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Site No. BOO150 

Statement of Purpose and Basis 

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy for the Risedorph Tannery site, an 
environmental restoration site. The selected remedial program was chosen in accordance with the 
New York State Environmental Conservation Law and is not inconsistent with the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300), as amended. 

This decision is based on the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (the Department) for the Risedorph Tannery environmental restoration 
site, and the public's input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the 
Department. 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 releases ofmetals (arsenic and trivalent chromium), volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) and semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) from this site, if not addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a current or potential significant 
threat to public health andlor the environment. 

Description of Selected Remedv 

Based on the results of the Site InvestigatiodRemedial Alternatives Report (SVRAR) for the 
Risedorph Tannery site and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the Department has 
selected excavation and disposal of metals, VOCs, and SVOCs contaminated soils and sediments; 
restricting the use of groundwater as a source of potable or process water without appropriate 
treatment, and; periodic groundwater monitoring as the remedy. The components of the remedy are 
as follows: 

1. A remedial design program will be implemented to provide the details necessary for the 
preparation of documents to execute, construct, operate, maintain, and monitor the remedial 
program. It should be noted that other alternatives to disposal of the 4 1,000 tons of material 
at the Fulton County Landfill were pursued and were not cost effective. As it is in the best 
interest of parties involved to pursue alternative disposal methods with changes in 



technology, the use of alternative methods will be re-evaluated during the remediation design 
phase. 

2. The elements of the selected remedy will consist of : 

-excavation and proper disposal of 32,300 tons of arsenic, trivalent chromium, VOCs, and 
SVOCs contaminated soils, predominantly near the former main tannery building. 

-excavation and proper disposal of 8,700 tons of arsenic and trivalent chromium 
contaminated sediments from the Lower Pond and creek. 

-the excavated area will be backfilled and covered with acceptable cover materials such as 
topsoil and grass, asphalt, or concrete. 

-soil vapor sample(s) will be collected in the main tannery building area during the 
remediation phase once excavation and remediation is completed in this area. 

3. Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement that will 
require: (a) limiting the use and development of the property to residential use, which will 
also permit commercial and industrial use in accordance with local zoning; (b) compliance 
with the approved site management plan; (c) restricting the use of groundwater and surface 
water as a source of potable water without necessary water quality treatment as determined 
by NYSDOH, and; (d) the property owner to complete and submit to the Department a 
periodic certification that institutional and engineering controls are in place. 

4. Development of a site management plan, which will include the following institutional and 
engineering controls: (a) monitoring of contaminant levels in groundwater; (b) identification 
of any use restrictions for the site, and; (c) provisions for the continued proper operation and 
maintenance of the components of the remedy. 

5.  The property owner will provide a periodic certification of institutional and engineering 
controls, prepared and submitted by a professional engineer or such other expert acceptable 
to the Department, until the Department notifies the property owner in writing that this 
certification is no longer needed. This submittal will: (a) contain certification that the 
institutional controls put in place are still in place and are either unchanged from the previous 
certification or are compliant with Department-approved modifications; (b) allow the 
Department access to the site, and; (c) state that nothing has occurred that would impair the 
ability of the control to protect public health or the environment, or constitute a violation or 
failure to comply with the site management plan unless otherwise approved by the 
Department. 



New York State Department of Health Acceptance 

The New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) concurs that the remedy selected for this site 
is protective of human health. 

Declaration 

The selected remedy is protective of human 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. 

F E ~  8 2008 

Date 
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January 2008 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (Department), in consultation with 
the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), has selected this remedy for the Risedorph 
Tannery located at 130-146 West Eighth Avenue in the City of Gloversville, Fulton County. The 
presence of metals (arsenic and trivalent chromium), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and 
semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) has created threats to human health andlor the 
environment that will be addressed by this remedy. 

The 1996 Clean WaterIClean Air Bond Act provides funding to municipalities for the investigation 
and cleanup of brownfields. Under the Environmental Restoration (Brownfields) Program, the state 
provides grants to municipalities to reimburse up to 90 percent of eligible costs for site investigation 
and remediation activities. Once remediated, the property can then be reused. 

As more fully described in Sections 3 and 5 of this document, leather tanning operations at the site 
fiom the mid 1800s to the late 1980s have resulted in the disposal of hazardous substances including 
metals (especially arsenic and trivalent chromium), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and semi- 
volatile organic compounds (SVOCs). These hazardous substances have contaminated the soil, 
sediment and groundwater at the site, and have resulted in: 

a threat to human health associated with current and potential exposure to soil and sediment 
contaminated with metals, VOCs, and SVOCs. Exposure pathways include direct contact, 
ingestion, or inhalation (dusts). 

an environmental threat associated with metals, VOCs and SVOCs in the soil and 
groundwater, and the potential migration of these materials in the groundwater. 

an environmental threat associated with metals and SVOCs in sediment and, the potential 
migration of these materials in surface waters. 

To eliminate or mitigate these threats, the Department has selected a remedy to allow for residential 
use of the site. The proposed remedy includes the excavation and disposal of metals and petroleum 
contaminated soils and sediments, restricting the use of groundwater as a source of potable or 
process water without appropriate treatment and, periodic groundwater monitoring. 
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The selected remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8, is intended to attain the remediation goals 
identified for this site in Section 6. The remedy must conform with officially promulgated standards 
and criteria that are directly applicable, or that are relevant and appropriate. The selection of a 
remedy must also take into consideration guidance, as appropriate. Standards, criteria and guidance 
are hereafter called SCGs. 

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Risedorph Tannery Site is located at 130-146 West Eighth Avenue in the City of Gloversville, 
Fulton County. The site is approximately 13 acres in size and is bounded by one residence and 
wooded undeveloped land to the north, West Eighth Avenue and residences to the south, one 
residence and the City of Gloversville recreation area (public pool) to the west, and Wilson Street 
and Colonial Tanning to the east. The site is located in a relatively low traffic flow area and no 
major highways are located within close proximity of the site. The property is located in a 
predominantly residential area, however, commercial property in the immediate area includes a 
tannery, hair salon, art supply store, deli, and a diner. Refer to Figure 1-Site Location Map. An 
unnamed low flow tributary to the Cayadutta Creek runs through the property. Two ponds fed by 
the tributary are located on the property and are identified as the Upper and Lower Ponds. The 
western portion of the site is wooded. Most of the tanning operations occurred on the eastern portion 
of the property. 

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY 

3.1: O~erationaYDisposal Historv 

The Risedorph Leather Tannery site has been used to de-hair, tan, dye, and finish animal skins since 
the mid 1800s. The tanning and finishing of hides involves many processes, each of which utilizes 
particular chemicals and generates various liquid and solid waste streams. Chemicals and products 
used in these processes and identified at this location include: mineral spirits, aerosols, degreaser, 
sulfuric acid, formic acid, nitrobenzene, tar, hydrogen peroxide, selenium, sodium hydroxide, methyl 
ethyl ketone, chromium, dyes, petroleum products, paints, and fungicides. 

During the early years of operation and prior to the establishment of wastewater treatment facilities 
in Gloversville, the liquid wastes generated in the various site processes were most likely discharged 
directly to the tributary to the Cayadutta Creek along the southern wall of the main tannery building. 
In the late 1970s tanneries were mandated to construct and maintain wastewater pretreatment plants 
and monitoring stations. The pretreatment plant at Risedorph Leather began operation around 1980 
with liquid waste being discharged to the Gloversville municipal sewer system. In 1984, 
approximately 450,000 gallons per day of wastewater was generated at the site. 

