(a)anthracene 300-28,300 60f 14 224

Chysene 14,200-27,900 4 of 14 2,508

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 19,800-29,500 4 of 14 6,897

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 10,600-26,400 4 of 14 6,897

Benzo(a)pyrene 190-22,800 8 of 14 61

Aluminum 5,400-12,000 5 of 14 5,170

Barium 881-5,800 6 of 14 300

Chromium 62.3-736 3 of 14 50

Copper 36.6-8,680 11 of 14 25

Iron 19,000-221,000 9 of 14 17.100

Lead 8.8-957 3 of 14 500

Magnesium 13,100-197,000 30f 14 10,100

Manganese 259-1,030 7 of 14 253

Fonner Mohasco Mill Complex Environmental RestorationSitc
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13

0.1

8 of 14

5 of 14

2.7-5 190

0.16-1.1

13.8-119
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Table 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination

CONTINUED

Metals
(continued)

Sediments

Pesticides

SVOCs

Metals

Aldrin

Dieldrin

Naphthalene

2 Methylnathalene

Acenaphthene

Fluorene

Phenanthrene

Anthracene

Fluoranthene

Pyrene

Arsenic

Lead

inc

65-2,200

180-32000

ND - 110

ND-57

ND - 330

ND - 420

470-4,700

ND -1,000

NO - 5,600

ND - 4,700

53-2400

7.6-17.5

46-286

ND - 137

2 of 14 41

6 of 14 44

1 of 4 30

1 of 4 34

1 of 4 140

1 of 4 8

20f4 120

1 of 4 107

lof4 1,020

1 of 4 961

4 f4 12

20f4 6

30f4 31

1 f4 120

* Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs) - The concentrations shown are in parts per billion for VOCs, SVOCs,
and pesticides & PCBs; parts per million for metals. The SCGs include Part 703 NYS Groundwater Standards for
groundwater; Soil Cleanup Levels (TAGM 4046); a subsurface soil sample from SB - MW-4 from 6-8ft.
considered to be representative of background conditions; and NYSDFW Technical Guidance for Screening
Contaminated Sediments, March, 1998, updated January 1999. The SCG for sediment shown is for Chronic
Toxicity. The SCG for lead in soil was taken from TAGM 4646 as representative background in metropolitan
areas.
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Table 2
Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative Capital Costs AnnualO&M Total Present Worth

No Further Action
$38,000 $0 $38,000

Limited Soil Removal Environmental
with Off-Site Disposal Remediation: $ 3,717,000 $0 $ 5,317,200
and Deed Restrictions

Building
Demolition with
off-site disposal: $1,600,200

Soil Cover with Environmental
Building Demolition Remediation: $ 1,060,860 $ 5,000 $ 2,590,000
with On-Site Disposal
and Deed Restrictions Building

Demolition with
on-site disposal: $1,444,950
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RESPONSfVENESSS~Y

Former Mohasco Mill Site
Environmental Restoration Proposed Remedial Action Plan

City of Amsterdam, Montgomery County
Site No. B-00052-4

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (pRAP) for the Former Mohasco Mill Site, was
prepared by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
and issued to the local document repository on February 6, 2001. This Plan outlined the
preferred remedial measure proposed for the remediation of the contaminated soil at the
Former Mohasco Mill Site. The preferred remedy is soil cover with building demolition
and deed restrictions placed on the property limiting the property to recreational,
commercial, or industrial uses. The deed restrictions will also prevent the use of
groundwater at the site and require appropriate action (excavation and proper disposal)
should intrusive activities disturb contaminated soils.

The release of the PRAP was announced via a notice to the mailing list, informing the
public of the PRAP's availability.

A public meeting was held on March 1, 2001 which included a presentation of the Site
Investigation (SI) and Remedial Alternatives Report (RAR) as well as a discussion of the
proposed remedy. About fourteen people attended the public meeting, including two city
Alderman and two members of the local press. The meeting provided an opportunity for
citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and comment on the proposed remedy.
These comments have become part of the Administrative Record for this site. Written
comments were received from Mr. Robert J. McCune. The public comment period for
the PRAP ended on March 24, 2001.

This Responsiveness Summary responds to all questions and comments raised at the
March 1, 2001 public meeting and to the written comments received.

After the presentation on the SI, RAR, and proposed plan, Mr. Carl Gustafson, Director
of the City of Amsterdam Community and Economic Development, expressed his
gratitude and satisfaction with the NYSDEC and Malcolm Pimie, Inc. for assisting the
City with the project and bringing it to this point. Mr. Gustafson also briefly reviewed
the state brownfield process and asked if after the ROD is signed and SEQR has been
addressed, if the City then reapplies for state assistance. It was explained that either the
City could apply for state assistance or if the city has a private party who is interested in
taking over the site, the private party could implement the proposed remedy.

