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Summary of Public Comments 

and 

Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) Responses 

to  

Wolverine World Wide’s Proposed Response Activity Plan  

for 

Tannery Interceptor System  

Public Comment Period: April 23, 2021 – May 22, 2021 

 

Commenter Comment EGLE Response 
Bill Wood  

Executive Director 
WMEAC  

WMEAC signs on an supports the comments on the Wolverine Tannery 
Interceptor System Response Plan submitted by the Wolverine Community 
Advisory Group (CAG). We urge EGLE to require Wolverine to implement a 
more appropriate monitoring program, as outlined in the CAGs comments 
document.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

EGLE appreciates your comments and will 
be taking yours and the Wolverine CAGs 
recommendations into account as we 
complete our regulatory and technical 
review of the Tannery Interceptor System.  
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Jon Miner The RAP says that the well monitoring will be for flowrates, but not for 

contaminants. It seems like the extracted water should be tested for PFAS and 
other contaminants initially and periodically thereafter to ensure that 
contaminants are being extracted. It also seems important to know when it is 
“clean” so that the system can finally be removed. 
The new parking lot behind the Post Office seems to cover some of the 
monitoring wells (TA-MW-310 and possibly TA-PMW-06). Will the wells be 
relocated, eliminated, or will the parking lot be affected? It seems like the 
parking lot is covering some highly contaminated areas. 
Since the extraction wells will probably be collecting other hazardous materials 
(e.g. ammonia) it seems that the treatment and filtering system should be 
designed to accommodate them as well. Is it? I was glad to hear that EPA is 
also going to review and monitor this system with concern for CERCLA 
materials. 
The location of extraction and monitoring wells adjacent to Rum Creek is 
concerning. First, I would much prefer to see the creek restored to a natural 
state by removing the concrete chute and walls. In any case, the wells do not 
seem to extend far enough upstream in the creek to capture contaminants that 
may get into the creek and subsequently the Rogue River. I know the particle 
tracing models are complex and I suppose that boundary conditions can affect 
the outcomes, but a few of them show plumes crossing Rum Creek (appendix 
D, D-4 and D-7). If this is the case, it seems like we need more extraction on 
the shoreline of the creek further upstream. 
How will this systems and conditions affect the use of the grassy field where 
the tannery once stood? Will it be safe for contact and use by the public, or will 
use of this extraction system result in the closure of the field again? 
In the longer term, I suspect that the western half of the property where the 
wells are located will never be used for any building that would require 
excavation for footings and utilities. What could it be used for? Could the 
eastern half of the property by built upon? What would be required to allow 
this? It would be nice to eventually have mixed residential and commercial 
uses for that property along Main Street. 
 

 
 

Thank you for taking the time to submit 
your comments. EGLE’s comments and 
response to the Tannery Interceptor Plan 
will address concerns regarding the need 
for adequate performance monitoring of 
the system, to document that the 
objectives of the Consent Decree are 
being met. 
 
Monitoring wells TA-MW-310A/B/C, and 
TA-PMW-06 remain in place, even after 
the parking lot installation.  
 
The system will be required to filter the 
effluent water to meet all applicable water 
quality standards and permit requirements 
for discharge to the municipal sanitary 
sewer or the Rogue River. That includes 
other chemicals of concern, not just PFAS.  
The requirements related to the discharge 
would be outlined in the permits issued to 
Wolverine from with the North Kent Sewer 
Authority, or EGLE Water Resource 
Division through a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit. 
 
EGLE shares similar concerns regarding 
capture along Rum Creek, which will be 
reflected in EGLE’s response back to 
Wolverine.  
 
The interceptor system will be engineered 
to be under the ground surface in the 
grassy field area. Many contaminated sites 
across the State are safely redeveloped.        
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Jennifer Hill  

Associate Director, 
Great Lakes 

Regional Center 
National Wildlife 

Federation 
 

I am writing to add the support of the National Wildlife Federation to the 
comments included in the letter submitted by the Wolverine Community 
Advisory Group on the Draft Tannery Interceptor System Response Activity 
Plan.  
 
In particular, NWF would like to echo the point in the letter asking for a clearer 
and robust groundwater and surface water monitoring plan for the PFAS 
extraction solutions being proposed as part of the plan.  
 