In January 1983, approximately 100 gallons of concentrated sulfuric acid was spilled into the 
Cayadutta Creek as a result of overflow during a tank filling operation. Fish and wildlife within the 
stream were affected at that time. 

In March 1984, a spill occurred when a hose ruptured during the unloading of a tractor-trailer. The 
spill material was Daxad 8-NO I,  a liquid cleaning compound commonly referred to as Sytan. Sytan 
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is used as a mild tanning solution to knit the fibers of raw skins. The Department's investigation 
revealed that the spill was a minor, unfortunate accident, and no fish were injured and environmental 
damage was minimal. 

In the late 1980s, Risedorph Leather shut down operations. Tanning chemicals, products and wastes 
were left on-site. The site was then used for leather storage with no active tanning activities. The 
leather storage operations ceased in the late 1990s. The City took title of the property in March of 
2000 from the Feuer Leather Group, Inc. From 2002 to the present, the City of Gloversville uses part 
of the site for the Department of Public Works vehicle and equipment storage. The remainder of the 
site is unoccupied. 

3.2: Remedial Historv 

No other previous site investigations were reported to exist for the site. 

SECTION 4: 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 site has been used by various tanneries since the mid 1800s including Reliable Tanners, John 
Stockamore Leather Dresser, Stockamore Leather Manufacture, and Risedorph, Inc. The City took 
possession of the property in 2000 from the Feuer Leather Group, Inc. Legal action may be initiated 
at a future date by the State to recover State response costs should PRPs be identified. The City of 
Gloversville will assist the State in its efforts 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 Department. 

SECTION 5: SITE CONTAMINATION 

The City of Gloversville has recently completed a site investigatiodremedial alternatives report 
(SVRAR) to determine the nature and extent of any contamination by hazardous substances at this 
environmental restoration site. 

5.1: Summarv of the Site Investigation 

The purpose of the site investigation (SI) was to define the nature and extent of contamination 
resulting from previous activities at the site. The SI was conducted between December 2000 and 
November 2006. The field activities and findings of the investigation are described in the SI report. 

The following activities were conducted during the SI: research of historical information; 
geophysical survey (ground penetrating radar) to locate potential tanks, piping, dry wells, drums, and 
other buried structures; inventory, characterization and disposal of abandoned materials; site survey; 
evaluation of floor drains and storm water system; evaluation of the pre-treatment wastewater plant; 
investigation of underground storage tank location; evaluation of building materials, electrical 
motors and transformers, and an asbestos and lead-based paint survey; excavation of test pits; 
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installation of soil borings and monitoring wells for analysis of soils and groundwater; sampling of 
16 monitoring wells; a survey of public and private water supply wells in the area; collection of 
surface water, sediment, soil, structural/process wood, and vapor samples, and; a fish and wildlife 
impact analysis. 

5.1.1 Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs) 

To determine whether the soil, groundwater, surface water, soil vapor and sediments contain 
contamination at levels of concern, data from the investigation were compared to the following 
SCGs: 

Groundwater and surface water SCGs are based on June 1998 NYSDEC "Ambient Water 
Quality Standards and Guidance Values". 

Soil SCGs are based on the NYSDEC 6 NYCRR Part 375-6.8(b) Environmental 
Remediation Programs effective December 14,2006. 

Sediments are based on the November 23, 1993 Revised March 2, 1998 NYSDEC 
"Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments." 

Concentrations of VOCs in air were evaluated using the air guidelines provided by the 
NYSDOH guidance document titled "Guidance for Evaluating Soil Vapor Intrusion in the 
State of New York," dated October 2006. 

Based on the SI results, in comparison to the SCGs and potential public health and environmental 
exposure routes, certain media and areas of the site require rernediation. These are summarized in 
Section 5.1.2. More complete information can be found in the SI report. 

5.1.2: Nature of Contamination 

This section describes the findings of the investigation for all environmental media that were 
investigated. 

As described in the SI report, soil, groundwater, surface water, air, and sediment samples were 
collected to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. As summarized in Table 1, the 
categories of contaminants that exceed their SCGs are VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. For comparison 
purposes, where applicable, SCGs are provided for each medium. 

Chemical concentrations are reported in parts per billion (ppb) for water and parts per million (ppm) 
for waste, soil, and sediment. Air samples are reported in micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m3). 

Table 1 summarizes the degree of contamination for the contaminants of concern in air, surface 
water, surface soil, subsurface soil, sediments, and groundwater, and compares the data with the 
SCGs for the site. The following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the 
findings of the investigation. 
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Waste Materials 
A significant volume of waste materials were identified and removed from the site. Hazardous 
wastes identified at the site included hazardous solids, gasoline and water mixtures, sulfuric acid 
solids from aboveground storage tanks, selenium bottoms from vats, tar-like waste from vats, leaded 
paint, sodium hydroxide solid, aerosol cans, degreaser, formic acid, sodium hydroxide liquid, 
nitrobenzene, methyl ethyl ketone, and hydrogen peroxide. Non-hazardous wastes identified 
included oily debris, deer hair, #6 oil, suspect kerosene, oily sludge, floor sweepings, dyes, steel shot, 
waste oil, tar-like solids, sodium bicarbonate, borax, grease, and salt. A total of 104 containers of 
wastes (55g drums/l cubic yard boxes) were properly disposed of. Wastes identified during the 
SYRAR were addressed by the interim remedial measures (IRMs) described in Section 5.2. 

Surface Soil 
Surface soil at this site is defined as soil less than two inches below the vegetative cover. Analytes 
identified above SCGs included six SVOCs (benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, 
benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, chrysene, and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene), and four metals 
(arsenic, trivalent chromium, barium, and lead). These six SVOCs ranged in concentration from 
0.4 1 to 3.9 ppm and were only detected along the southern side of the site near the toe of the slope 
in the wooded area where surface water runoff from West Eighth Street is expected. As explained 
in the SI, these low level detections do not warrant remedial action. Barium was detected at one 
location only and lead was found at two locations; there was no source of these metals identified at 
the site. Arsenic and trivalent chromium were identified predominantly in the area of the main 
tannery building. As discussed in Section 8, the area of arsenic and chromium contamination will 
be addressed in the remedy. Refer to Figure 2-Surface Soil Contaminants for specific location and 
concentrations. 

Subsurface Soil 
Subsurface soil at the site is defined as soil greater than two inches below the ground surface. 
Analytes identified above SCGs included five metals (arsenic, cadmium, mercury, trivalent 
chromium, and lead). Cadmium, lead, and mercury were detected at one or two locations only and 
there was no source of these metals identified at the site. The majority of the arsenic and trivalent 
chromium exceedences were identified in the area of the main tannery building. As discussed in 
Section 8, this area of arsenic and chromium contaminants will be addressed in the remedy. Refer 
to Figure 3-Subsurface Soil Contaminants for specific location and concentrations. 

Groundwater 
Two sets of groundwater samples were collected from on-site monitoring wells in January 2001 and 
May 2002. Contaminants identified above SCGs included three VOCs (methylene chloride, d p -  
xylenes and o-xylenes), one SVOC (naphthalene), and eleven metals (aluminum, antimony, arsenic, 
beryllium, chromium, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, and sodium). The VOCs, 
naphthalene and magnesium are located in the area of the main tannery building. There was no 
source for antimony, beryllium, or lead identified at the site. Mercury and sodium were historically 
used at the site but are not considered contaminants of concern. Additionally, the highest 
concentrations of mercury and sodium are located along Wilson and Eighth Streets and are not 
attributed to on-site activities. Arsenic and chromium were historically used on the site in 
abundance, are the main contaminants of concern, and are primarily in the area of the main tannery 
building. As discussed in Section 8, this area of arsenic and chromium contamination will be 
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addressed in the remedy. Refer to Figure 4-Groundwater Contaminants for specific location and 
concentrations. 