Following Mr. Gustafson's remarks, comments and questions were recieived from the
public and the press. The following are the comments received at the public meeting, with
the NYSDEC's and the City of Amsterdam's responses:
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COMMENT 1:

Are any of the buildings on site currently in use?

RESPONSE 1:

No, none of the buildings on the City property are in use. There is a plumbing supply
store and buildings formerly used by Noteworthy that were subdivided from the former
Mohasco property in the past, but these buildings are not part of the City property and
are not a part of this project.

CQMMENT2:

Under all of the alternatives, will Building # 36 be left in place?

RESPONSE 2:

Yes, Building # 36 is structurally sound and does have adaptive reuse potential. The City
did obtain a grant a few years ago to demoliSh the building on the comer of Forest
Avenue and Lyon Street to create parking and make Building #36 more attractive for
redevelopment. According to the Director of Community and Economic Development for
the City of Amsterdam, the City has not yet aggressively marketed Building # 36, and
does not plan to until the rest of the site is cleaned up.

COMMENT 3:

After the remedy has been implemented, will there be a period of time before the site can
be reused?

RESPONSE 3:

No, once the remedial action is completed there are no restrictions other than the deed
restrictions preventing groundwater use, limiting intrusive activities, and linrlting the
property uses to recreational, commercial, or industrial.

COMMENT 4 :

If someone were to build on site, wouldn't they have to dig down for a foundation?
•

RESPONSE 4:

If development or excavation occurs on site, any subsurface soils below the protective
layer that are excavated will have to be disposed off site at an approved and permitted
landrill in accordance with NYSDEC regulations or redeposited on-site, and covered by
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the fdter fabric and a two foot soil cover. The deed restrictions will require that a plan be
submitted and approved by the state before any excavation work proceeds.

COMMENTS:

What are the chances that petroleum based contaminants could leach back up to the
surface?

RESPONSES:

Contaminants detected on site will not leach upward toward the surface. If there were
any leaching of contaminants, they would move downward, however the types of
contaminants detected on site do not leach easily.

COMMENT6:

Won't soil below the fllter fabric demarcation layer have to be marked as hazardous
material ?

BESPONSE6:

No, the purpose of the fdter fabric demarcation layer is that if excavation occurs below
the fdter fabric, it will be known that excavation is occurring into soils which could
possibly be contaminated, and proper health and safety measures can be taken. Soils
excavated below the demarcation layer could be disposed off site at an approved and
permitted landfill or could be redeposited on site, and covered by the fllter fabric and a
two foot soil cover.

The contaminants detected at this site in surface soils were metals and compounds
referred to as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PADs) which are a byproduct of
combustion. PADs found in soils at the Former Mohasco Mill site are likely the result of
burning coal and the fires which occurred at the site. PADs are typically found in soil in
urban areas and the concentrations detected at this site, while above guidance values, do
not pose a significant health threat unless the soils were ingested. Residential use of this
property is not contemplated and will be restricted through the property deed restrictions.

COMMENT 7 :

So you have test wells on this site? How deep are they? Have they been sampled? Are
they capped?

RESPONSE 7:

Sixteen groundwater monitoring wells were installed on site ranging in depth from about
IS feet to 100 feet. Some wells were completed in the bedrock and some were completed
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in the overburden above the bedrock. They have all been sampled at least twice, and some
wells have been sampled three or four times. All the wells are locked with protective
casings. The proposed plan includes properly decommissioning the monitoring wells.

COMMENTS:

Has there been any thought given to repairing the sidewalk on Lyon Street where it has
collapsed?

RESPONSES:

The condition of the sidewalk on Lyon Street and the erosion that is occurring there is
really outside of the scope of this Brownfield Restoration Project. However, slope
stability along Lyon Street can be considered during the remedial design. It is possible
that repairs along Lyon Street could be made concurrent with the remedial work by the
same contractor hired to do the remedial work on site, although the costs associated with
the street and sidewalk repairs would probably not be eligible for reimbursement under
the Brownfield program.

COMMENT9:

How long is it going to take? When are we going to see some change up there?

RESPONSE 9:

According to the City of Amsterdam's Director of Community and Economic
Development, the City would like to begin the remedial design as soon as the Record of
Decision is signed. The time required to implement the remedy is estimated to be six
months to a year, so with design, the work could be done within about two years. The
City also has to consider how it will fund it's portion of the remedial costs.

COMMENT 10:

How does the City plan to pay for it's share of the remedial costs?

