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1.0 Introduction 

Shaw Environmental and Infrastructure Engineering of New York, P.C. (Shaw) has prepared this 

Site Assessment Summary Report to detail site assessment activities that were completed at the 

former Ford Manufacturing Company Mill Site (Site), Site Number 5-46-053 located at 127 2nd 

Street, Village of Waterford, Saratoga County, New York (Figure 1).  The work was completed 

by Shaw on behalf of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) between November 2009 and September 2010 and included the completion of a 

geophysical survey, the excavation of ten test pits (with related soil sampling), removal of a 

20,000 gallon fuel oil underground storage tank (UST), the installation of ten direct-push soil 

borings and 11 temporary monitoring wells (with related groundwater sampling).  The summary 

of site activities presented herein was conducted in accordance with Work Authorization (WA) 

D006132-3 provided to Shaw by the NYSDEC on February 11, 2009 and subsequent meetings 

and discussions NYSDEC. 

 

1.1 Facility Description and History 

The history of the property was developed using information provided by the NYSDEC and 

Delaware Engineering’s October, 2007 Environmental Restoration Program Application. 

 

1.1.1 Facility History and Data 
The site once housed the Ford Manufacturing/Reis Knitting Company Mill (Mill), a large textile 

mill complex that primarily manufactured men’s knit underwear. The Ford Manufacturing 

Company, founded on December 15, 1891, was the fourth oldest manufacturing plant in 

Waterford. It was incorporated by John W. Ford and was first located at 37 Fourth Street. 

Sometime between 1891 and 1895 the structure burned down and a new factory was built on 

Second Street in August, 1896. Between the years of 1897 and 1934 the Mill underwent a series 

of changes and expansions including the addition of a dye house in 1909. 

 

Robert Reis and Company bought the Ford Mill in October 1919 and built a large addition to the 

south in 1924. Drawings of the Mill for this time indicate that the fuel source for the site was 

coal and was powered using electricity.  Although not in the documentation supplied to Shaw, 

recent site assessment activities suggest that an additional energy supply (i.e. steam) may have 

been employed to run some of the machinery within the Mill. 
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Robert Reis and Company was a major supplier for the U.S. Government during World War II 

using 90% of the plant to produce wool and cotton blend garments for the U.S. Navy.  They 

continued to operate the knitting mill through the 1960’s.  Portions of the building were 

demolished in the 1970’s and the site was purchased by the Water Commissioners of the Town 

of Waterford in 1986.  The remaining portions of the mill complex were demolished and cleared 

in 1990 to allow for the construction/expansion of a new water treatment plant at the site.  The 

Town of Waterford’s (town) existing water treatment plant located immediately north of and 

adjacent to the former Ford Manufacturing site, was constructed in 1896 and was last upgraded 

in 1958. Studies completed in 1992 and 2002 for the town recommended replacement of the 

existing facilities due to their age and condition.   

 

As part of the expansion process for the proposed water treatment plant a geotechnical study was 

completed in the late 1980s across the areal extent of the site and identified the presence of two 

20,000 gallon USTs.  Both of these USTs were reportedly ~10 feet in diameter, 36 feet long and 

constructed of single-wall steel.  The USTs were directly buried and had no secondary 

containment.  One of the tanks, Tank 1 (located east of the other UST) contained approximately 

3,000 gallons of fuel oil (#2 – Fuel Oil) and was removed by the town during the late 1980s. The 

other UST (Tank 2) remained on-site and was not removed until recent site assessment activities   

 

Following the removal of the former fuel oil UST by the town 12 soil borings were advanced at 

the site in the summer of 2005.  Several of these soil borings exhibited at depth black silty sand, 

with a reported “fuel oil-like” odor, and coal ash.   

 

As part of a Supplemental Phase 1B archeological investigation requested by the Office of Parks, 

Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) several test pits were completed on site in 

October 2007.  New areas of fuel oil contamination were discovered between 5-6 feet below the 

ground surface (ft bgs) south of the impacts originally identified in 2005. 