Surface Water 
Aluminum and iron were the only parameters that were detected at concentrations above applicable 
SCGs. The highest concentrations of both of these metals were detected in the upstream samples. 
These contaminants are at levels that do not warrant remedial action and are not the result of past 
tanning activities performed at the site. Therefore, no remedial alternatives need to be evaluated for 
surface water. 

Sediments 
Two ponds (Upper, Lower) and a creek are located at the site. Both ponds are hydraulically 
controlled by spillways (dams) which maintain the level of the ponds at a consistent elevation. 
Analysis of sediment samples fi-om the ponds and stream found two SVOCs (benzo(k)fluoranthene 
and chrysene) and six metals (arsenic, trivalent chromium, copper, lead, manganese, zinc) above 
SCGs. SVOCs appear to be prevalent in both the Upper and Lower Ponds, are very low in 
concentration, and do not represent a significant source of contamination. There is no information 
or data regarding the actual impacts to ecological resources from the concentrations of chromium 
and arsenic identified in the Upper Pond. Known source areas of arsenic and chromium 
contamination are downgradient of the Upper Pond. As discussed in Section 8, arsenic and 
chromium are at significant levels in the Lower Pond and creek and will be addressed in the remedy. 
Refer to Figure 5-Sediment Contaminants for specific location and concentrations. 

Sediments (sandldebris from parking lot runoff) are also present in the storm water system at the site. 
One SVOC (benzo(a)pyrene) and several metals (magnesium, zinc, trivalent chromium, arsenic, 
copper, nickel) were detected in the sediments. These sediments will be addressed in the remedy. 
Refer to Figure 6-Storm Water System Sediment Contaminants. 

Soil VaporISub-Slab VaporIAir 
A sub-slab vapor sample was collected in each of the three warehouses at the site. No site-related 
soil vapor or indoor air contamination of concern was identified during the SIIRAR. However, soil 
vapor samples were not collected in the area of the main tannery building where VOCs were 
identified in the groundwater. Additional soil vapor sampling will be performed in the main tannery 
building area during the remediation phase, once excavation and remediation is completed. in this 
area. Results of the soil vapor sampling are included in Table 1. 

5.2: Interim Remedial Measures 

An interim remedial measure (IRM) is conducted at a site when a source of contamination or 
exposure pathway can be effectively addressed before completion of the SI/RAR. From January 
2001 to December 2002, several IRMs were conducted at the site during the investigation activities 
and include the removal of 104 drums of hazardous and non-hazardous wastes; the closure of 
numerous petroleum, chemical, and process storage tanks; the removal and disposal of the contents 
of the pre-treatment wastewater plant; the disposal of electric motors, transformers, and light 
fixtures, and; asbestos abatement and demolition of the main tannery building. 
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5.3: Summarv of Human Exposure Pathwavs: 

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 human exposure pathways can be found in 
Section 3 of the RA report. An exposure pathway describes the means by which an individual may 
be exposed to contaminants originating from a site. An exposure pathway has five elements: [ l ]  
a contaminant source, [2] contaminant release and transport mechanisms, [3] a point of exposure, 
[4] a route of exposure, and [5] a receptor population. 

The source of contamination is the location where contaminants were released to the environment 
(any waste disposal area or point of discharge). Contaminant release and transport mechanisms carry 
contaminants from the source to a point where people may be exposed. The exposure point is a 
location where actual or potential human contact with a contaminated medium may occur. The route 
of exposure is the manner in which a contaminant actually enters or contacts the body (e.g., 
ingestion, inhalation, or direct contact). The receptor population is the people who are, or may be, 
exposed to contaminants at a point of exposure. 

An exposure pathway is complete when all five elements of an exposure pathway exist. An exposure 
pathway is considered a potential pathway when one or more of the elements currently does not 
exist, but could in the future. 

Current and potential exposure pathways exist at the Risedorph Tannery site. Current pathways 
include direct contact with and ingestion of soils contaminated with heavy metals including arsenic 
and chromium, by persons accessing the site. In addition, dust generated from these soils could 
result in an inhalation exposure pathway. The site is partially fenced to restrict access to the 
property, but evidence of trespassing exists. Exposures could occur via contact with contaminated 
sediments in the Lower Pond and creek. Children in particular are known to access the site for 
fishing. However, contact with the contaminants detected in the Lower Pond sediments where 
fishing occurs is not expected to cause health effects. Public water serves the area, so contact with 
contaminated groundwater is not expected. Surface water and soil vapor were not found to be 
significantly impacted. However, additional soil vapor sampling is needed within the main tannery 
building area following remediation for confirmation. 

5.4: Summarv of Environmental Assessment 

This section summarizes the existing and potential future environmental impacts presented by the 
site. Environmental impacts include existing and potential future exposure pathways to fish and 
wildlife receptors, as well as damage to natural resources such as aquifers and wetlands. 

The Fish and Wildlife Impact Analysis, which is included in the SI report, presents a detailed 
discussion of the existing and potential impacts from the site to fish and wildlife receptors. 

Since this site is in a commercial/residential area, the likelihood of wildlife being impacted is low. 
Access to the Risedorph Leather site is fenced and restricted from Wilson Street. 
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Site contamination has also impacted the shallow groundwater aquifer. This shallow aquifer is not 
utilized for consumption, as the area is serviced by a public water system. No private wells are 
known to exist in the immediate area of the site. 

Sediment samples from the Upper and Lower Ponds and the creek contain elevated levels of 
contaminants, especially arsenic and chromium, resulting in a viable exposure pathway to fish. 
There is no significant fish resource present in the ponds and tributary at this site. Also, there is no 
information or data regarding the actual impacts to ecological resources from the concentrations of 
chromium and arsenic identified in the Upper Pond. 

The following environmental exposure pathways and ecological risks have been identified: 

Sediments in the two ponds and creek contained levels of metals, especially arsenic and 
chromium, that are known to affect the survival of benthic organisms and to bioaccumulate. 
This results in reduced availability of food for forage species (i.e. fish, frogs, birds) and 
affects reproduction. 

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

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection process stated 
in 6 NYCRR Part 375. At aminimum, the remedy selected must eliminate or mitigate all significant 
threats to public health and/or the environment presented by the hazardous substances disposed at 
the site through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles. 

The proposed future use for the Risedorph Tannery Site would be residential. 

The remediation goals for this site are to eliminate or reduce to the extent practicable: 

Exposures of persons at or around the site to numerous metals (especially arsenic and 
trivalent chromium) and to a much lesser extent VOCs and SVOCs in surface soils, 
subsurface soils, sediments, and groundwater at the site. 

The further release and migration of metals (especially arsenic and trivalent chromium), and 
to a much lesser extent VOCs and SVOCs from surface and subsurface soils into the 
groundwater and surface waters through storm water erosion, infiltration, and/or wind borne 
dust. 

The further release and migration of metals (especially arsenic and trivalent chromium), and 
to a much lesser extent SVOCs from sediments into the surface water and tributary to the 
Cayadutta Creek through storm water erosion and water flow. 

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The selected remedy must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost-effective, and 
comply with other statutory requirements. Potential remedial alternatives for the Risedorph Tannery 
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Site were identified, screened and evaluated in the RA report, which is available at the document 
repositories established for the site. 

