
 

 

DECISION DOCUMENT 
 

FORMER SCHENECTADY ARMY DEPOT 
AREA OF CONCERN #2:  

BIVOUAC AREA/ POST COMMANDER’S 
LANDFILL 

FORMERLY USED DEFENSE SITE  
CO2NY000203 

 
GUILDERLAND, NEW YORK      

 

 

PREPARED BY: 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

NOVEMBER 2009 

 



i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY ................................................ III 

1.  DECLARATION .....................................................................................................1 
1.1  SITE NAME AND LOCATION ....................................................................1 
1.2  STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE ..................................................1 
1.3  ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE ......................................................................2 
1.4  DESCRIPTION OF THE REMOVAL ACTION ..........................................2 
1.5  STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS ............................................................2 

1.5.1  Statutory Requirements ...................................................................2 
1.5.2  Statutory Preference for Treatment .................................................3 
1.5.3  Recurring (a.k.a. “Five-Year”) Review Requirement .....................3 

1.6  DECISION DOCUMENT DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST ...........4 
1.7  AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE .....................................................................4 

2.  DECISION SUMMARY .........................................................................................5 
2.1  SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION ..........................5 
2.2  SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES ..............................5 

2.2.1  Activities Leading to Current Problems ..........................................5 
2.2.2  Site Investigations ...........................................................................6 
2.2.3  Site Actions .....................................................................................6 

2.3  COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION ................................................................6 
2.4  SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION ...................................7 
2.5  SITE CHARACTERISTICS ..........................................................................8 

2.5.1  Conceptual Site Model ....................................................................8 
2.5.2  Sampling Strategy ...........................................................................8 
2.5.3  Sources, Types and Extent of Contamination .................................9 
2.5.4   Materials Remediated .....................................................................9 

2.6  CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE  
       USES ..............................................................................................................9 
2.7  SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS ......................................................................10 

2.7.1  Findings of the Human Health Risk Assessment ..........................10 
2.7.2  Findings of the Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment .....11 

2.8  REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES .........................................................12 
2.9  DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES .......................................................12 
2.10  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES .....................................................13 
2.11  PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES ..............................................................13 
2.12  THE SELECTED RESPONSE ACTION ..................................................13 

2.12.1  Summary of the Rationale for the Response Action ...................13 
2.12.2  Description of the Response Action ............................................13 
2.12.3  Summary of the Estimated Response Costs ................................13 



ii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
(CONTINUED) 

Page 

2.12.4  Outcome of the Removal Action .................................................14 
2.13  STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS ........................................................13 

2.13.1  Protection of Human Health and the Environment .....................14 
2.13.2  Compliance with Applicable, Relevant and Appropriate  
           Regulations (ARARs) ...................................................................14 
2.13.4  Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through  
           Treatment ......................................................................................16 
2.13.5  Short-Term Effectiveness ............................................................16 
2.13.6  Implementability ..........................................................................16 
2.13.7  Cost ..............................................................................................16 
2.13.8  State Acceptance .........................................................................17 
2.13.9  Community Acceptance ..............................................................17 

3.  RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY ........................................................................17 

REFERENCES .................................................................................................................19 

 

 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

1. Figures 

2. Area B, Tables 10 thru 13 / Post-Excavation Analyses of Soils 

3. Area C, Tables 6 thru 9 / Post-Excavation Analyses of Soils 

4. Area D, Tables 14 thru 17 / Post-Excavation Analyses of Soils 

5. Area F, Tables 2 thru 5 and 23 thru 24 / Post-Excavation Analyses of Soils 

6. Areas of Interest / Post-Excavation of Soils (AOI 5 and AOI 6) 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Report 

8. Background Memorandum for Nickel 



iii 

ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY 

AOC  Area of Concern – portion of a site designated for further study. 
ARARs applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements – Applicable 

requirements are cleanup standards, standards of control, and other 
substantive environmental protection requirements promulgated under 
Federal or state environmental law that specifically address a hazardous 
substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location or other 
circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Relevant and appropriate 
requirements are cleanup standards that, while not “applicable,” address 
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at a CERCLA site that 
their use is well suited to the particular site. 

BEHP  bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate – a semivolatile organic compound. 
bgs  below ground surface – a reference point for depth measurements. 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Act – federal statute that concerns responses to releases of threats of 
releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants, and 
concerns compensation and liability 

CFR  Code of Federal Regulations – compilation of Federal regulations 
COC Contaminant of Concern – contaminant suspected to be site-related. 
COPC Contaminant of Potential Concern - contaminant suspected to be site-

related. 
CPAH Carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon – a type of semivolatile 

organic compound. 
DCA Dichloroethane – a volatile organic compound. 
DCE Dichloroethene – a volatile organic compound. 

DD Decision Document – a public document that explains which alternatives 
will be used to clean up a Superfund site. The ROD for sites listed on the 
NPL is created from information generated during the RI/FS. 

DERP Defense Environmental Restoration Program – Congressionally authorized 
in 1986, DERP promotes and coordinates efforts for the evaluation and 
cleanup of contamination at Department of Defense installations and 
Formerly Used Defense Sites.  

DNAPL Dense Non-aqueous Phase Liquid – a heavier than water chemical. 
DoD  Department of Defense 
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ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY (CONTINUED) 

EE/CA Engineering Evaluation / Cost Analysis – Section 300.415(b)(4)(i) of the 
NCP requires an EE/CA for all non-time-critical removal actions 
(NTCRAs). The goals of the EE/CA are to identify the extent of a hazard, 
to identify the objectives of the removal action, and to analyze the various 
alternatives that may be used to satisfy these objectives for cost, 
effectiveness, and implementability.  An EE/CA serves an analogous 
function to, but is more streamlined than, the remedial 
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) conducted for remedial actions. The 
results of the EE/CA and the selected removal action are summarized in 
the Action Memorandum. 

EPC  Exposure Point Concentration – the value calculated as being the amount 
of a particular contaminant that a person is exposed to, as part of a risk 
assessment. 

FFS  Focused Feasibility Study – an evaluation of remedial alternatives that 
address hazards posed by a site. 

FUDS Formerly Used Defense Site– a facility or site (property) that was under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Defense and owned by, leased to, or 
otherwise possessed by the United States at the time of actions leading to 
contamination by hazardous substances. By the Department of Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) policy, the FUDS program is 
limited to those real properties that were transferred from DoD control 
prior to 17 October 1986. 

HHRA  Human Health Risk Assessment – an evaluation of the risk posed to 
humans from exposure to contaminants. 

LRI  Limited Remedial Investigation – a study of the soil, groundwater, surface 
water, sediment and/or air quality at a site. 

LUC Land Use Control – Physical, legal, or administrative mechanisms that 
restrict the use of, or limit access to, contaminated property to reduce risk 
to human health and the environment. 

 m3 cubic meters – a unit of volume measurement. 
MCL  maximum contaminant level – The maximum permissible level of a 

contaminant in water delivered to any user of a public system. MCLs are 
enforceable standards. 

mg/kg  milligrams per kilogram – unit of measurement for contaminants in soil. 
mg/L  milligrams per liter – unit of measurement for contaminants in water. 

MNA  Monitored Natural Attenuation - Natural attenuation relies on natural 
processes to clean up or attenuate pollution in soil and groundwater. 

MSSL  media-specific screening level – a concentration used to assess water or 
soil quality. 
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ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY (CONTINUED) 

MW  monitoring well – a hollow pipe drilled into the ground, used to collect 
groundwater samples. 

NCP  National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan – 
regulations that implement and provide a regulatory framework for 
CERCLA. 

NEIP  Northeastern Industrial Park – current name for the property that was 
formerly the Schenectady Army Depot – Voorheesville Area. 

NPAH  Noncarcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon – a type of 
semivolatile organic compound. 

NTCRA Non-Time Critical Removal Action – response action conducted at a site 
when the lead agency determines, based on the site evaluation, that a 
removal action is appropriate, and a planning period of at least six months 
is available before on-site activities must begin. 

NYCRR  New York Code of Rules and Regulations – compilation of New York 
State regulations.  

NYS  New York State – state in which the Former Schenectady Army Depot—
Voorheesville Area (FSADVA) is located. 

NYSDEC  New York State Department of Environmental Conservation – regulatory 
body for environmental issues in New York State. 

NYSDOH  New York State Department of Health – regulatory body for health issues 
in New York State. 