RESPONSE 10:

The city would probably have to bond to pay for their share. Under the current
Brownfields program the City's share of the cost would be 25% of the cost of the
environmental remediation and 50% of the cost of the building demolition work.
However, if revisions to the program included with the Governor's 2001-2002 budget
proposal are approved by the state legislature, the state brownfield program could
provide for increased funding. In addition, the proposed revisions to the state brownfield
program included in the Governor's budget proposal would allow the City to seek other
grants to help pay for it's share.
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COMMENT 11:

Currently the City operates a recycling facility on the property. Would this prevent the
City from using the site for this purpose?

RESPONSE 11;

In June 2000, the Department approved the City's request to operate a recycling
drop/transfer station on the site provided that it would not interfere in any way ongoing
site investigation. The recycling drop/transfer station was also to be relocated prior to
the contemplated use of this property as a parklbusiness office complex. Given that this
site is over 23 acres in size, and the recycling drop/transfer station occupies less than 1
acre, it may be possible to continue to operate the station while work on site is ongoing,
although it's location on the site may have to be moved. This will be considered during
the remedial design.

COMMENT 12:

Will some or all of the cement pads that exist today be taken out?

RESPONSE 12:

The cements pads on site will remain on site. The largest cement pad is the remains of the
foundation of Building # 31 which spans the creek. The conceptual reuse plan has a
pedestrian walkway on this concrete pad.

COMMENT 13:

Building # 36 - Would it make sense to demolish this building now rather than years from
now?

RESPONSE 13:

The City estimates that it would cost about 1.5 million to 2 million dollars to demolish
building # 36. The building is structurally sound, and as was previously stated, the City
feels that building # 36 does have adaptive reuse potential. Therefore demoHtion of
building # 36 was not considered under this program.

COMMENT 14:

Can some of the costs of this work be passed on to prior owners?
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RESPONSE 14:

To date, the City of Amsterdam has been unsuccessful in recovering costs it has incurred
on this property from previous site owners. However, previous site owners and other
potentially responsible parties are subject to future legal actions by the State for recovery
of all response costs the State has incurred.

CQMMENT15 :

What does the cost of almost 2.6 million include? Is that the total cost of all demolition
and site maintenance?

RESPONSE 15:

Yes, the total estimated cost of Alternative 3, $ 2,590,000, includes the environmental
remedi~tion, building demolition, and 30 years of maintenance.

COMMENT 16:

Is there grant funding that the city could pursue to improve the appearance of Building
#36?

RESPONSE 16:

Yes, and according to the City of Amsterdam's Director of Community and Economic
Development, the City will pursue other grant funding sources to improve Building # 36
over the next few years while this proposed remedial work is ongoing.

COMMENT 17:

What is the red area on the site map on display?

RESPONSE 17:

The red shaded area is the area of buildings 7 (the former dye house), 7A, 11, and 26.
This is the area where the demolished building material would be compacted and used as
rill on site, covering the area of contaminated soils and the foundations of buildings 7, 7A,
11, and 26.

A letter dated February 12, 2001 was received from Mr. Robert J. McCune which included
the following comments:
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CQMMENT18 :

The New York State Department of Transportation needs to be involved in the remedial
efforts. There is a need for retaining waIls along Locust Avenue and Lyon Street.
Without retaining waIls the roads could collapse and the current situation is unsafe.

REspoNSE 18: •

The condition of Locust Avenue and Lyon Street is not within the scope of this Proposed
Remedial Action Plan, however the slope stability along Lyon Street will be improved by
the implementation of the proposed plan. The proposed plan includes filling the steep
slope along Lyon Street with crushed and compacted demolition debris, then covering it
with two feet of soil. This will significantly reduce the slope in this area. No work is
planned west of the fonner steam plant along Locust Avenue. Slope stability issues on
Locust Avenue would have to be addressed by the City in the future.

The remedial design will include a f'mal grading plan and it is possible that a retaining.
wall could be included, if deemed necessary. It is possible that repairs along Lyon Street
could be made concurrent with the remedial w~rk by the same contractor hired to do the
remedial work on-site, although the costs associated with Lyon Street repairs would have
to be borne by the City.
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Administrative Record
Former Mohasco Mill Complex Site # BOOO52-4

Record of Decision. Former Mohasco Mill Complex Site. City of Amsterdam. Montgomery
County
Site # B-QQOS2-4, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, March 2001

Proposed Remedial Action Plan. Former Mohasco Mill Complex Site. City of Amsterdam.
Montgomety County Site # B-QOO52-4, New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation, February 2001

Remedial Alternatives Report. Former Mohasco Mill Complex Site. Amsterdam. New York.
Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., January 2001

Final Site Investigation Re.port. Former Mohasco' Mill Complex Site. Amsterdam. New York.
Volumes 1& n. Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., November 2000

Work Plan. Brownfields Site InvestigationIRemedial Alternatives Report. Former Mohasco
Mill Complex Site. Amsterdam. New York. Malcolm Pirnie, Inc.,September, 1998
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