While it is critical to design systems that can remove PFAS contamination from 
our drinking, surface, and groundwater properly, it is just as critical to put the 
monitoring in place to understand, and to illustrate to impacted community 
members, that the contamination is indeed being mitigated.  
Monitoring is critical to illustrate to people that threats from PFAS are being 
eliminated, and in this case, it is also critical to mitigate the impacts of PFAS 
contamination in the Rogue River, and to the fish and wildlife that live there. 
We know PFAS contamination poses a threat to fish and wildlife in the Great 
Lakes region, and to hunters and anglers who consume game and fish. 
We’ve pulled together research on this topic in a recent report titled The 
Science and Policy of PFASs in the Great Lakes Region.  
 
Installing a groundwater and surface water monitoring plan for this site will 
benefit both the people, and the fish and wildlife that depend upon the river.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment via email. 
 

EGLE appreciates your comments and our 
response to the Tannery Interceptor Plan 
will address concerns regarding the need 
for adequate performance monitoring of 
the system, to document that the 
objectives of the Consent Decree are 
being met. 
 
  

Denise Trabbic-
Pointer, CHMM 

Emeritus  
Sierra Club - 

Michigan Chapter 
Volunteer: Toxics 
and Remediation 

Specialist 

• According to the RAP, PFAS-contaminated waste materials from the 
Wolverine Tannery remain in the ground in the vicinity and in the pathway of 
migrating groundwater. The stated objective of the RAP is to demonstrate that 
the Interceptor System is “… appropriately sized to address and control PFAS 
Compounds contamination in the groundwater at the Tannery before it enters 
the Rogue River.” Given the persistence and bioaccumulative nature of PFAS 
compounds, it is my belief that leaving the waste in place will continue to 
exacerbate and confound the capabilities of the existing and proposed 
expansion of the interceptor system. My recommendation is to remove, at a 
minimum, hot spots and concentrated waste materials that are within the 
groundwater pathway. Removing the contaminated waste materials would 
reduce the potential for failure and increase the effectiveness of the interceptor 

Thank you for sharing your concerns 
regarding the Tannery Interceptor Plan. 
EGLE is taking these comments into 
consideration as we complete our review 
of the Plan.  EGLE’s response to this Plan 
will address concerns regarding the need 
for adequate performance monitoring of 
the system and the need to address PFAS 
groundwater contamination entering into 
Rum Creek from the property.  
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system in controlling the migration of contaminates and will help to keep PFAS 
contamination from entering the Rogue River. At the very least, a cost-benefit 
assessment should be performed to weigh the cost of removing the waste vs 
on-going GW treatment and associated O&M costs. 
 
• Following review of this RAP as well as the House Street Feasibility 
Study, it has become apparent to me that knowing the current quality of the 
Rogue River is of upmost importance in tracking the effectiveness of both area 
groundwater control systems. Given that the purpose of both efforts is to 
control and keep PFAS-contaminated groundwater from entering the Rogue 
River, it makes sense that the River should be monitored for the presence of 
PFAS on a periodic and continued basis. I therefore recommend that required 
monitoring of the quality of the Rogue River, specific to PFAS, should be 
included in the RAP.  
 
• The Tannery RAP and previous reports for this area, indicate that there 
are other contaminants (metals, conventional pollutants), in addition to PFAS, 
present in the soil and groundwater. Although the focus of the Tannery 
interceptor system is to control the migration of PFAS-impacted groundwater, 
these numerous other chemicals can and will impact the effectiveness of the 
treatment system. These other contaminants can, for example, blind the GAC 
system more quickly, thereby reducing its effectiveness and/or might actually 
bypass or pass through the GAC and continue on to the Rogue River. GZA 
does not speak to these potential confounding factors in the RAP. It is 
recommended that a supplemental report be compiled and published that 
reviews and explains the impact of chemicals other-than PFAS on the 
proposed interceptor system and that also explains how the proposed system 
can effectively control all chemicals from entering the River at levels above 
WQS. 
 