A summary of the remedial alternatives that were considered for this site are discussed below. The 
present worth represents the amount of money invested in the current year that would be sufficient 
to cover all present and future costs associated with the alternative. This enables the costs of 
remedial alternatives to be compared on a common basis. As a convention, a time frame of 30 years 
is used to evaluate present worth costs for alternatives with an indefinite duration. This does not 
imply that operation, maintenance, or monitoring would cease after 30 years if remediation goals are 
not achieved. 

7.1: Description of Remedial Alternatives 

The following potential remedies were considered to address the contaminated soils, sediments, and 
groundwater at the site. 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Presentworth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $150,445 
Capital Cost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 19,700 
Annual O M :  

(Yearsl-5): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 
(Years5-30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 

The No Action Alternative is evaluated as a procedural requirement and as a basis for comparison. 
It requires continued monitoring only, allowing the site to remain in an unremediated state. This 
alternative would leave the site in its present condition and would not provide any additional 
protection to human health or the environment. The capital cost of $120,000 represents the cost for 
the construction of a fence around the former tannery area, the two ponds and the creek. 

Alternative 2: Soil Barrier To Contact For Contaminated Areas With Institutional 
Controls 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Presentworth: $538,813 
Capital Cost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $508,068 
Annual O M :  

(Yearsl-5): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 
(Years5-30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 

This alternative would place a protective soil barrier over areas of contamination (metals, VOCs, 
SVOCs) at the site. Contaminated soils at the site would be covered with at least two feet of clean 
soil cover. Topsoil and grass would be placed on top of the soil cover. The grassed soil cover would 
require periodic maintenance (O&M). Since this alternative would leave contaminated soil on site, 
institutional controls in the form of an environmental easement would be required to notify future 
owners and/or developers of the restricted use of the property. 
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Optional Protective cover possibilities for Alternative 2 would be: concrete sidewalks, 
asphaltJconcrete parking lots, building footprints, or other acceptable strategies that provide a barrier 
to human contact with the contaminated soils. Excavated contaminated soil, needed to implement 
an acceptable alternative protective cover, would be analyzed and properly disposed of according 
to Department regulations. 

Clean out of sediment identified in the storm water drainage system would occur. No sediment 
removal would occur in the ponds and stream. Groundwater sampling of select monitoring wells 
on aperiodic basis would occur to monitor residual contaminants, including volatiles, semivolatiles, 
arsenic and trivalent chromium. An environmental easement on groundwater usage and future use 
and development are included with this alternative. Refer to Figure 7-Remedial Alternative 2 Soil 
Barrier to Contact. 

The time to design the remedy and implement the remedy would be a matter of a few months. 
Specific remediation goals are not pursued under this alternative. 

Alternative 3: Limited Excavation of Contaminated Soils and Sediments and Soil Barrier To 
Contact for Remaining Contaminated Areas With Institutional Controls 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $5,485,828 
Capital Cost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $5,455,083 
Annual O&M: 

(Years 1-5): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 
(Years 5-30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 

This alternative would excavate areas of arsenic and chromium contaminated soils and sediments 
to levels of 30 ppm for arsenic and 1,500 ppm for chromium. These levels were chosen as a means 
to remove the most severe contaminants, or hotspots, as discussed in the Remedial Alternatives 
Report. Areas with co-mingled contamination result in arsenic being the driving clean-up factor. 
Thus, by achievingrernediation goals for arsenic, remediation goals for all other contaminants would 
be achieved, including chromium and low level VOC's and SVOCs. This alternative would result 
in the excavation and disposal of approximately 27,600 tons of contaminated soils and sediment. 
A protective soil barrier would be placed over all remaining areas of contamination (metals, VOCs, 
SVOCs) at the site. Contaminated soils at the site would be covered with at least two feet of soil 
cover. Topsoil and grass would be placed over of the soil cover. The grassed soil cover would 
require periodic maintenance (O&M). Since this alternative would leave contaminated soil on site, 
institutional controls in the form of an environmental easement would be required to noti@ future 
owners and/or developers of the presence of contamination and to restrict use of the property. 

Optional protective cover possibilities for Alternative 2 would be: concrete sidewalks, 
asphalt/concrete parking lots, building footprints, or other acceptable strategies that provide a barrier 
to contact with the contaminated soils. Any excavated contaminated soil needed to implement an 
acceptable alternative protective cover would be properly disposed of according to Department 
regulations. 
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All contaminated sediment above SCGs would be removed in the creek along the former main 
tannery building. Also, the Lower Pond would be remediated to a concentration and quality to 
similar contaminant levels identified in the Upper Pond (to levels of 30 m a g  or less for both 
arsenic and chromium). Additionally, clean out of sediment identified in the storm water drainage 
system would occur. Groundwater sampling of select monitoring wells on a periodic basis would 
occur to monitor residual groundwater contaminants, including volatiles, semivolatiles, arsenic and 
trivalent chromium. An environmental easement on groundwater usage and future use and 
development are included with this alternative. Refer to Figure 8 - Remedial Alternative 3 Limited 
Excavation and Soil Barrier to Contact. 

The time to design the remedy and implement the remedy would be a matter of several months. 
Specific remediation goals under this Alternative can be defined as removal of areas of highly to 
moderately elevated contaminants. 

Alternative 4: Excavation of all Contaminated Soil Above SCGs and Targeted Sediment 
Removal. 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $6,102,993 
Capital Cost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $6,0 72,248 
Annual O W :  

(Years 1-5): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 
(Years 5-30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 

This alternative would excavate areas of arsenic and chromium contaminated soils to levels of 16 
pprn arsenic and 36 pprn for trivalent chromium, which would meet requirements for residential 
usage. Areas with co-mingled contamination result in arsenic being the driving clean-up factor. 
Thus, by achievingrernediation goals for arsenic, remediation goals for all other contaminants would 
be achieved, including chromium and low level VOCs and SVOCs. This alternative would result 
in the excavation and disposal of approximately 41,000 tons of contaminated soils and sediment. 
A protective soil barrier would not be needed as all contaminated media above SCGs would be 
removed. The excavated area would be backfilled, and topsoil and grass would be placed as cover. 
Additionally, soil vapor sampling will occur in the main tannery building area during the remediation 
phase, once excavation and remediation is completed in this area. 

All contaminated sediment would be removed in the stream along the former main tannery building 
to meet Lowest Effect Levels for sediments. Also, the Lower Pond would be remediated to a 
concentration and quality similar to contaminant levels identified in the Upper Pond (to levels of 30 
pprn or less for both arsenic and chromium). These levels would meet the Severe Effect Levels of 
33 pprn for arsenic and 1 10 pprn for chromium, and also meet the Lowest Effect Level for chromium 
of 26 ppm. There is no information or data regarding the actual impacts to ecological resources from 
the concentrations of chromium and arsenic identified in the Upper Pond. Additionally, clean out 
of sediment identified in the storm water drainage system would occur. Refer to Figure 9 - Remedial 
Alternative 4 Complete Soil Excavation and Targeted Sediment Removal. 
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Groundwater contamination will be partially addressed during the excavation process as excavation 
will occur to depths below static groundwater levels. Excess groundwater encountered during soil 
excavation will be pumped, treated to remove contamination, and disposed of properly. Further 
reduction in contaminant concentrations in groundwater is anticipated through natural attenuation, 
since the soils acting as a source will be removed. 