 

Since the October 2007 assessment a large underground water supply line was installed beneath 

the Hudson River in 2009 to help meet the Town of Waterford water supply needs.  Directional 

drilling methodologies were utilized to bring the water line from across the river and as part of 

this drilling methodology small excavations were made in the southern portions of the site.  It 

was reported that some dark staining of soils at shallow depths, consistent with earlier site 

assessments, were encountered within some of these excavations. 
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1.1.2 Site Geology and Hydrogeology 
Site Geology 

The site is located along the western shore of the Hudson River in the Village of Waterford, NY.  

The topography of the site is predominantly flat with a slight elevation change toward the 

Hudson River from west to east.  Portions of the site have been back-filled with non-native 

material (in the areas beneath and adjacent to the former Ford Mill foot print).  Fill in these areas 

contains ash, coal fragments and red brick within a matrix of black silty sand.  Soil borings 

completed across site during various phases of site assessment activities indicate that the 

overburden soils consist of river-floodplain sediments comprised of brown, medium to fine grain 

sands and gravel.   

 

Depth to bedrock across the site ranges from approximately 20 feet below ground surface (ft bgs) 

to above the ground surface along the river’s edge (east portion of the site).  Rock outcrops and 

borings completed to date indicate that the bedrock is weathered shale, most likely the 

Canajoharie shale.   

 

Site Hydrogeology 

Depth to groundwater ranges from approximately 12 ft bgs along the northwest corner to 

approximately 20 ft bgs in the southeast.  Groundwater across the site flows predominantly in a 

south - easterly direction toward the Hudson River.  Annual changes in groundwater elevations 

fluctuate due to seasonal influences (snow melt, precipitation, etc), and tidal changes on the 

Hudson River and Champlain Canal operations throughout the year.  An apparent groundwater 

contour map was prepared using depth to water obtained from temporary monitoring wells that 

were installed as part of the investigation and were not surveyed by a licensed surveyor.  The 

groundwater contour map is included as Figure 2. 
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2.0 Site Activities 

The purpose of Shaw’s assessment activities was to identify and characterize existing soil and 

groundwater quality conditions at the site and to remove the 20,000 gallon fuel oil UST that 

reportedly remained onsite.  As mentioned previously the Town of Waterford intends to 

construct a new water treatment plant on this site subsequent to the completion of the site 

assessment activities. 

 

2.1 Geophysical Survey 

Bucks Geophysical (Bucks) of Plumsteadville, PA was retained to complete a geophysical 

survey across the property to help identify the location of the existing UST and locate other 

possible anomalies (abandoned line, buried debris, etc) at the site.  Between November 16 and 

November 19, 2009 Bucks evaluated subsurface conditions at the site using Ground Penetrating 

Radar (GPR) and magnetometry geophysical methods.  Bucks generated site maps showing 

several anomalies detected during the survey.  These anomalies included the apparent location of 

the 20,000 gallon UST and various building foundations.  All findings were reviewed with the 

NYSDEC project manager and used to determine the location of the exploratory test pits.  A 

copy of the report findings and methodologies used by Bucks is included in Appendix A. 

 

2.2 Underground Storage Tank Removal 

Shaw retained Op-Tech, a licensed subcontractor to clean, purge and excavate the 20,000 gallon 

UST, identified onsite during the geophysical survey.  Tank removal activities included the 

excavation of soils around the UST, disposal of the UST at an approved disposal facility, and 

backfilling of the excavation with clean fill.  These operations were completed in several stages 

due to site conditions encountered during closure activities.  Op-Tech was responsible for 

acquiring all the necessary permits for the removal and disposal of the UST.  All tank removal 

and associated activities performed by Op-tech were completed under the supervision of a Shaw 

site superintendent and the NYSDEC project manager.  These removal activities are detailed 

below. 