• As discussed by EGLE at the May 5th, 2021 public meeting, there is a 
gap in the knowledge of the pathway of groundwater moving toward the Rogue 
River due to the presence of Rum Creek. Rum Creek is a gaining stream and 
has the potential to contribute to the movement of contaminates through the 
groundwater surface water interface (GSI) to the River. It therefore is important 
to track, and monitor contaminates in Rum Creek prior to it entering the Rogue. 
The fact that Rum Creek is concrete lined as is enters the River does 

EGLE notes that some limited source 
removal activities have taken place at the 
property. Starting in the Fall of 2019 
through 2020, Wolverine completed time-
critical removal activities for the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 
that included excavation and disposal of 
sediments, soils, leather scraps, and hides 
from the Tannery property and adjoining 
bank of the Rogue River. Approximately 
11,600 cubic yards was removed from the 
site and disposed of at an approved off-
site landfill.    
 
The system will be required to filter the 
effluent water to meet all applicable water 
quality standards and permit requirements 
for discharge to the municipal sanitary 
sewer or the Rogue River. That includes 
other chemicals of concern, not just PFAS.  
The requirements related to the discharge 
would be outlined in the permits issued to 
Wolverine from with the North Kent Sewer 
Authority, or EGLE Water Resource 
Division through a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit. 
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admittedly make it more difficult to assess its impact. It is expected, however, 
that people and companies responsible for the RAP should be capable of 
determining the best approach even in face of such confounding 
circumstances. GZA should provide a review of the migration of PFAS 
contamination via Rum Creek to the Rogue River, and present how they will 
achieve a comprehensive monitoring and data collection program to assess all 
pertinent information about Rum Creek’s contribution, both initially, and as the 
project proceeds. 
 

Richard R. Rediske, 
Ph.D. 

Leadership Team 
Wolverine 

Community Advisory 
Group 

The Wolverine Community Advisory Group (WCAG) is comprised of concerned 
citizens that have been impacted by PFAS contamination from the Wolverine 
World Wide (WWW) Tannery (Tannery) in Rockford and their waste disposal 
sites in northern Kent County.  The contaminated area covers approximately 
25 square miles and PFAS compounds have been detected in 800+ residential 
wells and the Plainfield Township municipal water supply which serves over 
40,000 people.  The WCAG is responding to the Draft Tannery Interceptor 
System Response Activity Plan (Interceptor Plan) by Wolverine World Wide 
(WWW), Inc.  The Interceptor Plan was submitted as a requirement of the 
Consent Decree (CD), effective February 19, 2020, presented for public 
comment on April 22, 2021. 
The Interceptor Plan is based on pump tests, modeling and complex 
calculations and modeling.  As an important qualification to the WCAG’s review 
is that we lack the resources to adequately verify WWW’s modeling and design 
calculations.  As a result, we encourage EGLE and their contractors to fully 
review and verify all the modeling and calculations used by GZA to design the 
extraction well and treatment system.  That said, it appears as though the 
proposed Interceptor System should eventually extract and effectively treat the 
flow of contaminated groundwater from beneath the former Tannery into 
Rogue River surface water.  This will involve a documented process of 
balancing the system so that it will effectively capture contaminated 
groundwater, while not pulling significant Rogue River surface water into the 
treatment units. The effectiveness of the extraction wells should also be 
monitored to ensure that they are placed with overlapping extraction zones, to 
prevent contaminated groundwater from continuing to impact the Rogue River.  
Since the Interceptor System will be in operation for many years, recommend 
that the building housing the treatment system go through site plan review by 

Thank you for sharing your comments on 
the draft Tannery Interceptor Plan. EGLE 
is taking these comments into 
consideration as we complete our review 
of the Plan.  EGLE’s response will address 
concerns regarding the groundwater 
model assumptions used, the need for 
adequate performance monitoring of the 
system, and the need to address PFAS 
groundwater contamination entering Rum 
Creek from the property.  
 