O&M  operation and maintenance – procedures to ensure an engineering or other 
site control remains effective. 

PAHs  polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons – PAHs are created when products like 
coal, oil, gas, and garbage are burned but the burning process is not 
complete. 

PCBs  polychlorinated biphenyls - A group of toxic, persistent chemicals used in 
electrical transformers and capacitors for insulating purposes, and in gas 
pipeline systems as lubricant. 

PCL  protective concentration level – a concentration of a particular chemical 
that is protective of human health or the environment. 

ppm  parts per million – unit of measure for concentration of contaminants in 
water, air or soil. 

PRAP Proposed Remedial Action Plan (a.k.a. Proposed Plan) – The purpose of 
the proposed plan is to supplement the RI/FS and provide the public with a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on the preferred alternative for 
remedial action, as well as alternative plans under consideration, and to 
participate in the selection of remedial action at a site.  
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ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY (CONTINUED) 
PRGs  preliminary remediation goals - tools for evaluating and cleaning up 

contaminated sites. They are risk-based concentrations that are intended to 
assist risk assessors and others in initial screening-level evaluations of 
environmental measurements. 

 Remedial action -- Those actions consistent with permanent remedy taken 
instead of or in addition to removal actions in the event of a release or 
threatened release of a hazardous substance into the environment. 

RA  Removal action – the cleanup or removal of released hazardous substances 
from the environment; such actions as may be necessary taken in the event 
of the threat of release of hazardous substances into the environment; such 
actions as may be necessary to monitor, assess, and evaluate the release or 
threat of release of hazardous substances; the disposal of removed 
material; or the taking of such other actions as may be necessary to 
prevent, minimize, or mitigate damage to the public health or welfare of 
the United States or to the environment, which may otherwise result from 
a release or threat of release.  

RAB Restoration Advisory Board – a forum for the discussion and exchange of 
information between representatives of the Department of Defense (DoD), 
regulators, state and local governments, tribal governments, and the 
affected community. RABs provide an opportunity for stakeholders to 
have a voice and actively participate in the review of technical documents, 
to review restoration progress, and to provide individual advice to decision 
makers regarding restoration activities at FUDS Properties and Projects. 

RAGS  Risk Assessment Guide for Superfund – USEPA guidance for performing 
risk assessments. 

RAO  Remedial Action Objective – a goal that a remedial action is intended to 
achieve. 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act - Enacted by Congress in 1976, 
RCRA promotes the protection of health and the environment. It regulates 
waste generation, treatment, storage, transportation, and disposal for 
facilities currently in operation. 

RI Remedial Investigation – An in-depth study designed to gather the data 
necessary to determine the nature and extent of known contamination at a 
site, assess risk to human health and the environment, and establish 
criteria for cleaning up the site. 

RSCO  Residential Soil Clean up Objective 

SADVA  Schenectady Army Depot – Voorheesville Area 
SARA  Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act - Federal law, enacted in 

1986, reauthorizing and expanding the jurisdiction of CERCLA. 
SLERA screening-level ecological risk assessment – an abbreviated form of an 

ecological risk assessment that assesses the health of plants and animals at 
a site. 
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ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY (CONTINUED) 

SVOCs  A semivolatile organic compound is an organic compound which has a 
boiling point higher than water and which may vaporize when exposed to 
temperatures above room temperature. Semivolatile organic compounds 
include phenols and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH). 

TAGM  Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum – a series of 
guidance documents published by NYSDEC. 

 TBCs “to be considered” – advisories, criteria, or guidance that were developed 
by EPA, other federal agencies, or states that may be useful in developing 
CERCLA remedies 

TCE  trichloroethene – a volatile organic compound, typically used as a 
degreaser. 

TCEQ  Texas Commission on Environmental Quality – a regulatory body in 
Texas that has published sediment criteria for protection of human health. 

TCLP  Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure – an analytical procedure used 
to determine of a material meets certain criteria to be classified as 
hazardous waste. 

TPH  Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons – a class of petroleum-related compounds 
expressed as a concentration for site assessment purposes. 

UCL  Upper Confidence Level – a statistical method for estimating the average 
concentration of a contaminant that a person might be exposed to over 
time. 

µg/kg  micrograms per kilogram – unit of measure for contaminants in soil. 
µg/L  micrograms per liter - unit of measure for contaminants in water. 
USACE  United States Army Corps of Engineers - The USACE is has day-to-day 

program management and execution responsibilities for the FUDS 
Program. 

USEPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency - The mission of the 
Environmental Protection Agency is to protect human health and the 
environment. 

VC  vinyl chloride – a volatile organic compound. 
VOCs  volatile organic compounds – compounds that are emitted as gases from 

certain solids or liquids. VOCs include a variety of chemicals, some of 
which may have short- and long-term adverse health effects. 
Concentrations of many VOCs are consistently higher indoors (up to ten 
times higher) than outdoors.  VOCs are emitted by a wide array of 
products numbering in the thousands. Examples include: paints and 
lacquers, paint strippers, cleaning supplies, pesticides, building materials 
and furnishings, office equipment such as copiers and printers, correction 
fluids and carbonless copy paper, graphics and craft materials including 
glues and adhesives, permanent markers, and photographic solutions. 
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DECISION DOCUMENT 
FORMER SCHENECTADY ARMY DEPOT 

AREA OF CONCERN (AOC) #2: 
BIVOUAC AREA / POST COMMANDER’S LANDFILL 

1.  DECLARATION 

1.1  SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

The former Schenectady Army Depot-Voorheesville Area (SADVA) is located one-quarter 
mile southeast of the Village of Guilderland Center, New York (Figure A1.1).  The Department 
of Defense (DoD) used  the SADVA property from 1941 through 1969.  The site was originally 
constructed as a regulating station and a holding and reconsignment point, and later became a 
general Army depot.  The principal mission of the installation was the receipt, storage, 
maintenance, and distribution of supply items for the U.S. Department of the Army.   

In 1963, approximately 40 acres on the west side of Route 201 were sold to a private party 
for use as a residence (see dashed property boundary on Figure 1.2).  This area was designated 
AOC #2, as addressed under the Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) Program.  Historical 
information indicates that AOC #2 was used by the Army as a transit troop bivouac area and 
officer family housing area in the 1950s and 1960s.  After being purchased in 1963, the new 
owners of the parcel noticed a disposal area (later known as the Post Commander’s Landfill), 
which they ultimately reported to the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation.  

1.2  STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

USACE performs response actions for hazardous substances at FUDS pursuant to: the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).  This Decision 
Document concludes that the non-time critical removal action (NTCRA), which was undertaken 
at AOC #2 over the period September 2005 to October 2006, was effective in removing 
contaminants from soils and groundwater.  Further, based on post-excavation soils and 
groundwater sampling and analyses, no further action at AOC #2 is deemed necessary, with the 
exception of the proper removal and closure of monitoring wells.  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), as lead agency, made the removal action 
decision for the AOC #2 parcel, subsequent to public review and comment on the AOC #2 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) (made available in July 2005) and documented 
that removal decision in an Action Memorandum dated August 10, 2005.  Following that, our 
investigation revealed that the removal action was successful.  Accordingly, in November 2008, 
we published the Proposed Remedial Action Plan for this site, with a preferred alternative of no 
further action, provided a public comment period and conducted a public meeting on 
December 9, 2008, in order to provide the public an opportunity to voice their comments, and/or 
to provide them in writing. 

USACE has evaluated and responded to comments on the Proposed Plan for AOC #2, 
provided by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and 
members of the public,. (See specific responses to NYSDEC comments as provided in the 
Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.0).  The Administrative Record, which concerns 
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information relevant to our decision making for this site, may be reviewed at the Guilderland 
Public Library, 2228 Western Avenue, Guilderland New York, or at the Voorheesville Public 
Library, 51 School Road, Voorheesville, New York. 

1.3  ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

Based on the remedial investigations conducted in 2001 and 2004 (Parsons Engineering 
Science), the primary soil contaminants of concern (COCs) identified were volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and metals.  Disposed glass 
bottles containing a light, orange-colored liquid were analyzed and found to exhibit the 
hazardous characteristic of flammability, and contained hazardous levels of benzene. Liquid 
sludge in the vicinity of waste drums, tar buckets and paint residues were also found to exhibit 
the hazardous characteristics of flammability, and to contain elevated levels of benzene, 
ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, 2-methylnapthalene, and naphthalene. Groundwater sampling 
and analysis revealed elevated concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs downgradient of the site, 
indicating groundwater impact from contaminants. 