 

2.2.1 Tank Excavation 
On February 8, 2010 Op-Tech began UST removal activities by exposing the top of the UST.  

Approximately 2-feet of cover existed over the UST.  The inner diameter of the tank was 10 feet 

and appeared to contain a product similar to Fuel Oil #6.  The eastern-most man-way for the tank 
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was removed using the teeth of the excavator bucket so the crew could view the internal contents 

of the UST.  The product within the east half of the UST was approximately 3-feet thick with 

various debris (such as light bulbs, clothing, various plastic containers).  Photographs (Appendix 

B) taken of inside of the UST indicated that the debris was extensive and that a large mound of 

unknown debris existed within the western portion of the UST.   

 

A large lateral pipe was encountered along the south edge of the UST.  The exposed pipe 

appeared to be encapsulated in fibrous materials and a “stop work” was immediately issued to 

the area.  Samples of the pipe material were collected by Alpine Environmental Services, Inc. 

(Alpine) of Albany, NY to determine if the pipe contained asbestos containing materials (ACM).  

Results of the testing indicated that the pipe did contain ACM (Appendix C).  Excavation 

activities ceased and the area was secured to allow for the safe removal of this ACM. 

 

2.2.2 ACM Management and Removal 
With the presence of ACM in the excavation a licensed and qualified subcontractor was needed 
to continue the assessment activities.  Op-tech was retained by Shaw to help determine the 
necessary tasks needed to remove the ACM since they had a working knowledge of the site and 
were licensed to perform such work.  Op-tech acquired all the necessary work permits from the 
New York State Department of Labor (NYSDOL) and the field crew returned to the site on 
March 15, 2010 to proceed with the ACM removal activities.  A variance was issued by the 
NYSDOL to perform the work since the pipe was buried and required excavation. All ACM 
piping and soils surrounding the pipe were considered to be “asbestos containing” and were 
placed in lined roll-off containers for proper disposal.  During this phase of work Alpine 
performed necessary third-party air monitoring as required by the NYSDOL.   
 
The lateral extent of the ACM pipe extended easterly into the former UST (Tank 1, previously 
removed by the town) area and ran to the west edge of the existing UST.  While determining the 
western edge of the pipe the UST’s western man-way was discovered.  This man-way was 
covered with a yellow-plastic top that appeared to be a replacement cover that was not original to 
the UST.  The man-way lid was removed and a large pile of debris was confirmed in this portion 
of the UST.   
 
Inspection of this debris suggested that this material also contained ACM within a “fuel oil-like” 
mixture (see photographs Appendix B).  The material was sampled, tested and confirmed to 
contain ACM by Alpine (Appendix C).  The presence of ACM within the interior of the UST 
required that additional measures be taken to satisfy NYSDOL regulations.  This change required 
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an additional variance from the NYSDOL in order to continue work since the volume of ACM 
had increased from that originally suggested. 

 

Following receipt of the proper permits from the NYSDOL the field crews returned to the site on 

May 3, 2010 to remove the internal contents of the UST.  Standing product from within the tank 

was removed by Op-tech using a Thawzall Heat-MachineTM to change the consistency the fuel 

oil (which was very viscous and “semi” solid) and allow for the product to be extracted using a 

vacuum truck.  A total of approximately 3,000 gallons of product were removed from the UST 

and transported to a rotary kiln owned by Norilite where it was incinerated.  This facility is a 

licensed, approved disposal facility.  Documents confirming the disposal of this material is 

included in Appendix D. 

 

The top of the tank was cut and removed to allow access for an excavator to remove all of the 

contents of the UST.  Clean soil was added to residual product/water within the UST to 

“solidify” this material during transport to the disposal facility.  All excavated material was 

placed in properly lined roll-off containers and also shipped to Norilite’s, CT facility where it 

was incinerated.  A total of 6 roll-off’s were removed from the site during these activities as 

detailed in the disposal documents in Appendix D.   