Since the remedy results in very low levels of hazardous substances remaining at the site in the soil 
and groundwater, a long term monitoring program would be instituted. Select groundwater 
monitoring wells will be sampled on a periodic basis, as determined by the Department. This 
program would allow the effectiveness of the contaminated soil excavation to be monitored and 
would be a component of the operation, maintenance, and monitoring for the site. Environmental 
easements on groundwater usage and future use and site development are included with this 
alternative. 

The time to design the remedy and implement the remedy is expected to be on the order of one to 
two years. Specific remediation goals under this Alternative can be defined as removal of all 
contaminants above SCGs. This alternative would allow for residential usage of the property. 

Alternative 5: On-Site Stabilization and Groundwater Treatment With Institutional 
Controls 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $8,767,040 
Capital Cost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $8,504,644 
Annual 0&.M: 

(Years 1-1 0): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $32,000 
(Years 11 -30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,000 

This alternative is offered as a comparison to contaminated soil excavation and disposal. This 
alternative would involve the active pumping and treating of VOC and SVOC contaminated 
groundwater, predominantly in the area of the main tannery building, and the injection of chemicals 
to bind metal contaminants and further deter migration of the contaminants via ex-situ and/or in-situ 
methods. This alternative would remediate all contamination areas (metals, SVOCs, VOCs) to meet 
SCG levels. 

Groundwater sampling of select monitoring wells on a periodic basis would occur to monitor 
residual contaminants, including volatiles, semivolatiles, chromium, and arsenic. An environmental 
easement on groundwater usage, future use and development, and indoor air issues are included with 
this alternative. Refer to Figure 10-Alternative 5 On-Site Stabilization/Groundwater Treatment. 

The time to design the remedy and implement the remedy would be a matter of several years. 
Specific remediation goals under this Alternative can be defined as removal and binding of all site 
contaminants to meet SCGs. 
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7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives 

The criteria to which potential remedial alternatives are compared are defined in 6 NYCRR Part 375, 
which governs the remediation of environmental restoration projects in New York State. A detailed 
discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is included in the RA 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. 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. 

2. Compliance with New York State Standards. Criteria. and Guidance (SCGs). Compliance with 
SCGs addresses whether a remedy will meet environmental laws, regulations, and other standards 
and criteria. In addition, this criterion includes the consideration of guidance which the Department 
has determined to be applicable on a case-specific basis. 

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. 

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 engineering andlor institutional controls intended to limit 
the risk, and 3) the reliability of these controls. 

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

6. Imvlementabilit~. The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing each alternative 
are evaluated. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction of the 
remedy and the ability to monitor its effectiveness. For administrative feasibility, the availability 
of the necessary personnel and materials is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining 
specific operating approvals, access for construction, institutional controls, and so forth. 

7. Cost-Effectiveness. Capital costs and operation, maintenance, and monitoring costs are estimated 
for each alternative and compared on a present worth basis. Although cost-effectiveness is the last 
balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more alternatives have met the requirements of the other 
criteria, it can be used as the basis for the final decision. The costs for each alternative are presented 
in Table 2. 
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This final 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 Acceptance. Concerns of the community regarding the SIIRA reports and the PRAP 
have been evaluated. The responsiveness summary (Appendix A) presents the public comments 
received and the manner in which the Department addressed the concerns raised. No significant 
public comments were received. 

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

The Department has selected Alternative 4: Complete Soil Excavation and Targeted Sediment 
Removal as the remedy for this site. The elements of this remedy are described at the end of this 
section. The selected remedy is based on the results of the SI and the evaluation of alternatives 
presented in the M R .  

Alternative 4 is proposed due to the anticipated residential site usage consistent with the City's 
redevelopment objectives and existing zoning. It also best satisfies the site specific threshold 
criteria, and it provides the best balance of the primary balancing criteria as described in Section 7.2. 
It would achieve the remediation goals for the site by removing all contaminated soils above SCGs 
preventing any threat to public health and the environment. It would drastically reduce any 
contamination in the groundwater and, by removing contaminated sediments, would protect the 
surface waters of the tributary of the Cayadutta Creek. Single family housing would be able to occur 
on the property. Restrictions on groundwater will occur with this alternative. 

Alternative 1 would involve no further investigation or reduction of contaminants, no barrier to 
contact, and would incur an expense of periodic monitoring of several groundwater wells located 
throughout the facility. Site usage would be severely restricted. 

Alternative 2 also would involve no further investigation or reduction of contaminants, but would 
provide a barrier to contact. Significant arsenic contamination has been identified on the site, and 
may be a continuing source of groundwater and surface water contamination. Site usage would be 
severely restricted. 

Alternative 3 would involve the excavation of highly contaminated soils, removing the soils that 
create the most significant threat to public health and the environment. It would also reduce the 
source of contamination to the groundwater and protect the surface waters of the tributary to the 
Cayadutta, and would provide a barrier to contact to the remaining contaminants. However, it would 
not allow for single family housing due to contaminated soils remaining at the site. Restricted- 
residential, commercial, or industrial use, as described in 6NYCRR Part 375.1.8(g), would be 
allowed. 

Alternatives 2-4 would all have short-term impacts which can be easily controlled. The time needed 
to achieve the remediation goals would be longest for Alternative 5 and very similar for Alternatives 
3 and 4. 

Risedorph Tannery Site BOO 150 
RECORD OF DECISION 

January 2008 
Page 14 



Achieving long-term effectiveness would best be accomplished by excavation and removal of the 
contaminated overburden soils (Alternatives 3 and 4). Alternative 4 is favorable because it will 
result in removal of all soil above SCGs and sediments above Severe Effect Level, thereby 
preventing groundwater and surface water contamination to the extent practical. 

Alternative 4 is favorable in that it will be readily implernentable. Alternatives 1,2 and 3 would also 
be achievable. The implementability of Alternative 5 would be much more complex and uncertain. 

Alternative 4 will reduce the volume of waste on-site, addressing all areas of soil and sediment 
contamination. Approximately 41,000 tons of material would be removed with Alternative 4. 
Alternative 3 would remove approximately 27,600 tons of contaminated soil. Groundwater quality 
will be improved with the excavation and dewatering activities. Contaminated soil would remain 
in the saturated and unsaturated zones with Alternative 3. 

In an effort to avoid excavation and off site disposal, treatment on site consisting of groundwater 
treatment for VOC and SVOC contaminated areas and soil stabilization of areas of metal 
contamination (arsenic and chromium) is considered in Alternate 5. Groundwater treatment would 
occur over a period of years and would be maintenance and sampling intensive. On site stabilization 
via chemical injection would be initially labor and engineering intensive, but would achieve 
improved levels of compliance with SCGs in that the contaminants would be physically and 
chemically bound within a solidified matrix or converted into a more immobile form using a 
chemical reaction. 

The cost of the alternatives varies significantly. Although barrier to contact only (Alternative 2) 
would be less expensive than excavation (Alternatives 3 and 4) or treatment (Alternative 5), it is not 
an acceptable remedy. Alternative 4 is very favorable because it is a remedy that would eliminate 
any source of groundwater and surface water contamination at the site from VOCs and SVOCs, 
chromium, and arsenic contaminated areas. Treatment (Alternative 5) is the most costly remedy. 

The estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $6,102,993. The cost to construct the 
remedy is estimated to be $6,072,248. The estimated average annual operation, maintenance, and 
monitoring costs for 10 years of $2000. 