1.4  DESCRIPTION OF THE REMOVAL ACTION 

The removal action was necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the environment 
from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances and/or pollutants or contaminants 
from this site, which presented an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health or 
welfare or the environment.  The media impacted at AOC # 2 included on-site soils, groundwater 
and surface water. Based on the findings of the remedial investigation (RI) and the results of the 
risk assessments completed at the AOC # 2 site, certain areas of the property presented chemical 
risks in soils and groundwater.  Therefore, to accommodate the anticipated future residential use 
of AOC # 2, we evaluated removal action alternatives.  The removal action we selected was the 
removal of buried wastes/soils that were visibly contaminated with debris and/or staining; 
transportation and disposal of wastes to licensed disposal facilities, replacing excavated areas 
with clean fill, and regrading and restoring excavated areas, along with periodic inspection and 
maintenance.  Post-excavation soil, surface water and groundwater sampling and analyses were 
conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the removal action. 

The removal action has been successful and provides the highest level of protectiveness to 
human health and the environment due to the removal of contaminated materials and is expected 
to result in an unrestricted end use of the property.  No further response action is necessary. 

1.5  STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS  

1.5.1  Statutory Requirements  

At the time the removal action was executed (i.e., over the period September 2005 through 
October 2006), it complied (and still complies) with Federal and State requirements that were 
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action; the removal action was cost-
effective, and utilized permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable.  During the 
course  of completing the removal action, USACE was in consultation with NYSDEC, and post-
excavation sampling and analysis results were compared to New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum 
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(TAGM) residential soil clean up levels; additional excavation was conducted only when 
determined that all waste materials and visibly contaminated soils had not been removed and if 
residual soil contaminant concentrations had not reached an asymptotic level.   

Although all excavation, backfill and site restoration work had been completed by October 
2006, the NYSDEC promulgated new unrestricted soil cleanup objectives (SCOs) at 6 NYCRR 
Part 375, effective December 14, 2006 (see Appendices 2 through 6).  In comparing post-
excavation soil analysis results to the new unrestricted SCOs, it was determined that remaining 
concentrations of nickel are related to natural background conditions of the parcel (see 
Appendix 8), two sampling locations slightly exceeded the new unrestricted SCOs for arsenic 
(13.2 and 13.3 milligrams/kilogram (mg/kg) vs. 13.0 mg/kg), but were within the range of site 
background, and methyl ethyl ketone in one post-excavation sample met the TAGM soil value, 
however was slightly elevated when compared to the new unrestricted SCO (0.19 mg/kg vs. 
0.12 mg/kg).  All post-excavation soil samples, when analyzed for pesticide compounds met 
TAGM values; subsequently, when compared to the new unrestricted SCOs, it was found that the 
unrestricted soil criteria for pesticides were not met in several instances (4,4-DDD results ranged 
from 3.6 microgram/kilogram (ug/kg) to 240 ug/kg; 4,4-DDE results ranged from 4.6 ug/kg to 
52 ug/kg; 4,4 DDT results ranged from 3.4 ug/kg to 390 ug/kg; while the unrestricted SCO for 
all three compounds is 3.3 ug/kg—previously, the TAGM comparison value was 2,900 ug/kg for 
4,4-DDD and 2,100 ug/kg for both 4,4 DDE and 4,4-DDT).  These pesticide compounds did not 
appear to be components of wastes disposed at the site, and may have been normally applied at 
the site.  A human health risk assessment, completed using post-excavation soil sample analysis 
results, concluded that remaining risks fell within an acceptable risk range at AOC #2.  
NYSDEC concurs with this conclusion, and it states that we are in compliance with New York’s 
standards. 

1.5.2  Statutory Preference for Treatment  

None of the alternatives considered for the site reduces the toxicity or volume of 
contaminants through treatment.  Although the removal action reduced the mobility of the 
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at this site through removal, it did not achieve 
this by treatment.    

Although treatment was not a principal element of the removal action, pumpable liquids and 
sludges from excavated waste drum containers at AOC #2 were shipped to licensed disposal 
facilities and incinerated.   

1.5.3  Recurring (a.k.a. “Five-Year”) Review Requirement  

In accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, remedial actions that do not allow unlimited use 
and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE) must be reviewed no less than every five (5) years after the 
start of the remedial action, or more frequently if required by the DD.  The reviews are 
conducted to ensure that the remedial actions remain protective of human health, safety, and the 
environment.  

The removal action taken allows for unrestricted site use; therefore, the five groundwater 
monitoring wells at AOC #2 will be properly closed and periodic reviews will not be required.  
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1.6 DECISION DOCUMENT DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 

The following infonnation is included in the Decision Summary section of this Decision 
Document. Additional infonnation may be found in the Administrative Record for this site. 

Decision Document Data Checklist 

Former Schenectady Army Depot, AOC #2 


I Decision Document 
Decision Document Data Checklist Item Section, Number 

Reference 

The contaminants of concern (COCs) and their respective Sections 2.4, 2.5.3 

concentrations (Sources, Types and Extent ofContamination) 


The land use resulting from the implementation of the SeleLied Section 2.6 

Remedy 


The estimate of potential risk (Summary ofHuman Health Risk Section 2.7.1 

Assessment) 


The cleanup levels established for the COCs and their basis Section 2.8 

The principle threat source materials (Principal-Threat Waste) Section 2.11 


The key factors that led to the selection of the Remedy 
 Sections 2.12, 2.13 


The estimated costs ofthe Selected Remedy 
 Section 2.13.7 

1.7 AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE 

m~ 
~!B~-~" 

Colonel, U. S. Anny 
District Engineer 

iJ "./w: 'L6<!I 

Date 
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2.  DECISION SUMMARY 

2.1  SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION 

The former Schenectady Army Depot-Voorheesville Area (SADVA) is located one-quarter 
mile southeast of the Village of Guilderland Center, New York (Figure A1.1).  The Department 
of Defense (DoD) held ownership of the SADVA property from 1941 through 1969.  The site 
was originally constructed as a regulating station and a holding and reconsignment point, and 
later became a general Army depot.  The principal mission of the installation was the receipt, 
storage, maintenance, and distribution of supply items for the U.S. Department of the Army.   

In 1963, approximately 40 acres on the west side of Route 201 were sold to a private party 
for use as a residence (see dashed property boundary on Figure 1.2).  This area was designated 
AOC #2, as addressed under the FUDS Program.  Historical information indicates that AOC #2 
was used by the Army as a transit troop bivouac area and officer family housing area in the 
1950s and 1960s.  After being purchased in 1963, the new owners of the parcel noticed a 
disposal area (later known as the Post Commander’s Landfill), which they ultimately reported to 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation.  

In accordance with the provisions of the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP) Management Guidance, the Department of the Army (DA) serves as the Department of 
Defense (DoD) Executive Agent for execution of the Defense Environmental Restoration 
Program for Formerly Used Defense Sites (DERP-FUDS). 

The DA further delegated the responsibility of the DERP-FUDS program management and 
execution to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers.  All plans and activities conducted by USACE 
at FSADVA are coordinated with the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, the New York State Department of Health, the Albany County Department of 
Health, and the current owner of the SADVA property. 

The actions conducted addressed the removal of site contaminants from soils, and in doing 
so, reduced the likelihood of potential adverse impacts to surface water, groundwater and 
sediments at AOC #2. 

2.2  SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

2.2.1  Activities Leading to Current Problems 

There is no record of any enforcement activities taken at this site, however, in 1982 the U. S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region II, conducted an environmental field 
investigation at the site, which noted impacts to groundwater and potential for surface water 
contamination. 

An archive search, commencing in 1999, was conducted by USACE to examine records 
pertaining the operations of the former Depot.  The AOC #2 parcel was indicated as an area of 
interest, where there was evidence of use of the site as a bivouac area, and for the disposal of 
iodine and salt pill bottles.   
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NYSDEC has not listed the AOC #2 parcel as a “Class 2” site (i.e., a property that may 
present a significant threat to human health and the environment) on its Registry of Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in New York. 

2.2.2  Site Investigations 

USACE initiated a remedial investigation in the year 2000 timeframe, which addressed the 
AOC #2 property.  Further investigations, including test-pitting (i.e., limited excavation of soils 
for examination of select areas of the site), in the year 2004 yielded the discovery of buried 
drums and other wastes in a portion of the 40-acre site.  In August 2005, USACE issued an 
Engineering Evaluation / Cost Analysis (EE/CA). Subsequent to public review of the EE/CA, a 
removal action at AOC #2 was recommended by USACE, accepted by the public, and USACE 
subsequently decided to perform the removal action.. 