 

2.2.3 UST Dimensions, Cleaning / Removal and Inspection 
The walls of the UST were scraped of solid debris and cleaned in place following removal of all 

solids and liquids.  Kerosene soaked absorbent rags was used to remove any residual sludge 

material found on the tank walls.  Once all cleaning procedures were complete the UST was 

deemed “clean” (free of liquid and solids) by Alpine and removed from the ground (Appendix 

C).  The UST was inspected when above ground; several cracks were observed along the tanks 

internal welds and the outer walls of the UST were pitted/rusted and highly weathered 

(Appendix B).  Several of the failed weld areas corresponded with wet areas observed during 

cleaning.   

 

Once out of the ground the tank was cut into two pieces by the excavator.  The two halves of the 

tank were transported by Op-tech to Kelman, Inc. in Cohoes, New York.  The disposal certificate 

is included in Appendix D. 

 

2.2.4 Soils Management 
As mentioned above clean soil was mixed with residual product within the UST and placed into 

roll-off containers for disposal at the Norilite CT facility.  In addition to the solid material from 
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within the UST, a small volume of soil beneath the UST and immediately atop the bedrock 

interface was removed from the UST excavation.  These soils had “product-like” staining, 

warranting removal and offsite disposal.  The soil was mixed with clean fill from the excavation, 

sampled and shipped by a licensed hauler to the Albany County Landfill on July 12, 2010.  

Receipts and manifests documenting the disposal of the soils and UST are included in Appendix 

D. 

 

2.2.5 Backfill and Compaction 
Following completion of all tank removal activities the excavation was backfilled with clean 

sand and a gravel/rock flour mixture.  The fill material was compacted using the excavator 

bucket and also “tracked in” at the surface using the excavator. 

 

2.3 Exploratory Test Pits 

Op-tech installed ten test pits in and proximal to all flagged geophysical anomalies on February 

8, 2010.  Each test pit was approximately 2 feet wide by 10 feet long by 6 feet deep in 

dimension. 

 

Excavated soils were placed in “zip-lock” bags and screened for volatile organic compounds 

(VOCs) using a Photo-Ionization Detector (PID).  The head space results were used to 

characterize soil impacts and determine at what depth laboratory analyses of the soils were 

warranted.  Two samples, one at the ground surface (typically the top 4-inches) and one at the 

base of the test pit (typically 6-7 ft bgs) were collected from each test pit.  All samples were 

forwarded to Mitkem Laboratories of Warwick, Rhode Island (Mitkem), an approved 

Environmental Laboratories Approval Program (ELAP)-certified laboratory in accordance with 

NYSDEC Analytical Services Protocol.  The samples were analyzed for VOCs via USEPA 

Method 8260B, Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) via USEPA Method 8270C, metals 

via USEPA Method 6010B/7470/7471/9010B and pesticides/herbicides/PCB’s via USEPA 

Methods 8081A/8082.  The test pit soil analytical results are presented on Table 1 and presented 

in Section 3.2.1. 

 

The excavations were backfilled in lifts with the removed soils as approved by the NYSDEC 

project manager once the sampling was completed at each test location.  The test pits were 

compacted using the excavator bucket and also “tracked in” by the excavator.  Top soil was then 

placed over the excavation area and the area seeded. 
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2.4 Direct Push Soil Borings 

On June 30, 2010 Shaw returned to the site with Zebra Environmental Corporation (Zebra) to 

install ten soil borings using direct-push drilling technologies.  These locations were determined 

in consultation with the NYSDEC (Figure 2) and were selected based upon analytical results of 

the test pit program, the geophysical survey and from known areas of interest from previous 

investigations completed at the site.  All soil borings were classified and logged according to the 

Unified Soil Classification System (USCS).  Information including the field description of soil 

quality conditions, classification, sampling interval, PID reading, and other field observations 

were recorded on a soil boring log form (Appendix E).   