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows: 

1 .  A remedial design program will be implemented to provide the details necessary for the 
preparation of the design and bid documents for execution, construction, operation, 
maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program. It should be noted that other 
alternatives to disposal of the 41,000 tons of material at the Fulton County Landfill were 
pursued and are not cost effective. As it is in the best interest of parties involved to pursue 
alternative disposal methods with changes in technology, the use of alternative methods will 
be re-evaluated during the remediation design phase. 

2. The elements of the remedy program will consist of  
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-excavation and proper disposal of 32,300 tons of arsenic, trivalent chromium, VOCs, and 
SVOCs contaminated soils, predominantly near the former main tannery building. 

-excavation and proper disposal of 8,700 tons of arsenic and trivalent chromium 
contaminated sediments from the Lower Pond and creek. 

-the excavated area will be backfilled and covered with acceptable cover material such as 
topsoil and grass, asphalt, or concrete. 

-soil vapor sample(s) will be collected in the main tannery building area during the 
remediation phase, once excavation and remediation is completed in this area. 

3. Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement that will 
require: (a) limiting the use and development of the property to residential use, which will 
also permit commercial and industrial in accordance with local zoning; (b) compliance with 
the approved site management plan; (c) restricting the use of groundwater and surface water 
as a source of potable water, without necessary water quality treatment as determined by 
NYSDOH, and; (d) the property owner to complete and submit to the Department a periodic 
certification of institutional and engineering controls. 

4. Development of a site management plan, which will include the following institutional and 
engineering controls: (a) monitoring of contaminant levels in groundwater; (b) identification 
of any use restrictions for the site, and; (c) provisions for the continued proper operation and 
maintenance of the components of the remedy. 

5. The property owner will provide a periodic certification of institutional controls, prepared 
and submitted by a professional engineer or such other expert acceptable to the Department 
will be provided until the Department notifies the property owner in writing that this 
certification is no longer needed. This submittal will: (a) contain certification that the 
institutional controls put in place are still in place and are either unchanged from the previous 
certification or are compliant with Department-approved modifications; (b) allow the 
Department access to the site, and; (c) state that nothing has occurred that would impair the 
ability of the control to protect public health or the environment, or constitute a violation or 
failure to comply with the site management plan unless otherwise approved by the 
Department. 

6 .  Since the remedy results in very low levels of hazardous substances remaining at the site, a 
long term monitoring program will be instituted. Select groundwater monitoring wells will 
be sampled on a periodic basis, as determined by the Department. This program will allow 
the effectiveness of the contaminated soil excavation to be monitored and will be a 
component of the operation, maintenance, and monitoring for the site. 

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

As part of the Risedorph Tannery Site environmental restoration process, a number of Citizen 
Participation activities were undertaken to inform and educate the public about conditions at the site 
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and the potential remedial alternatives. The following public participation activities were conducted 
for the site: 

Repositories for documents pertaining to the site were established. 

A public contact list, which included nearby property owners, elected officials, local media 
and other interested parties, was established. 

Fact sheets were sent to all parties on the public contact list. 

A public meeting was held on December 18,2007 to present and receive comments on the 
PRAP. 

A responsiveness summary (Appendix A) was prepared to address the comments received 
during the public comment period for the PRAP. 
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TABLE 1 
Nature and Extent of Contamination 

October 2000 - December 2006 
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Contaminants of 
Concern 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b) fluoranthrene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthrene 

Chrysene 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Chromium, trivalent 

Lead 

SLIBSLTRFACE 
SOIL 

Inorganic 
Compounds 

Frequency of 
Exceeding SCG 

2 of 38 

2 of 38 

2 of 38 

1 of 38 

2 of 38 

1 of 38 

6 of 38 

1 of 38 

11 of 38 

2 of 38 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppm)' 

NDd to 3.6 

ND to 3.1 

ND to 3.9 

ND to 1.4 

ND to 3.4 

ND to 0.41 

2.1 to 4,210 

16.7 to 387 

6 to 2,070 

1.4 to 641 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

Arsenic 

Cadmium 

Chromium, trivalent 

Lead 

Mercury 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppm)' 

0.9 to 16,400 

ND to 16.400 

4.9 to 2,970 

1.7 to 1,280 

ND to 3.7 

SCGb 
( P P ~ Y  

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0.33 

16 

350 

3 6 

400 

SCGb 
( P P ~ ) "  

16 

2.5 

36 

400 

.81 

Frequency of 
Exceeding SCG 

55 of 88 

1 of 72 

40 of 77 

2 of 72 

2 of 72 
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GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration S C G ~  
Concern Range Detected (ppb)l (ppb)l Exceeding SCG 

Volatile Organic Methylene Chloride ND to 6.3 5 3 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
Compounds (VOCs) ND 0 of 2 (May 2002) 

0-Xylene ND to 13 5 1 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
ND to 10 1 of 2 (May 2002) 

MIP-Xylene ND to 1.8 5 0 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
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Semivolatile Organic 
Compounds (SVOCs) 

Inorganic Compounds 

Naphthalene 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium 

Chromium 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Sodium 

ND to 14 

ND to 13 
6.6. to 160 

1 15 to 76,600 
34.3 to 410,000 

ND to 20.3 
ND to 6 

ND to 2,950 
ND to 4,510 

ND to 3.7 

ND to 1,010 
3.2 to 488 

1 17 to 129,000 
172 to 785,000 

ND to 240 
2.8 to 158 

2,710 to 84,200 
2,520 to 653,000 

66 to 12,800 
40.6 to 17,200 

ND to 1.5 
ND to 1 

2,290 to 2,220,000 
2,980to 9 15,000 

10 

2,000 

3 

25 

3 

50 

300 

25 

35,000 

300 

0.7 

20,000 

1 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
1 of 2 (May 2002) 

9 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
10 of 1 5 (May 2002) 

1 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
3 of 15 (May 2002) 

8 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
1 1 of 15 (May 2002) 

1 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
2 of 15 (May 2002) 

2 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
6 of 15 (May 2002) 

15 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
14 of 15 (May 2002) 

1 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
3 of 15 (May 2002) 

4 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
4 of 15 (May 2002) 

8 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
8 of 15 (May 2002) 

4 of 16 (Jan. 2001) 
1 of 15 (May 2002) 

13 of 16 (Jan. 200 1) 
12 of 15 (May 2002) 



SURFACE WATER 

Inorganic 

Compounds 
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Contaminants of 
Concern 

Aluminum 

Iron 

SEDIMENTS 

Semi-volatile Organic 

Compounds (SVOCs) 

Inorganic 
Compounds 

SCGb 
(ppm)' 

1.3 

1.3 

LELc - 6 

SELc - 33 

LEL - 26 

SEL-110 

LEL - 16 

SEL - 1 10 

LEL - 33 

SEL-110 

LEL - 460 

SEL - 1,100 

LEL - 120 

SEL - 270 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppb)' 

241 to 562 

553 to 894 

Frequency of 
Exceeding SCG 

1 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

1 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

4 of 4 (Jan. 2001) 
14 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 
16 of 28 (Mar. 2006) 

2 of 4 (Jan. 2001) 
2 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 
3 of 28 (Mar. 2006) 

3 of 4 (Jan. 2001) 
11 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 
11 of 28 (Mar. 2006) 

lof4(Jan.2001) 
4 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 
2 of 28 (Mar. 2006) 

3 of 4 (Jan. 200 1) 
8 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

0 of 4 (Jan. 2001) 
0 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

2 of 4 (Jan. 2001) 
9 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

Oof4(Jan.2001) 
0 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

2 of 4 (Jan. 2001) 
10 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

1 of 4 (Jan. 2001) 
0 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

3 of 4 (Jan. 200 1) 
9 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

1 of 4 (Jan.200 1) 
0 of 14 (Feb. 2002) 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Arsenic 

Chromium, trivalent 

Copper 

Lead 

Manganese 

Zinc 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppm)' 

ND to 1.4 

ND to 1.4 

29.1 to 64 
12 to 75.1 
2.8 to 202 

25 to 449 
25.6 to 1,690 
4.3 to 7,870 

10.2 to 104 
8.1 to 31.2 

1 1.4 to 68.9 
11.8 to77 

172 to 1,230 
129 to 896 

56.9 to 291 
57 to 254 

SCGb 
(ppb)' 

100 

300 

Frequency of 
Exceeding SCG 

4 o f 4  

4 o f 4  



" ppb = parts per billion, which is equivalent to micrograms per liter, ug/L, in water; 
ppm = parts per million, which is equivalent to milligrams per kilogram, mg/kg, in soil; 
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

SCG = standards, criteria, and guidance values; {list SCGs for each medium] 

SOIL VAPOR 

Volatile Organic 
Compounds WOCs) 

Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs) (cont.) 