2.2.3  Site Actions 

On August 10, 2005, an Action Memorandum was issued by the New York District, 
USACE, proposing the removal of soils impacted by hazardous materials disposed of on site.  
Subsequently, over the period September 2005 through October 2006, soils impacted by disposal 
activities, including buried items, were removed from the site and transported to licensed 
disposal facilities.  Further, post-excavation sampling and analysis of soils, groundwater and 
surface water was conducted to demonstrate the effectiveness of the removal action.  Post-
excavation sampling of soils occurred during the course of soil removals; groundwater was 
sampled and analyzed in April & October 2007, and once again in May 2008; surface water was 
sampled/analyzed in April 2007; since the appearance of surface water at the site is intermittent, 
there were no surface waters available to sample in the monitoring events subsequent to April 
2007.   

2.3  COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

Community participation activities provide the public with an opportunity to express its 
views on the preferred remedial action.  USACE considered state (NYSDEC and NYSDOH), 
Albany County Health Department (ACHD) and public input from the community participation 
activities in selecting the remedial alternative to be used for AOC #2.  

In July 2005, USACE announced the availability of the EE/CA addressing AOC #2 in a 
notice published in the Altamont Enterprise, the Schenectady Gazette, and the Albany Times-
Union, all newspapers of general circulation in the area of the former Schenectady Army Depot.  
Subsequently, comments from the public (including the Restoration Advisory Board membership 
for the site), NYSDEC, and ACHD were received. It should be noted that there was consensus 
that the removal action specified in Alternative 3 be the selected remedy.  Further, it was 
recommended by NYSDEC that at least one monitoring well be installed downgradient of the 
buried wastes, in order to demonstrate the efficiency of the removal action.  Upon further review, 
USACE determined that two monitoring wells be installed downgradient of the buried wastes.   
USACE installed two monitoring wells (#PCMW-01 and #PCMW-02), which were used as 
sampling points subsequent to completion of the removal action.  
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In September 2005, a notice announcing the approval of the removal action (Alternative 3), 
was published in the Altamont Enterprise, the Schenectady Gazette, and the Albany Times-
Union.  All previous comments received on the EE/CA were addressed in the Responsiveness 
Summary, appended to the Action Memorandum, which was made part of the administrative 
record for the site. 

Based upon the completion of the removal action, and results of post-excavation sampling 
and analysis, a Draft Final Proposed Plan for AOC #2 (recommending no further action, except 
for the proper removal of monitoring wells) was made available for review on-line at the project 
website (www.fsadva.com), as well as at the Guilderland, New York Public Library and the 
Voorheesville, New York Public Library.  Public Notice of the document’s availability was 
made in Altamont Enterprise on November 27, 2008,  the Schenectady Gazette on November 28, 
2008, and the Albany Times-Union on November 29, 2008; concurrent to the newspaper notices 
was the announcement of a public meeting, which was held on December 9, 2008.  A 
responsiveness summary, based on public comments received both at the meeting and via mail, 
is provided in Section 3.0 of this Decision Document. 

2.4  SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION  

As with many FUDS, the concerns at AOC #2 were with the impacts and potential impacts 
of disposed wastes on soils, groundwater, surface waters and sediments, as related to human 
health and the environment.  

Based on the remedial investigations conducted in 2001 and 2004 (Parsons Engineering 
Science, 2001 and 2004), the primary soil contaminants of concern (COCs) identified were 
VOCs, SVOCs, and metals.  Disposed glass bottles containing a light, orange-colored liquid, 
were analyzed and found to exhibit the hazardous characteristic of flammability, and contain 
hazardous levels of benzene.  Liquid sludge in the vicinity of waste drums, tar buckets and paint 
residues were also found to exhibit the hazardous characteristic of flammability, and to contain 
elevated levels of benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, 2-methylnapthalene, and 
naphthalene.  Groundwater sampling and analysis revealed elevated concentrations of VOCs and 
SVOCs downgradient of the site, indicating groundwater impact from site contaminants.  Several 
metals, SVOCs and pesticides were found above criteria (Ambient Water Quality Standards and 
Guidance Values and Groundwater Effluent Limitations Technical and Operational Guidance 
Series (T.O.G.S.) 1.1.1., NYSDEC, October 1998) in surface water; metals and pesticides were 
also noted above criteria in sediments (Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated 
Sediment, NYSDEC, January 1999).  It should be noted that in the case of surface water and 
sediments, most locations were in the areas addressed by the removals, or proximate to those 
areas (see Figures 2 & 3).  The intention of the removal action was to remove all visibly 
contaminated soils and buried wastes, properly dispose of them at off-site properly licensed or 
permitted disposal facilities, and restore the site, thereby reducing the further potential of 
contaminants to migrate to groundwater, surface waters or sediments at AOC #2, or beyond. 
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2.5  SITE CHARACTERISTICS  

2.5.1  Conceptual Site Model  

During remedial investigations, soil contaminants of concern (COCs) identified were VOCs, 
SVOCs, and metals.  Disposed glass bottles containing a light, orange-colored liquid, were 
analyzed and found to exhibit the hazardous characteristic of flammability, and contain 
hazardous levels of benzene.  Liquid sludge in the vicinity of waste drums, tar buckets and paint 
residues were also found to exhibit the hazardous characteristic of flammability, and to contain 
elevated levels of benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, 2-methylnapthalene, and 
naphthalene.  Groundwater sampling and analysis revealed elevated concentrations of VOCs and 
SVOCs downgradient of the site, indicating groundwater impact from site contaminants.  

AOC #2 and the entire SADVA are situated in an area of generally low relief at the base of 
the Helderberg Mountains, at an elevation of approximately 320 feet above mean sea level 
(AMSL). AOC #2 presently has a residence located on the property; this residence dates back to 
the DoD’s former use of the property.  The residence is located about 300 yards from the area 
thought to be the Post Commander’s Landfill (see Figure 1).  A small barn, a farm pond, and 
small sheds are presently located on the property, but were not part of the DoD use of the site.  
These structures are located 200 yards or more from the Post Commander’s Landfill area.  There 
is a gradual upward sloping of the portion of the 40.6 acre parcel from the residence, to a peak of 
about 320 feet AMSL, and then a drop off into an intermittently swampy area. 

Bedrock occurs beneath AOC 2 at depths ranging from 15 to 25 feet below ground surface. 
Subsurface investigations at SADVA have encountered bedrock as shallow as five feet in the 
southwest portion of the site at the Voorheesville Depot, and as deep as 67 feet in the 
southeastern portion of the SADVA near the U. S. Army Southern Landfill.  Borings drilled in 
the western portion of the SADVA encountered gray shale at 14 to 20 feet.  Test borings from 
various studies indicate that the overburden consists of a complex sequence of glacial drift, 
glacial till, and stream deposits, which were laid down during the last Wisconsin glacial episode.  
Borings drilled in 1988 generally showed glacial till in the south end of the SADVA, and silt and 
sand with varying amounts of clay and gravel lenses in the northeast portion of the SADVA. 
drilling logs are provided in the Remedial Investigation Report.   

2.5.2  Sampling Strategy 

Soils, groundwater, sediments and surface water were sampled at AOC #2 during remedial 
investigations at SADVA conducted in 2000.  Monitoring wells were installed, and 
hydropunches were performed to affect groundwater sampling. Test pits were conducted in the 
2000 investigation, as well.  The sampling focused on delineating the extent of site impacts, and 
used historical information developed and aerial photography included in the Archive Search 
Report (prepared by EA, 2003).  Convinced that there was more investigation work that needed 
to be performed to properly characterize the site, members of the Restoration Advisory Board 
insisted that additional sampling (e.g., test pits, groundwater sampling) be performed; this 
additional sampling and analysis work, conducted in the Summer of 2004, indicated that, in fact, 
there were hazardous materials buried at the site. 
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2.5.3  Sources, Types and Extent of Contamination  

Prior to completing the remedial investigations, there was no written documentation about 
waste disposal at AOC #2.  Local residents have related recollections of pits being dug and 
bottles and other wastes being dumped and covered over during the DoD’s use of the property. 
Conditions at the site indicate the area was used for waste disposal, including the disposal of 
drums, glass bottles of liquid and pills/tablets and other waste in a portion of the 40-acre site. 
The wastes appear to have been disposed in trenches dug into the soil and covered over with a 
thin soil layer. 