 

All non-dedicated and/or non-disposable equipment that came in contact with the samples, 

interior of the borehole, (including such items as the drill rods, bits, miscellaneous sampling 

equipment, and tools) were thoroughly cleaned using an alconox solution and potable water 

rinse.  Decontamination fluids were discharged to the ground surface as approved by the 

NYSDEC PM; all fluids were free of any visible sheen or odor. 

 

2.4.1 Soil Sampling 
During the installation of the soil borings, a clean sampling probe was driven into the ground 

using direct-push techniques.  Subsurface soils were continuously extracted in 5-foot sections, 

screened, and classified to identify soil types, assess potential impacts and collect representative 

soil samples from selected depths.  Samples were screened using a PID and secured for 

laboratory analysis based upon the following parameters: 

 

 1. Intervals that exhibited possible impacts to soil; 

 2. Soil intervals that exhibited the highest response on the field screening 

device; 

 3. The interval above the water table interface (assuming none of the above 

conditions triggered the need for sample collection); 

4. A combination of all of the above as directed by the NYSDEC. 

 

Depth discrete samples were secured for laboratory analysis as detailed in Section 2.4.2.  Field 

blank, duplicate and matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) samples were collected.  All 

sample bottles were labeled, handled and packaged in a cooler set at 4°C or colder and shipped to 

the Mitkem within 24 hours of collection. 

 



Page 9 
 

2.4.2 Soil Analysis 
Soil samples secured for laboratory analysis were sent to Mitkem for analysis of VOCs via 

USEPA Method 8260B, SVOCs via USEPA Method 8270C, metals via USEPA Method 

6010B/7470/7471/9010B and pesticides/herbicides/PCB’s via USEPA Methods 8081A/8082. 

 

Analytical results for the soil borings are summarized on Table 2 and presented in Section 3.2.2. 

 

2.5 Temporary Monitoring Well Installation and Construction 

Eleven temporary monitoring wells were installed across the site at the locations shown on 

Figure 2.  Each well was constructed using 1-inch diameter Schedule-40 Polyvinyl Chloride 

(PVC) 0.010-slot screen and riser.  All wells were completed as temporary “stick ups” with no 

concrete aprons.  The annular space was backfilled with Morie sand to approximately 2 feet 

above the screen interval and a bentonite seal was placed from the top of the sand to the ground 

surface to complete the monitoring well.   

 

2.5.1 Well Development 
All monitoring wells were developed by Shaw field personnel on July 9, 2010 using a peristaltic 

pump; development water was discharged to the ground surface, away from the well with the 

approval of the NYSDEC PM.  The wells were developed to remove any sediment that may have 

entered the well during installation and to “settle” the filter pack.  Wells were developed until 

either 10 well volumes were removed or until the well purged “dry”, which ever occurred first.  

 

2.6 Groundwater Monitoring and Sampling 

 

2.6.1 Groundwater Purging 
On July 13, 2010 Shaw mobilized to the site to collect groundwater samples from the newly 

installed temporary monitoring wells.  Prior to sampling, each well was gauged to define the 

water level and the total well depth measurements to determine the well volume for each 

monitoring well.  The monitoring wells were purged using USEPA Region 2’s - “Low-flow” 

purging techniques in order to minimize purge water volume and stress to the well.  Purging of 

the well was completed using a peristaltic pump and dedicated polyethylene tubing from each 

well until either the field parameters stabilized or until the well purged “dry”.  Purge water was 

discharged to the ground surface away from the well and field readings were recorded on a field 

sheet (Appendix F). 
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Groundwater samples were collected once the groundwater parameters stabilized or the well 

went “dry” and then recovered 80% of its initial static volume.  Quality control samples, a field 

blank, duplicate and matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates (MS/MSD) were also collected during 

site sampling activities.  All sample bottles were labeled, handled and packaged in a cooler kept 

4°C or colder and shipped to Mitkem within 24 hours of collection for analysis of VOCs via 

USEPA Method 8260B, SVOCs via USEPA Method 8270C, metals via USEPA Method 

6010B/7470/7471/9010B and pesticides/herbicides/PCB’s via USEPA Methods 8081A/8082.  