"LEL = Lowest Effects Level and SEL = Severe Effects Level. A sediment is considered to be contaminated if either of these criteria 
is exceeded. If both criteria are exceeded, the sediment is severely impacted. If only the LEL is exceeded, the impact is considered 
to be moderate. 

Concentration 
Range Detected (pg/m3)" 

ND to 0.4 

ND to 0.93 

ND to 84 

29 to 88 

ND to 3.7 

2.2 to 4.4 

ND to 2.5 

ND to 2.4 

ND to 1.8 

6 to 8.3 

4.5 to 8.3 

0.91 to 1.5 

2.1 to 3.8 

0.69 to 1.4 

ND to 0.84 

ND to 1.1 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

Dichloro- 
difluoromethane 

Chloromethane 

Trichloro- 
fluoromethane 

Acetone 

Carbon Disulfide 

Methyl Tert-butyl Ether 

Chloroform 

C yclohexane 

Benzene 

n-Heptane 

Toluene 

Ethylbenzene 

X~lene  ( m , ~ )  

Xylene (0) 

4-Ethyltoluene 

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

%D = no contaminants detected above method detection limit 

Risedorph Tannery Site BOO1 50 
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SCGb 
(pg/m3)" 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

January 2008 
Page 2 1 

Frequency of 
Exceeding SCG 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 



Table 2 
Remedial Alternative Costs 
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Remedial Alternative 

No Action 

Soil Barrier To Contact 

Limited Excavation 

Complete Excavation 

GW Treatmentlstabilization 

January 2008 
Page 22 

Capital Cost ($) 

$1 19,700 

$508,068 

$5,455,083 

$6,072,248 

$8,504,644 

Annual Costs ($) 

$2,000 

$2,000 

$2,000 

$2,000 

$32,000 

Total Present Worth ($) 

$150,445 

$538,813 

$5,485,828 

$6,102,993 

$8,767,040 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Risedorph Tannery Environmental Restoration Site 
City of Gloversville, Fulton County, New York 

Site No. BOO150 

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Risedorph Tannery site, was prepared by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (the Department) in consultation with the New York State Department 
of Health (NYSDOH) and was issued to the document repositories on November 20,2007. The PRAP outlined the 
remedial measure proposed for the contaminated soils and sediments at the Risedorph Tannery site. 

The release of the PRAP was announced by sending a notice to the public contact list, informing the public of the 
opportunity to comment on the proposed remedy. 

A public meeting was held on December 18,2007, which included a presentation of the Site Investigation (SI) and 
the Remedial Alternatives Report (RAR) as well as a discussion of the proposed remedy. 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. The public comment period for the PRAP 
ended on January 3,2008. 

This responsiveness summaryresponds to all questions and comments raised during the public comment period. The 
following are the comments received, with the Department's responses: 

COMMENT 1: 
How long will it take to complete the site clean-up and what is the future site use? 

RESPONSE 1: 
Upon approval of the remediation grant, it could take up to 2 years to complete all site remediation work. 
The proposed site usage isjesidential&Fe original concept of a park on the property could also be pursued. 

COMMENT 2: 
What is the primary health concern during the work? Will the work be an annoyance to people in the area? 

RESPONSE 2: 
The most likely potential for public exposures to contaminants during work is via airborne dust leaving the site. Dust 
monitoring and work practices that minimize dust generation will be followed during remedial activities. Work will 
be similar to the demolition work previously performed at the site, and every effort will be made to minimize 
disruption to the neighborhood. 

Risedorph Tannery BOO150 
Responsiveness Survey 

January 2008 
Page A-1 



COMMENT 3: 
Will the former owners of the facility be liable for the clean-up costs incurred at the location? 

RESPONSE 3: 
The Division of Environmental Enforcement will review the site specific information for the site and determine if 
cost recovery from prior site owners and responsible parties can be pursued. 

Risedorph Tannery BOO 150 
Responsiveness Survey 

January 2008 
Page A-2 
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Administrative Record 



Administrative Record 

Risedorph Tannery 
Site No. BOO1 50 

1. "Site Investigation Work Plan, Risedorph Tannery, NYSDEC-1996 Clean 
WaterIClean Air Bond Act Environmental Restoration Project: Investigation, City 
of Gloversville, Fulton County", prepared by C.T. Male Associates, P.C., dated 
December 2 1,2000. 

Also includes: 
- Site Specific Health and Safety Plan 
- Field Sampling Plan 
- Citizen Participation Plan 
- Quality Assurance Project Plan 

"Site Investigation Report, Environmental Restoration Project, Clean 
WaterIClean Air Bond Act of 1996, Risedorph Tannery, 130- 146 West Eighth 
Avenue, City of Gloversville, Fulton County, New York", prepared by C.T. Male 
Associates, P.C., dated August 2006. 

Also includes: 

- Site Investigation Report Reference Tables 

3. "Remedial Alternatives Report, Environmental Restoration Project, Clean 
WaterIClean Air Bond Act of 1996, Risedorph Tannery, 1 30- 146 West Eighth 
Avenue, City of Gloversville, Fulton County, New York", prepared by C.T. Male 
Associates, P.C., dated August 2006. 

4. PRAP Availability Fact Sheet, dated November 20,2007, prepared by the 
Department. 

5.  Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Risedorph Tannery site, dated November 
2007, prepared by the Department. 

Risedorph Tannery BOO1 50 
Administrative Record 

January Page B-1 2008 



I C f i ~  LOCATIONS AND FEATURES DEPICTED ON 
THIS MAP ARE APPROXlMAlE AND W MOT 
REPRESPrr AN ACTUAL REID S U W .  

w REFmENcE: 
1. USGS 7.5 MINUTE SEI;UES WPOGRAPHlC 
MAP: GLowRmLE Q-Le: 

Proj. No. 00.6630 SCALE N(YI TO SCALE I DATE: FEB. 2'2, 3307 
Riacdaph Tannery Site BOO l SO 
RECORD OF DECISION 

Junuryrn 
PPge 23 





UPPER WND 



NONE PROJECT NUMBER: 00.6630 
I 

6 

12 

3 
2 
d 
g 
3 
RBCORD OF DECISION PW 26 

GENERAL NOTES: 
1 .) THE LOCATIONS AND FEATURES 
DEPICTED ON THIS MAP ARE 
APPROXIMATE AN DO NOT REPRESENT 
AN ACTUAL FIEU) S U M .  