Many of those areas are devoid of vegetation, or have stressed vegetation covering them. 
Visual evidence of the disposal areas included the presence of small vials containing pills that 
were exposed sporadically around the area.  An area of ground where standing water had been 
observed during rainy periods produced discolored soil and runoff.  The disposal area was about 
300 yards west of the onsite residence that formerly utilized a drinking water well adjacent to the 
house.  The onsite residents have been connected for municipal water since approximately 1971 
and the well is no longer in use.  Sampling and analysis data are included in Section 3.2.3.6 of 
the Remedial Investigation Report, which is part of the administrative record for the site. 

2.5.4   Materials Remediated  

The areas targeted for the removal action, based on the site investigation and conditions 
described, are noted on Figure 1.  Visibly impacted soils and buried commingled wastes were 
removed, and soils and wastes disposed of at permitted or licensed disposal facilities. 

2.6  CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES  

AOC #2 has a residence onsite, and is bordered by Route 201 on the east, by residences to 
the north and south, and by a wetland area to the west.  The land use in the immediate vicinity of 
AOC #2 is residential and agricultural, with a few commercial properties nearby.  There is no 
fence or other barrier to trespassers.  The Guilderland High School is located less than one mile 
northeast of AOC #2. 

According to the 2000 census, the Town of Guilderland has a population of 32,688.  The 
main portion of SADVA, now operated as Northeast Industrial Park, is currently zoned 
industrial, while most properties adjacent to the site are zoned agricultural.  According to the 
1983 census of agriculture, about 27.2 percent of the area in Albany County was farmed.  
AOC #2 is a residential property; the site is unsecured and access to the site is unrestricted.  The 
disposal area is approximately 300 yards west of the onsite residence.  Possible receptors at this 
site include the onsite residents, trespassers (hunters) that may gain unrestricted access to the 
property, and future users of the site, should the property be sold and used for residential or other 
purposes.  The property owner typically hires a local farmer to cut grass on the property at least 
once per year.  The property may be used for gardening or agricultural purposes, consistent with 
the surrounding land use. 



DECISION DOCUMENT 
FORMER SCHENECTADY ARMY DEPOT 

AREA OF CONCERN #2: 
BIVOUAC AREA / POST COMMANDER’S LANDFILL 

10 

2.7  SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS  

2.7.1  Findings of the Human Health Risk Assessment 

The remedial investigation identified the presence of hazardous wastes and hazardous 
substance waste sources at AOC #2.  The buried materials (iodine and salt pill bottles, solvent-
filled bottles, paint residue, tar buckets, metallic debris and drums of oily wastes) were most 
likely attributable to former Depot operations.  The locations of waste materials generally 
coincide with disturbed areas indicated on historical aerial photographs, which were taken during 
the Department of Defense use of the site.  Sample results indicated that hazardous substances 
were released from the waste sources to the soil and groundwater pathways. 

Based on the remedial investigations conducted in 2001 and 2004, the primary soil 
contaminants of concern identified were volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile 
organic compounds (SVOCs), and metals.  A groundwater sample from a well located at an 
adjacent property to the southwest of AOC #2 exhibited levels of iron and magnesium which 
exceeded groundwater standards; sodium was also detected, however, there is no maximum 
contaminant level identified for sodium. 

The human health risk assessment, developed with data reflecting the condition of 
environmental media (e.g., soils, sediments, groundwater) prior to performing the removal 
action, identified the majority of risk at AOC #2 to be from the potential pathways of ingestion 
of surface soils or mixed soils, and from ingestion of groundwater.  A human health risk 
assessment was recalculated for groundwater and soils, after the removal action was completed. 

Over the period September 2005 through October 2006, wastes and impacted soils were 
excavated from AOC #2 and disposed of at licensed facilities.  Figure 1 depicts the excavation 
limits of areas B, C, D and F, and area of interest (AOI) #5.  After wastes and excavated soils 
were removed from those areas, the excavations were backfilled with clean fill and reseeded.  A 
final report documenting removal action activities was completed in January 2007; which 
includes the analyses of soils at the bottom and walls of excavations, and concluded that further 
work was unnecessary at other AOIs identified when site excavation work was underway. 

Subsequently, in April and October 2007, groundwater samples were taken from monitoring 
wells at the site, and analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic 
compounds (SVOCs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), metals and pesticides.  In April 
2007, there was sufficient surface water downgradient of the site to obtain a surface water 
sample, which was analyzed for the constituents noted above.  The monitoring wells and the 
surface water sample location are depicted on Figure 1.  

In May 2008, an additional groundwater sample was taken at monitoring wells PCMW-02 
and MW-03, and analyzed for VOCs.  A summary of analysis results of all post-removal 
groundwater and surface water sampling is located at Appendix 7. 

Groundwater sampling and analyses evidenced no VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs or pesticides 
remaining (i.e., as indicated by the October 2007 results) at levels above New York State 
groundwater quality standards.  Metals were found throughout site groundwater; however, those 
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that exceeded criteria were predominantly the typical naturally occurring elements for the area 
(i.e., iron, magnesium and manganese).  

It should be noted that none of the metals (i.e., mercury, barium, lead, nickel and zinc) found 
in the formerly removed wastes were present in groundwater at concentrations exceeding 
groundwater criteria.  Iron was detected in both groundwater and surface water in excess of 
drinking water standards; however, site groundwater and surface water is not used for potable 
water.  Iron may cause aesthetic concerns, but is not expected to be toxic to humans at the site. 
Although a pesticide compound (Heptachlor Epoxide) was found in a surface water sample 
(taken in April 2007), the compound was not detected in groundwater analyzed from the April 
and October 2007 sampling events.  In May 2008, additional groundwater samples were taken 
from PCMW-02 and MW-03, in order to evaluate if any VOCs remain in groundwater; analyses 
results indicated no detection of VOC in groundwater samples taken from those monitoring 
wells. 

A post remediation human health risk assessment for groundwater and soils was performed 
for groundwater and soils at AOC #2.  A summary of those findings is provided as follows: 

Groundwater:  the general approach to conducting the human health risk assessment was to 
examine the analyses results for groundwater sampled subsequent to the removal action at 
monitoring wells PCMW-01, PCMW-02, MW-3, MW-5 and  

MW-7.  Based upon post remediation analyses, there were generally no unacceptable 
cumulative non-carcinogenic risks expected due to groundwater impacts at these well locations; 
carcinogenic risks were either within or below the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) acceptable risk range; lead was found to be below the media specific screening level 
(MSSL); iron was detected above the EPA secondary maximum contaminant level (MCL) 
meaning that the water, if untreated, could be stained or have a metallic taste.  It should be noted 
that at MW-5, it was required to examine the contribution of manganese to the non-carcinogenic 
risk, since manganese accounted for 93% of the total non-carcinogenic risk at that location.  
When target organs were considered, it was concluded that an unacceptable non-carcinogenic 
risk is not expected at the general location of MW-5 groundwater. 

Future buildings at the site may be susceptible to vapor intrusion, but it should be noted that 
the absence of VOCs indicates that unacceptable human health risks due to vapor intrusion from 
VOCs in groundwater into indoor air are not anticipated.  Further, the detected concentration of 
mercury at PCMW-02 is less than the vapor intrusion screening value for mercury, which has 
been shown to be potentially volatile; unacceptable human health risks due to vapor intrusion for 
mercury in groundwater into indoor air are not anticipated. 

Soils: Based upon post-excavation data, no unacceptable risks were calculated for the non-
carcinogenic or carcinogenic chemicals detected in soils at AOC #2.  The risk ratio results were 
calculated for residential receptors. 

2.7.2  Findings of the Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment 

AOC #2 is an unsecured site that frequently has trespassers that use the site for hunting.  The 
property owner has reported that wildlife are often present onsite, and trespassing hunters are a 
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frequent problem.  The potential exists for wildlife and trespassers to be exposed to the 
hazardous waste and hazardous substances sources and the impacted soil, groundwater and 
surface water/sediment onsite.  The property owner raised horses on the property in the past, and 
it is possible that animals could be raised on the property again, or in the future by future 
property owners.  In the vicinity of the waste sources and seeps, vegetative cover was stressed or 
absent.  The receiving area for waste source seeps was a wetland area that ultimately drains to 
Black Creek, a Class C(t) stream protected for fishing and trout habitation.  The waste sources 
onsite posed a risk of exposure and adverse impacts to the ecological receptors noted above. 