 

Groundwater analytical results are presented on Table 3 and summarized in Section 3.2. 

 

2.6.2 Monitoring Well Closure and Abandonment 
Following receipt of the groundwater analytical data and discussion with the NYSDEC it was 
determined that none of the temporary monitoring wells should be completed as permanent 
monitoring wells.  The PVC well material was extracted as much as possible and the remaining 
PVC backfilled with Morie sand and bentonite below the ground surface.  Where applicable the 
area around the well was seeded.  The removed well material was discarded in a dumpster where 
it was then transported to the Albany County landfill.  
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3.0 Site Assessment Summary 

The site is currently a vacant parcel and contains various amounts of non-native fill (demolition 

debris) and road base material that have been used to grade the site.  The underlying soils are 

characterized as dark brown, medium grain sands with some silt, little gravel and non native fill 

in areas beneath and adjacent to the footprint of the former mill buildings.  This is consistent 

with observations made during earlier assessments. 
 

Groundwater across the site was typically encountered just above the bedrock interface, ranging 

from 9 (along the eastern most edge, near the Hudson River) to 20+ feet along the northwest 

corner of the parcel. 

 

3.1 Geophysical Survey Results 

A geophysical survey was completed on-site to identify the location of the former UST and to 

identify any possible anomalies which may be contributing to underlying conditions at the site.  

Multiple foundation edges of the former Mill were detected as well as the location of the 20,000 

gallon UST.  Results of the survey were used to determine the location of the proposed test pits 

and soil boring/monitoring wells.   

 

3.2 Soil Analytical Results 
 

3.2.1 Test Pit Analytical 
Surface soil samples and samples collected from the base of the test pit were sent to Mitkem for 

analysis of VOCs via USEPA Method 8260B, SVOCs via USEPA Method 8270C, metals via 

USEPA Method 6010B/7470/7471/9010B and pesticides/herbicides/PCB’s via USEPA Methods 

8081A/8082.  Analytical results were compared with NYSDEC Part 375 Unrestricted Use Soil 

Cleanup Objectives and Industrial Restricted Use Soil Cleanup Objectives (NYSDEC Part 375).   

 

Of the samples collected four locations, TP-1, TP-7, TP-9 and TP-10 exhibited trace 

concentrations of SVOCs at depth (Table 1).  TP-1, located immediately adjacent to the former 

UST area contained concentrations of benzo (a) anthracene, chrysene, benzo (b) fluoroanthene, 

benzo (k) fluoroanthene , benzo (a) pyrene and dibenzo (a,h) anthracene above applicable 

NYSDEC Part 375 objectives(Table 1, Figure 3 and Figure 4).  Concentration of these 

compounds ranged from 2.7 ppm (benzo (a) pyrene) to 0.079 ppm (dibenzo (a,h) anthracene).  In 

addition, one pesticide, endosulfan sulfate was detected at a trace concentration of 0.0084 ppm 
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below NYSDEC Part 375 objectives.  Four metals, (arsenic, lead, mercury and mangenese) were 

also detected above NYSDEC Part 375 objectives in the test pit samples (Table 1).  No PCBs or 

VOCs were detected above NYSDEC Part 375 objectives. 

 

3.2.2 Soil Boring Analytical 
Ten soil borings were completed across the site and depth discrete soil samples sent to Mitkem 

for analysis of VOCs via USEPA Method 8260B, SVOCs via USEPA Method 8270C, metals via 

USEPA Method 6010B/7470/7471/9010B and pesticides/herbicides/PCB’s via USEPA Methods 

8081A/8082.  Analytical results were compared with NYSDEC Part 375 Unrestricted Use Soil 

Cleanup Objectives and Industrial Restricted Use Soil Cleanup Objectives (NYSDEC Part 375). 