EGLE also has similar comments 
regarding the discrepancies between 
figures showing less extraction wells on 
the southern portion of the property.  
Wolverine’s system will need to address 
groundwater across the site, which 
includes the southern area identified as 
“Phase 2” in appendix F.   
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the City of Rockford Planning Commission and be constructed with the 
appropriate architecture and materials for a setting with high visibility. 
Since verification is such an important element of the interceptor system, our 
primary concerns are related to the lack of any documented performance 
monitoring of the plume and the Rogue River to determine the effectiveness of 
the treatment system.  More specifically, the Groundwater Monitoring Plan 
described in Section 11 discusses the use of piezometers to monitor water 
elevations to demonstrate compliance.  In it, WWW appears to reject 
performance monitoring by stating in the last sentence that, “ … The 
monitoring program will not include groundwater sampling.” We find the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan described in Interceptor System document to be 
inadequate.  In addition, it is inconsistent with the requirement of the Consent 
Decree (CD), which states, “… The system expansion shall be appropriately 
sized to address and control PFAS compounds contamination in groundwater 
at the Tannery before it enters the Rogue River.”  While the piezometers will 
show drawdown of the water table at specific points, the most direct and 
effective way to monitor system performance is through testing of compliance 
wells down gradient of the extraction system and monitoring of PFAS loading. 
The extent of PFAS contamination in the groundwater is shown in Figure 1 and 
the location of the proposed extraction wells are shown in Figure 2.  Based on 
these figures, there are existing monitoring wells that can be sampled or new 
ones that can be installed in the area between the extraction well array and the 
Rogue River that can be used to monitor and ensure compliance with CD 
requirement to “address and control PFAS compounds contamination in 
groundwater at the Tannery before it enters the Rogue River.”  We also note 
that the extraction well locations shown on Sheets 6 and 7 extend to north of 
the Municipal Parking Lot while the Conceptual Design Memorandum 
(Appendix F) has extraction wells extending to the north of Courtland Street 
(Sheet 3).  Are the additional extraction well clusters between the Parking Lot 
and Courtland (Figure 3) part of the Phase II design and why is this area 
omitted from the PFAS contamination map (Figure 2.3)?  What are the PFAS 
concentration isopleths for the area? 
In fact, the most direct way to demonstrate compliance with the requirement to 
“control PFAS compounds contamination in groundwater at the Tannery before 
it enters the Rogue River” is to sample the Rogue River upstream and 
downstream of the Tannery for PFAS compounds and with discharge data, 
calculate the loading of PFAS compounds in the river.  If the treatment system 
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is effective, there should be no increase in loading between and up and down 
gradient sampling locations. 
We recommend that Rum Creek be returned to its natural state and the 
cement culvert that encloses the creek be removed to improve fish passage 
and habitat.  The cement enclosure is not an acceptable remedy to keep 
contaminated groundwater from entering Rum Creek and we recommend that 
alternative solutions be considered including adding additional extraction wells 
and/or a barrier system with a natural stream bottom. We also recommend that 
Rum Creek be sampled and tested in a similar manner, as it is a tributary of 
the Rogue River and a known loading source of PFAS to the Rogue River.  
Failure to sample for continued groundwater impacts to surface water could 
result in continued contamination and adverse impacts in spite of the 
Interceptor Plan.  For example, the recreational use of the Rogue River 
continues to be impacted by PFAS foam, and there are PFAS fish 
consumption advisories for the Tannery area and the impoundment in 
Rockford.  The verified control of the PFAS plume from the WWW Tannery is a 
critical part of restoring these damages to the natural resources provided by 
the Rogue River. 
Conclusions 
The Wolverine Community Advisory Group appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Tannery Interceptor System Response Activity Plan.  It 
is critical that the PFAS contamination at the WWW Tannery be managed in a 
manner that greatly reduces the documented flow of PFAS contaminated 
groundwater into the surface waters of the Rogue River. The proposed 
measurement of groundwater elevations alone provides no verification that the 
Tannery Interceptor System meets the goals outlined in the CD.  Only the 
monitoring downgradient wells and the Rogue River will provide verification 
that this requirement has been achieved.  WCAG requests that WWW provide 
a groundwater and surface water monitoring plan that verifies the requirements 
of the CD are achieved and that we have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the revised compliance monitoring plan when it is provided.  We 
also request answers to our questions about the extraction wells between the 
Municipal Parking Lot and Courtland Street.  Will these wells be added to the 
system and what are the PFAS concentration data that support the decision? 

 