Although there were chemicals on site in various media which posed a risk to aquatic and 
terrestrial wildlife, AOC #2, and the former SADVA site appears to support wildlife in its 
current setting.  Subsequent to the removal of wastes and the soils impacted by those wastes at 
AOC #2, the removal areas were backfilled with clean fill and reseeded; grass has been 
established in reseeded areas, while the swampy wetland areas have recovered with lush, 
naturally grown vegetation.  Therefore, from an ecological standpoint, the removal action 
appears to have been effective. 

2.8  REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

In order to continue the site’s unrestricted residential use, the objective of the removal action 
undertaken at AOC #2 was to remove visibly contaminated soils (containing chemicals of 
concern: VOCs, SVOCs and metals) and co-mingled wastes, and to dispose of them at licensed 
or permitted disposal facilities.  Post excavation soil sampling was conducted to compare soil 
analysis results to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Technical and 
Administrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) residential soil cleanup objectives (RSCOs).  If 
those results could not meet the RSCO values, but concentrations reached an asymptotic level, 
then the excavated area was backfilled.  

Upon completion of the removal action, the site was restored with clean fill, seeded, and 
groundwater was sampled in site monitoring wells, and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs (including 
low-level PAHs), pesticides and metals, with the intention of providing evidence that the 
removal action was effective in eliminating sources that may adversely impact groundwater. 

2.9  DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) Report, finalized in August 2005, 
identified the following alternatives to be considered to address AOC #2: 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Alternative 2: Provide a soil cover for Areas B, C, D and F, grade, reseed and periodic 
inspection and maintenance 

Alternative 3: Removal of buried wastes/soils that were visibly contaminated with debris 
and/or staining; transport and dispose of wastes at licensed disposal 
facilities, replace excavated areas with clean fill, regrade and restore areas 
and periodic inspection and maintenance  
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The EE/CA Report fulfilled the requirement to describe remedy components, and to present 
the common and distinguishing features of each alternative.  Alternative 1 would not have been 
protective of human health and environment, as uncontrolled wastes would remain at the site, 
allowing for the potential of contaminant migration of contaminants.  Alternative 2 would have 
provided some measure of protection by containing the impacted soils onsite, and minimize 
direct human and wildlife exposure to the soils if the areas were not disturbed.  Alternative 3, the 
chosen alternative, removed the known impacted soil and waste materials associated with past 
DOD activities. 

2.10  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Section 7 of the EE/CA provided for a detailed comparison of alternatives described above.  
In summary, the alternatives would all be easily implemented, however, Alternative 1 would not 
be protective of human health and the environment, and the selection of Alternative 2 may have 
precluded maintaining the residential use of the property without land/deed restrictions.  Public 
comment on the EE/CA strongly favored the selection of Alternative 3. 

2.11  PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES 

The NCP establishes an expectation that treatment that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or 
volume of the principal threat wastes will be utilized by a remedy to the extent practicable.  
Although treatment was not part of the principal remedy at the AOC #2 site proper, pumpable 
liquids and sludges from buried waste drums unearthed at the site were shipped to licensed 
facilities and incinerated. 

2.12  THE SELECTED RESPONSE ACTION 

2.12.1  Summary of the Rationale for the Response Action.  

By removing the waste sources, there was less likelihood of future migration from source 
areas of contaminants to soils, surface water, sediments and groundwater.  

2.12.2  Description of the Response Action 

The response action selected and implemented included the removal and disposal of 
impacted soils and buried wastes from the site at licensed facilities, and was deemed to be the 
most protective of human health and the environment. 

2.12.3  Summary of the Estimated Response Costs 

Initially, the estimated removal costs presented in the EE/CA and Action Memorandum was 
$646,000, based upon removal of 1,128 cubic yards (cys) of commingled wastes/soils, 
transportation to licensed facilities and refilling excavation with clean fill and top soil.  During 
the course of the work, there was an increase in the quantities of wastes and impacted soils 
discovered and removed [1,458 cy of impacted soils, 61 drums of wastes, 20 cys of solid waste 
drum husks from Area F, 40 cys of waste sludges, unanticipated dewatering costs due to 
unexpected rainy weather, as well as the increased costs of replacing removed soils with clean 
fill material].  The contractual costs for the removal action totaled $1,201,141.  There remains 
about $5,000 in additional costs to properly close the five monitoring wells on the site. 
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2.12.4  Outcome of the Removal Action 

It is expected that there will be no future impacts to groundwater, surface waters, or 
environment due to the removal of wastes and impacted soils from the site.  Further, it is 
expected that the future use of the site will be unrestricted. 

2.13  STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

2.13.1  Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Definition: This criterion determines whether an alternative eliminates, reduces, or controls 
exposure to the site contaminants of concern (COCs) to a level that protects public health and the 
environment. 

Analysis: Alternative 1 offered no protection because exposures could result, since site 
contaminants remain in place without controls or restrictions.  Alternative 2 offered some 
measure of protection of human health and environment by covering exposed areas, however, the 
contaminants would remain exposed to groundwater, and be subject to potential migration.  
Further, property deed restrictions would need to be put in place, which may not have allowed 
for unrestricted site use.  Alternative 3 provides the best measure of protection to human health 
and environment by removing soils and wastes from defined disposal areas. 

2.13.2  Compliance with Applicable, Relevant and Appropriate Regulations 
(ARARs) 

Definition: This criterion evaluates whether an alternative meets federal environmental and 
state environmental statute facility citing laws or regulations that establish standards, 
requirements or criteria that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the cleanup of the site 
COCs, or whether a waiver of the ARARs is justified. 

Analysis: Alternative 1 would not have complied with ARARs.  By leaving contaminants in 
place, Alternative 2 would not have complied with ARARs.  When all removal work was 
completed in October 2006, post-excavation soil analyses were found to have met the NYSDEC 
Recommended Soil Cleanup Objectives (RSCOs), except for nickel, which was demonstrated to 
be a background site condition (see Dr. Carson memorandum at Appendix 8).   

On December 14, 2006, NYSDEC promulgated soil clean up objectives (SCOs) at 
6 NYCRR Part 375.  When compared to the new SCOs, the post-excavation results for pesticides 
in soils met the residential objective, but not the unrestricted level.  These results appear to be 
incidental to the normal application of pesticides on the property, since during the removal action 
there was no evidence of disposed containers of pesticide wastes.  Arsenic was found at two 
sampling locations (at 13.2 and 13.3 mg/kg), slightly exceeding the new unrestricted level of 
13.0 mg/kg; however, the arsenic level was within the level of site background and met the new 
residential SCO.  Methyl ethyl ketone (at 0.19 mg/kg) was found above the unrestricted SCO of 
0.12 mg/kg in one sample; however, it was well within the new residential SCO of 100 mg/kg.  It 
should be noted that methyl ethyl ketone was not detected in follow up post-excavation 
groundwater and surface water analyses. 
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Groundwater sampling and analyses evidenced no VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs or pesticides 
remaining (i.e., as indicated by the October 2007 results) at levels above New York State 
groundwater quality guidance standards for Class GA waters (i.e., the Ambient Water Quality 
Standards and Guidance Values and Groundwater Effluent Limitations Technical and 
Operational Guidance Series (T.O.G.S.) 1.1.1., NYSDEC, October 1998) or Federal Safe 
Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. § 300f-j) MCLs.  According to NYSDEC standards, all fresh 
groundwater in New York State is classified as “Class GA.” 

 Metals were found throughout site groundwater.  However, those that exceeded criteria 
were predominantly the typical naturally occurring elements for the area (i.e., iron, magnesium 
and manganese).  There are recommended standards for iron and manganese in the National 
Secondary Drinking Water Regulations, but these are not enforceable limits.  There are no 
drinking water standards for magnesium.  The New York State Department of Health, 
Subpart 5-1, “Public Drinking Water Standards” states that if iron and manganese are present, 
the total concentration of both should not exceed 0.5 mg/L.  Higher levels may be allowed by the 
State when justified by the supplier of water, as the standard has been issued for aesthetic, not 
health-based reasons.  The water derived from monitoring wells at this site do not constitute a 
public water supply, therefore, the standards do not apply in this case.  It should be noted that 
none of the metals (i.e., mercury, barium, lead, nickel and zinc) found in the formerly removed 
wastes were present in groundwater at concentrations exceeding groundwater criteria.  Iron was 
detected in both groundwater and surface water in excess of secondary drinking water standards, 
however, site groundwater and surface water is not used for potable water.  Iron may cause 
aesthetic concerns, but is not expected to be toxic to humans at the site.  Although a pesticide 
compound (Heptachlor Epoxide) was found in a surface water sample (taken in April 2007), the 
compound was not detected in groundwater analyzed from the April and October 2007 sampling 
events.  In May 2008, additional groundwater samples were taken from PCMW-02 and MW-03, 
in order to evaluate if any VOCs remain in groundwater; analyses results indicated no detection 
of VOCs in groundwater samples taken from those monitoring wells. 