 

Of the soil samples collected only one soil boring location, SB-2B, exhibited any VOC 
constituents (Table 2 and Figure 3); xylene, ethylbenzene, 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene and 
naphthalene were detected at concentrations slightly above NYSDEC Part 375 objectives. This 
boring is located directly down gradient of the UST.  The remaining soil samples exhibited only 
slightly elevated concentrations of metals above laboratory reporting limits across the site.  Two 
SVOCs (naphthalene and benzo (a) pyrene) were detected above NYSDEC Part 375 objectives 
in soil boring locations SB-2B, SB-3 and SB-9 (Table 2 and Figure 3).  Two pesticides, 4,4’-
DDD and 4,4’-DDT were detected above NYSDEC Part 375 objectives in soil borings SB-1, SB-
2B, SB-4, SB-5 and SB-10.   

 

3.3 Groundwater Analytical Results 

Eleven temporary monitoring wells were installed across the site and sampled for VOCs via 

USEPA Method 8260B, SVOCs via USEPA Method 8270C, metals via USEPA Method 

6010B/7470/7471/9010B and pesticides/herbicides/PCB’s via USEPA Methods 8081A/8082.  

Analytical results were compared with NYSDEC Memorandum 1.1.1 Ambient Water Quality 

Standards and Groundwater Effluent Limitations (TOGS 1.1.1). 

 

Similar to the observed soil analytical results samples collected from monitoring well MW-22 

(located immediately down-gradient of the UST excavation) exhibited concentrations above 

NYSDEC guidance criteria (Table 3 and Figure 3).  Several compounds, including benzene, 

toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes and naphthalene were detected at concentrations above their 

applicable NYSDEC guidance criteria.  Concentrations ranged from 73 ppb (naphthalene) to 7.2 

ppb (n-propylbenzene).   In addition, one PCB, Aroclor-1254 was detected above NYSDEC 

criteria in MW-11.  Metals were also observed above the laboratory reporting limit in all of the 

monitoring wells. 
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3.4 Data Usability Summary Report (DUSR) 

Analytical reports for the soil and groundwater data collected from the soil borings and 

monitoring wells was sent to Environmental Data Validation Inc. of Pittsburgh, PA to evaluate 

the data for its usability as defined by the DER-10 guidance.  The DUSR reports identified any 

necessary changes to the analytical qualifiers for the analytical data and the changes have been 

made to the soil boring and groundwater data tables.  A full copy of the Soil Boring DUSR 

Report is included as Appendix G of this summary document.  

 

The groundwater DUSR report and changes to the groundwater table will be sent under a 

separate cover when it is received. 
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4.0 Conclusions/Recommendations 

Existing soil and groundwater quality data collected during this assessment indicate that any 

residual impacts from the former USTs were limited to the area immediately proximal to and 

down gradient of the former UST area, and does not appear to behave as a wide spread plume 

impacting groundwater quality.  Soils in this area were excavated and disposed of off-site, 

addressing the majority of any residual soil/adsorbed impacts in this area based upon existing site 

data.  

 

Groundwater quality in the area of the former UST exhibited elevated concentrations of SVOCs 

and VOCs in the area immediately down-gradient of the former UST which was generally 

consistent with conditions observed in the field.  

 

Metal concentrations observed in soil and groundwater can likely be attributed to fill material 

originating from the demolition of the former Mill and do not pose an apparent risk to human 

health and the environment at the concentrations observed.  The occurrence of elevated metals 

concentrations in groundwater may also be attributed to sediments suspended within these 

sample (as samples were not filtered in the field or by the laboratory).   

 

No further action and an unrestricted listing are recommended for this site given the localized 

and dissolved nature of the impacts to the subsurface especially since the site will be redeveloped 

for commercial usages as a waste water treatment plant for the Village of Waterford.  Any 

residual soil impacts associated with the UST were addressed through excavation and offsite 

disposal and existing soil and groundwater quality data indicates the absence of any other 

potential “source areas” or areas of concern. 
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