1.) BASE MAP PREPARED BY C.T. MALE 
ASSOCIATES, P.C., BOUNDARY SURVEY, 

REFERENCE: 

DRAWING NO.: 00-596R. DATED 
DECEMBER 1. 2000. 

DATE 

*b T- site ~ l S 0  J m w  m 

REVISIONS RECORD/DESCRIPTION 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
LA 
All aNm kyNQ 

DRAmD CHECK APPR. 
U~~ ALTERAW OR 

FdJOFWCa 
7#W SUBDMSION 2 OF THE 
NEW YORK STAlE mlmm 

LAW. 
e 2007 

C.T. UALE P.C. 

DESIGNED : 

DRAFI'ED : J.MARX 
CHECKED : M.MCWN 

PROJ. NO: 00.6630 

SCALE : 1 "-80.f 

DATE : MAY 14, 2007 

FIGURE 4 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS 

RISEDORPH TANNERY 
PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

am OF GLOVERSVILLE, NEW YORK NLTON COUNTY, NEW YORK 

CmTm MALE ASSOCIATES, PmCm 
50 CENWRY HILL DRM,  P.O. BOX 727. L A W ,  NY 12110 

518.786.7400 + FAX 518.786.7299 
ARCHITECTURE b BUILDING SlSTEMS ENGINEERING CML ENGINEERING 

MMB 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES S U M  & LAND INFORMATION SERVICES 



NONE PROJECT NUMBER: 00.6630 

UPPER POND 

/ 

----- 5 
CSP-2 

- - - . . , , , 

----- 
L ENTERINQ THE SITE - - -  

\ 

LOWER POND SW 

0 
APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND IDENIlFlCATlON OF CREEK OR POND 
SURFACE WATER SAMPLE COLLECTED IN JANUARY 2001. ALUMINUM 
(AL) AND IRON CONCENTRATIONS IN SURFACE WATER ARE LISTED. 

APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND IDPmFlCATlON OF POND SEDIMENT 
SAMPLE COLLECTED IN FEBRUARY 2002. 

APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND IDENfInCATlON OF CREEK SEDIMENT 
SAMPLE COLLECTED IN FEBRUARY 2002. 

CHROMIUM (CR). ARSENIC (AS). MANGANESE (MN). AND ZINC (Zn) 
CONCENTRATION IN SEDIMENT AND. IF APPLICABLE, INTERVAL 
IS IN INCHES BELOW SEDIMENT SURFACE. 

APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND IDENIlFlCATlON OF CREEK (CSP) OR 
POND (PSP) SEDIMENT SAMPLE COLLECTED IN MARCH 2006. 

Riaodorph Ta~nwy Site BOO150 
RBCORD OF DECISION 

g 

$ 
Li 

3 
2 
2 n 

3 

CHECK DRAFED 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1.) THE LOCATIONS AND FEATURES DATE REVISIONS RECORD/DESCRIFJTlON 

DEPICTED ON THIS MAP ARE 
APPROXIMATE AN DO NOT REPRESENT 
AN ACTUAL ~ E L D  SUM. 

MAP REFERENCE: 
1.) BASE MAP PREPARED BY C.T. MALE 
ASSOCIATES. P.C.. BOUNDARY SURVEY. 
DRAWING NO.: 00-596R. DATED 
DECEMBER 1. 2000. 

APPR. 

. 

! 

UWORCLED ALTERAJDN OR 
ADDmON TO THIS DOCUMENT 

7200 ISAVOUJDN SUBDMSlON OFSECTION 2 OF THE 
Nm YOW< mJE ODUC)rnN 

LAW. 
Q 2007 

c.1- M4.E bssOu4lEs P.C. 

DESIGNED : 

DRAFTED : J.MARX 
CHECKED : M.MCWN 

PROJ. NO: 00.6630 

SCALE : f 1 "~60'f 

DATE : MAY 14, 2007 

A 
B 

( A  
A 
A 
La 
A 

FIGURE 5 
SEDIMENT CONTAMINANTS 

RISEDORPH TANNERY 
PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

CrrY OF GLOMRSVlLLE FULTON COUNTY, NEW YORK 

C.T. MALE ASSOCIATES, P.C. 
50 CEMURY HILL DRM. P.O. BOX 727, LATHAM. NY 12110 

51 8.786.7400 FAX 51 8.786.7299 

ARCHITECTURE & BUILDING !3STEMS ENGINEERING * CML ENGINEERING 

mmm 
EMIIRONMENrAL SERVICES * SURVEY & WllD INFORMATION SERVICES aam ::No: :;:k5 



NONF PROJECT NUMBER: 00.6630 

WAREHOUSE #2 

BPIZO(A)PYRENE: 0.045 
ARSENIC: 
BERYUUM: 0.16 
CHROMIUM: 44.7 
COPPER: 8.6 
NICKEL: 5.3 
ZINC: 1ZP 
ALL RESULTS IN MG/KG. 
UNDERLINE DENOTES SCG 

LOWER POND 

MAIN TANNERY 
BUILDING 

DRAINAGE SYSTEM #2. ARROW DEPICTS 
FLOW DIRECTION. 

\ DRAINAGE SYSTEM #3. ARROW DEPICTS 
FLOW DIRECTION. 

CATCH BASIN (MPICAL) 

DRAINAGE PATERNS DITERMINED THROUGH PHYSICAL 
ASSESSMENT AND DYE TESnNG OF SELECT DRAINS. 

d 

ii 

3 
2 
ci 
g 

GENERAL NOTES: 
1 .) THE LOCATIONS AND FEATURES 
DEPICTED ON THIS MAP ARE 
APPROXIMATE AN DO NOT REPRESENT 
AN ACTUAL FIELD S U M .  

MAP REFERENCE: 
1.) BASE MAP PREPARED BY C.T. MALE 
ASSOCIATES, P.C., BOUNDARY SURVEY, 
DRAWING NO.: 00-596R, DATED 
DECEMBER 1, 2000. 

omh Tannuv Site ~m 

DATE 

DATE : MAY 14, 2007 

REVISIONS RECORD/DESCRIPTION 

A 
A 
LA 
A 
A 
LA 
A 

ENVlRONMNAL SERVICES * SURVEY & IAND INFORMATION SERV~CES 

Januarv UK)8 

a ;;:;k5 

DRAFED 
UNAUTHOWZED ALTERATON OR 

~=TK)~lSOFDOCU&~ 
7209 SUBDMSION 2 OF THE 
~ w ~ ~ = i ~  -rnN 

2007 
C.T. MALE ASS0ChlES P.C. 

DESIGNED : 

D m  : J.MARX 

CHECKED : MACLEAN 

PROJ. NO: 00.6630 

SCALE : 1 "=40'f 

FIGURE 6 
STORM WATER SYSTEM SED ....- NT CONTAMINANTS 

RISEDORPH TANNERY 
PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

CrPl OF GLOMRSVlLLE FULToN COUNlY, NEW YORK 

CmT. MALE ASSOCIATES, PmC. 
5 0  CENIURY HILL D R M .  P.O. BOX 727. LATHAM. NY 12110 

518.786.7400 * FAX 518.786.7299 

ARCHITECTURE & BUILDING SYSTEMS ENGINEERING * CML ENGINEERING 

mma 

CHECK APPR. 





WAREHOUSE #3 
lSmRT 

Tm- 

UPPER POND 





NONE PROJECT NUMBER: 00.6630 
I 

WAREHOUSE #3 
1 SrORT 

ca4cwnaDCY 
BULDHC 

UPPER POND 