The unrestricted soil SCOs were infrequently exceeded, the risk assessments conclude that 
no unacceptable risks remain for soils or groundwater, and there is an absence of contaminants in 
groundwater sampled subsequent to the removal action.  Per a message from John Swartwout, 
P.E. (NYSDEC Chief, Section C, Remedial Bureau A, Division of Environmental Remediation) 
dated Oct. 13, 2009, NYSDEC has determined that this area is not in violation of the SCOs: (1) 
NYDEC has stated that AOC #2 is not a Class 2 site on the New York State Registry of Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites (Registry) and is therefore not directly subject to the State 
Superfund Program's cleanup requirements.  (2) Although NYDEC compares each individual 
post-excavation sampling result with the cleanup goals, it does not consider a small number of 
exceedences to be significant unless they exceed the goals by a large margin.  (3) NYSDEC and 
its sister agency, the New York State Department of Health, do not believe that the low levels of 
residual pesticide compounds found at the site (within the TAGM-4046 guidance used at the 
time but exceeding Part 375 unrestricted use SCOs) are indicative of hazardous waste disposal or 
are a sufficient threat to necessitate further remediation or use restrictions.  As pesticides were 
never identified as one of the wastes disposed at the Post Commander's Landfill and the levels 
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are low, it concludes that they are likely related to past agricultural practices, and not waste 
disposal.  Accordingly, the removal action was successful, and further cleanup is not required. 

2.13.3  Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Definition: This criterion considers the capacity of an alternative to maintain long-term 
protection of human health and the environment over time. 

Analysis: Improvement in groundwater and soils quality has already been demonstrated 
subsequent to the removal of wastes and impacted soils from the site. 

2.13.4  Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment             

Definition: The NCP establishes an expectation that treatment that reduces the toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of the principal threat wastes will be utilized by a remedy to the extent 
practicable.  This criterion evaluates the capacity of treatment associated with a given alternative 
to reduce the harmful effects of the principal contaminants, their capacity to move in the 
environment, and the amount of contamination present. 

Analysis: Although Alternative 3 did not address contaminants primarily through treatment, 
some of the waste (i.e., sludges) were disposed of via incineration, and other wastes were sent to 
licensed disposal facilities, where there disposition is a more controlled setting. 

2.13.5  Short-Term Effectiveness  

Definition: This criterion considers the length of time required to implement the alternative, 
and the risks posed to workers, residents, and the environment during implementation. 

Analysis: Alternative 1 would have taken no time to implement, and would not have 
provided protection of human health and the environment.  Alternative 2 may have been 
accomplished in less time than Alternative 3, however, Alternative 2 would not have led to 
future unrestricted use of the site. 

2.13.6  Implementability  

Definition: This criterion considers the technical and administrative feasibility of 
implementing the alternative, including the factors of relative availability of goods and services. 

Analysis: All alternatives would have been readily implementable. 

2.13.7  Cost 

Definition: This criterion includes an estimate of the capital, annual operations, and present-
worth costs.  Present-worth cost is the total cost of an alternative over time in terms of today’s 
dollars. Cost estimates are expected to be accurate within a range of +50% to –30%. 

Analysis:  The estimated costs of Alternatives 1, 2 & 3 were: $0, $320,000 and $646,000.  
Although the most expensive alternative (3) was chosen, it was the alternative that afforded the 
most current and potential protection of human health and environment. 
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2.13.8  State Acceptance 

Definition:  This criterion considers whether the State agrees with, opposes, or has no 
comment on the Preferred Alternative. 

Analysis:  NYSDEC has reviewed the proposed remedy for this AOC, and finds that the 
removal action was successful and that no further action is required 

2.13.9  Community Acceptance 

Definition:  This criterion considers whether the local community agrees with the Preferred 
Alternative. Comments received during the Public Comment Period are an important indicator of 
community acceptance. 

Analysis:  The public firmly supported Alternative 3, and has been satisfied with its 
implementation. There have been no objections to the proposed plan of no further action at AOC 
#2.2.13.10  Five Year Review Requirements 

Given that NYSDEC has accepted the removal action at the unrestricted level, five year 
reviews are not necessary (email from John Swartwout, NYSDEC, dated October 13, 2009).  
Therefore, the groundwater monitoring wells at AOC #2 will be properly closed. 

3.  RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

COMMENTS: E-mail dated November 25, 2008 from Ms. Heather Bishop, New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation: 

“The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation has reviewed the 
Proposed Plan for AOC2 at the Former Schenectady Army Depot in Altamont, NY 
(ID# 401009).  Based upon this review, the Department has the following comment to provide: 

In the analysis of the soil and sediment results, the soil analysis should be compared to New 
York State 6 NYCRR Part 375 Soil Cleanup Objectives for Unrestricted Use.  

(Website: http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_hudson_pdf/techsuppdoc.pdf).  

Any sediment analysis should be compared to NYSDEC Division of Fish, Wildlife and 
Marine Resources Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments (Table 2) 
(Website: http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/wildlife_pdf/seddoc.pdf).  A copy of both standards is 
included in the attachment to this letter.  If New York State’s standards are found to be the most 
stringent, the comparison of the soil and sediment results should be made in accordance with 
New York State’s standards. 

Please also add the data results tables to the proposed plan so that the reader does not have 
to reference past reports to obtain the data.” 

RESPONSE:  We have compared all soil results to the New York State 6 NYCRR Part 375 
Soil Cleanup Objectives (SCOs) for Unrestricted Use, and the tables included with this Decision 
Document include the Part 375 SCOs for unrestricted use.  Further, the previous sediment results 
shown on Figure 2 were compared to the Table 2 values of the NYSDEC Division of Fish, 
Wildlife and Marine Resources Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments. 
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As discussed in Section 2.13.2, per John Swartwout of NYDEC (Oct. 13, 2009), this 
particular site is not in violation of the SCOs. 

COMMENT:  At public meeting of December 9, 2008 and via letter dated April 2, 2009 
from Mr. Charles Rielly, Acting Community Co-Chairman, FSADVA RAB: 

“Where did the mercury come from?” 

RESPONSE:  The source of mercury is unknown. 

COMMENT:  Mr. Charles Rielly at public meeting of December 9, 2008: 

“Were solvents related to the Depot’s operation of cleaning parts?” 

RESPONSE:  It is uncertain which operations the materials came from, but solvent-related 
materials were removed from all areas identified. 

COMMENT(S):  From Mr. Ted Ausfeld at public meeting of December 9, 2008: 

“At the very beginning, the State of New York and the Corps said nothing was there. It boils 
down to the contamination was there, the Corps cleaned it up, and AOC #2 is no longer 
contaminated.” 

RESPONSE:  The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers offered to conduct a site walk at AOC #2 
with Mr. Ausfeld, and other interested parties. Subsequent to the site walk, the Corps agreed to 
perform additional investigation work at the property, which resulted in a Corps recommendation 
and decision to implement a removal action. 

COMMENTS:  Letter dated January 8, 2009 from Mrs. Joan Burns, owner of AOC #2: 

“I have been a member of the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) since its creation.  
Mr. Gregory Goepfert of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers is a well organized leader that keeps 
its members well informed, runs a very thorough meeting and follows through.  He is always 
readily available when one has questions or needs clarification on an issue.  Mr. Charles Rielly 
and Mr. Ted Ausfeld, Co-chairs, have given an enormous amount of their time and energy as 
well as their expertise serving on the RAB.  They were always well-informed and knowledgeable 
and certainly demonstrated their leadership abilities.  As an owner of AOC #2, I have had first 
hand experience working with Mr. Goepfert, Mr. Rielly and Mr. Ausfeld.  They, as well as other 
members of the RAB, have been well-informed and helpful.  I appreciate that the clean up was 
done for my property. A thank you to everyone involved.” 

RESPONSE:  Thank you for your comments, Mrs. Burns. 

COMMENT:  E-mail dated March 31, 2009 from Ms. Heather Bishop, New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation: 

“There are no additional New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) comments on 
the AOC 2 [Proposed Plan], in addition to my e-mail of 11/25/2008.” 

RESPONSE:  Thank you, Ms. Bishop. 
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APPENDIX 2 

AREA B, TABLES 10 THROUGH 13 / POST-
EXCAVATION ANALYSES OF SOILS 



AREA B – POST EXCAVATION SOIL ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
 

FSADVA  AOC #2  

All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 standards 
for metals (except nickel), SVOCs and VOCs (See following Tables 10, 11 and 12).  A 
data analysis memorandum, at Appendix 8, notes that nickel is a background condition. 

Although all final post-excavation samples analyzed for pesticides met the NYSDEC 
Part 375 residential standard, the unrestricted standard was not met at locations EX-B-1, 
10, 12, 13, 15 and 16 (Table 13). These areas were all covered with clean fill.  

The post-excavation analysis summary tables and sampling location sketches follow 
in this appendix. 

































 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 3 

AREA C, TABLES 6 THROUGH 9 / POST-
EXCAVATION ANALYSES OF SOILS 



AREA C – POST EXCAVATION SOIL ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
 

FSADVA  AOC #2  

All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 standards 
for metals (except nickel), SVOCs and VOCs (See following Tables 6, 7 and 8).  A data 
analysis memorandum, at Appendix 8, notes that nickel is a background condition.  The 
sidewall soils were removed and disposed from the excavation where low levels of 
mercury were detected at EX-C-7RE and EX-C-8RE. 

Although all final post-excavation samples analyzed for pesticides met the NYSDEC 
Part 375 residential standard, the unrestricted standard was not met at location EX-C-6 
(Table 9).  This area was at the excavation bottom and was covered with clean fill.   

The post-excavation summary tables and sampling location sketches follow in this 
appendix. 























AOC-2 Table 9
Area C Confirmation

Pesticide, PCB, Herbicide Results

Compound

NYSDEC PART 
375 

UNRESTRICTED 
SOIL CLEANUP 
OBJECTIVES 

(SCOs)

NYDEC 
RSCO 
(ug/kg) EX-C-1 EX-C-2 EX-C-3 EX-C-4 EX-C-5 EX-C-6 EX-C-7 EX-C-8 EX-C-9

9/28/2005 9/28/2005 9/28/2005 9/28/2005 9/28/2005 9/28/2005 9/28/2005 9/28/2005 9/28/2005
4,4-DDD 3.3 2900 0.30 0.29 0.84 <1.8 0.50 2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
4,4-DDE 3.3 2100 <2.0 <1.9 0.82 <1.8 <1.9 1.7 2.1 <2.0 <2.2
4,4-DDT 3.3 2100 <2.0 <1.9 0.24 <1.8 0.26 5.1 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Aldrin 5 41.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Alpha-BHC 20 11.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Beta-BHC 36 200 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Chlordane 94 540 <39 <39 <38 <36 <38 <37 <36 <40 <43
Delta-BHC 40 300 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Dieldrin 5 44.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Endosulfan I 2400 900 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Endosulfan II 2400 900 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Endosulfan Sulfate NC 1000 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Endrin 14 100 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Gamma-BHC (Lindane) NC 60.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Heptachlor 42 100 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Heptachlor Epoxide NC 20.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2
Methoxychlor NC NS <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.2

PCB-1016 100 1000 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <18 <18 <20 <22
PCB-1221 100 1000 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <18 <18 <20 <22
PCB-1232 100 1000 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <18 <18 <20 <22
PCB-1242 100 1000 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <18 <18 <20 <22
PCB-1248 100 1000 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <18 <18 <20 <22
PCB-1254 100 1000 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <18 <18 <20 <22
PCB-1260 100 1000 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <18 <18 <20 <22

2,4,5-T NC 1900 <120 <120 <110 <110 <120 <110 <110 <120 <130
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 3.8 700 <120 <120 <110 <110 <120 <110 <110 <120 <130
2,4-D NC 500 <120 <120 <110 <110 <120 <110 <110 <120 <130

9 of 10





 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 4 

AREA D, TABLES 14 THROUGH 17 / POST-
EXCAVATION ANALYSES OF SOILS 



AREA D – POST EXCAVATION SOIL ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
 

FSADVA  AOC #2  

All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 standards 
for metals (except nickel and one exceedance of chromium at excavation sidewall 
location EX-D-14).   The nickel results were found to range between 31.3 mg/kg and 43.7 
mg/kg in 5 locations; a data analysis memorandum, at Appendix 8, notes that nickel 
appears to be background condition for nearby areas B,C and F on the property.  The 
slightly elevated result for chromium (35.1 mg/kg vs.  unrestricted standard of 30 mg/kg) 
at location EX-D-14 meets the Part 375 residential standard of 36 mg/kg. 

All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 standards 
for SVOCs and pesticides. 

All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 standards 
for VOCs, with the following exceptions: 

• Before re-excavation took place at EX-D-10, acetone was found at 0.15 mg/kg, 
vs.  the unrestricted SCO of 0.05 mg/kg; however, the re-excavated area was 
not re-tested for acetone since the previous TAGM value was met.  This result 
is well within the current residential standard of 100 mg/kg. 

• Before re-excavation took place at EX-D-12, xylenes were found at 2.8 mg/kg, 
vs.  the unrestricted SCO of 0.26 mg/kg, however, the re-excavated area was 
not re-tested for xylenes.  This result, however, is well within the current 
residential standard of 100 mg/kg for xylenes. 

• Xylenes at 0.61 mg/kg were found at the floor of the excavation (sample 
location EX-D-18), exceeding the unrestricted SCO of 0.26 mg/kg, however, 
within the current residential standard of 100 mg/kg. 

• Xylenes at 1.03 mg/kg were found at the floor of the excavation (sample 
location EX-D-27), exceeding the unrestricted SCO of 0.26 mg/kg, however, 
within the current residential standard of 100 mg/kg. 

The post-excavation summary tables and sampling location sketches follow in this 
appendix. 











































 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 5 

AREA F, TABLES 2 THROUGH 5 AND 23 
THROUGH 24  / POST-EXCAVATION ANALYSES 

OF SOILS 



AREA F – POST EXCAVATION SOIL ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
 

FSADVA  AOC #2  

All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 standards 
for metals, SVOCs and VOCs.  

Although several samples from excavated areas exceeded unrestricted pesticide 
concentrations, those areas were re-excavated, and were not re-tested for pesticides, since 
the levels met (i.e., did not exceed) the TAGM RSCOs at the time.  Those results are also 
within the current-day residential SCO. 

The post-excavation summary tables and sampling location sketches follow in this 
appendix. 

 









































 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 6 

AREAS OF INTEREST/POST-EXCAVATION OF 
SOILS (AOI 5 AND AOI 6) 



AREA OF INTEREST (AOI 5) – POST EXCAVATION SOIL 
ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

 
 

FSADVA  AOC #2  

 All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 
standards for metals, with the exception of nickel (a data analysis memorandum, at 
Appendix 8, notes that nickel is a background condition); arsenic was found at locations 
EX-AOI5-001A and EX-AOI5-002A (at 13.2 and 13.3 mg/kg) slightly exceeding the 
unrestricted value of 13.0 mg/kg, however, those locations were re-excavated, but not re-
tested for arsenic.  Zinc was found at 111 mg/kg, slightly above the unrestricted criteria 
of 109 mg/kg at  EX-AOI5-005A, however this location was also re-excavated, but not 
re-tested for zinc. 

All post-excavation soil analyses met the unrestricted NYSDEC Part 375 standards 
for VOCs, SVOCs and pesticides. 

 

AREA OF INTEREST (AOI 6) – POST EXCAVATION SOIL 
ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

Table 27 shows a result for another area of interest that was evaluated as AOI 6.  
VOC samples were taken, which resulted in finding methyl ethyl ketone (MEK) at 0.19 
mg/kg.  At that time, the result met the TAGM RSCO (0.30 mg/kg) and the area was 
backfilled; the new unrestricted standard is currently 0.12 mg/kg, and the residential 
standard is 100 mg/kg.    

The post-excavation analysis summary tables and sampling location sketches follow 
in this appendix. 

 

 







































 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 7 

GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT 





































































 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 8 

BACKGROUND MEMORANDUM FOR NICKEL 








