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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

Old Syracuse Die Casting 
Salina, Onondaga County 

Site No. 7-34-029 

Statement of Pur~ose  

The Record of Decision (ROD) sets forth the selected Remedial Action Plan for the Old 
Syracuse Die Casting inactive hazardous waste site. This Remedial Action Plan was 
developed in accordance wi th the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and 
Liability Ac t  (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 

3 Reauthorization Act  (SARA) of 1986, and the New York State Environmental Conservation 
Law (ECL). The selected remedial plan complies t o  the maximum extent practicable with the 

- National Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan, 4 0  CFR Part 300, of 1990. 

Statement o f  Basis 

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record of the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the Old Syracuse Die Casting site 
and upon public input t o  the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the 
NYSDEC. A bibliography of the documents included as a part of the Administrative Record 
is included in Appendix A of the ROD. 

Descr i~ t ion  of Selected Remedv 

The selected remedy for the Old Syracuse Die Casting site includes the excavation and 
removal t o  a hazardous waste.landfill of the PCB-contaminated soil. The components of the 
selected remedy are as follows: 

Demolition of the northern bay of the building; 

• Excavation of approximately 130 cubic yards of PCB- 
contaminated soil; and 

• Removal of the soil t o  a hazardous waste landfill permitted for 
the disposal of PCB contaminated materials. 
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New York State De~artment of Health Acce~tance 

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

Declaration 

The selected Remedial Action Plan is protective of human health and the environment. 
The remedy selected will meet the substantive requirements of the Federal and State laws, 
regulations and standards that are applicable or relevant and appropriate t o  the remedial 
action. The remedy will satisfy, to  the maximum extent practicable, the statutory preference 
for remedies that employ treatment that reduce toxicity, mobility or volume as a principal 
element. Incineration was considered as a permanent remedy that would reduce the toxicity 
of the soil. Given that PCBs are essentially immobile in a properly managed hazardous waste 
landfill, and given the small volume of soil (1 30 yd3), incineration was determined to  present 
little environmental benefit over landfilling. 

&&A 
Ann Hill DeBarbieri 
Deputy Commissioner 
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SECTION 1 : SlTE DESCRIPTION 

The Old Syracuse Die Casting site is a Class 
2 site listed in the NYSDEC Registry of 
Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in 
New York State. The site is a former 
industrial facility of approximately 114 acre, 
located at 2101 Teall Avenue, in the 
eastern end of the City of Syracuse, 
Onondaga County. The immediately 
surrounding area is industrial and 
commercial, with a residential area one 
block east of the site. A location map and 
site map are attached (Figures 1 A and 1 B). 

The physical dimensions of the Old 
Syracuse Die Casting site are very small. 
The property outside the building extends 
only ten to fifteen feet to the north property 
line and abuts property belonging to the Leo 
Kline Corporation, formi~ig a graveled 
drivewaylwork area approximately 50 feet 
wide and 70 feet long. 

v 

Storm water runoff from the site drains into 
a storm sewer catch basin on Teall Avenue 
directly in front of the site. One block north 
the storm water discharges into a roadside 
ditch. Runoff re-enters a storm water 
sewer line a block further east, and 
ultimately discharges into Teall Brook, 
approximately 1200 feet from the site. 

SECTION 2: SlTE HISTORY 

From 1967 through sometime after 1972, 
waste PCB hydraulic oil was spread 
immediately north of the building for 
disposal and dust control. In addition, 
based on information presented in court 
depositions, small amounts of used cutting 
oil and solvents were also disposed in the 
same general location. 

In 1985, Environmental Oil, Inc. was hired 
by the site owner to excavated and remove 
the PCB contaminated soils. Approximately 
57 tons (2 truckloads) of soils were 
excavated to depths from 2 to 3.5 feet 
below grade. Samples taken following 
excavation showed PCB levels of 83 to 
1 2 0 0  ppm, as compared w i t h  
concentrations ranging up to 46,700 ppm 
before excavation. The excavation was not 
backfilled, but was surrounded by snow 
fencing. 

SECTION 3: CURRENT STATUS 

The site was referred to the State 
Superfund program in 1990 for a Remedial 
InvestigationIFeasibility Study. Two rounds 
of soil sampling were conducted, in 
November of 1990 and in July of 1991, to 
determine the nature and extent of 
contamination. Based upon the results of 
these samples, PCBs were selected as the 
sole contaminant of concern. Using the 
results of this sampling, an Interim Remedial 
Measure was implemented from January 
through February of 1992, which included 
excavating all known contaminated soil, 
cleaning out the storm sewer catch basin 
directly in front of the site, and installing 
three groundwater monitoring wells. During 
the course of the IRM, additional PCB 
eontamination was found beneath the 
foundation of the building, resulting in a 
third round of soil sampling in March 1992. 

3.1 Summarv of the RIIIRM 

3.1.1 Summary of the 1st Phase RI 
November 1990 Sampling: 

To determine the depth and concentration 
of PCB contamination in and adjacent to the 
1985 excavation, fifteen soil samples were 
collected at eight sample locations in the 
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TABLE 1 

Confirmatory Samples Analytical Results 

+ BIC Denotes subsequent confirmatory sample at same location after additional excavation 
based on prior confirmatory samples. 

Depth from 
Grade 

2 f t  

6 f t  

4 f t  

4 f t  

5 f t  

4 f t  

4 f t  

4 ft 

5 f t  

4 f t  

4 f t  

5 f t  

4 f t  

5 f t  

6 f t  

Location Description 

Excavation Bottom 

Excavation Bottom 

Side of Excavation 

Excavation Bottom 

Excavation Bottom 

Excavation Bottom 

Side of Excavation 
- 

Side of Excavation 

Excavation Bottom 

Side of Excavation 

Excavation Bottom 

Excavation Bottom 

Excavation Bottom 

Excavation Bottom 

Excavation Bottom 

Sample 
Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

4B  

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1OB * 

11 

11B * 

11C * 

Total PCBs 
( P P ~ )  

c .5 

5.4 

7.7 

220 

2.1 

< .5 

120 

< .5 

< .5 

.5 

52 

< .5 

3 1 

14  

< .5 



u 9 

u9 - 

L'L 

9'> 

E 1 

z L 



March 1992 Sampling: 

The Syracuse Die Casting building is divided 
into three bays. The northernmost bay, a 
garage and storage area, was added to the 
original building in the early 1960's. The 
PCBs identified during the IRM confirmatory 
sampling were beneath the northern and 
western foundation of this northernmost 
bay. After boring through the concrete 
floor, nine soil borings were placed in the 
northern bay, and advanced to  a depth of 6 
feet, with samples collected at one foot 
intervals starting with the one foot depth. 
Locations are shown in Figure 3. 

In general, levels of PCB in the soils were 
very low. The highest concentration found 
was 19 ppm, with most samples between 
non-detect and 2 ppm. PCB levels were 
lower near the interior of the building. 

3.1.4 Nature and Extent of Remaining . Contamination 

All know\n PCB contaminated soil exceeding - 
the cleanup levels of 1 ppm for surface soils 
and 10  ppm for subsurface soils was 
removed from the area outside the building 
by the IRM. The PCB contaminated 
sediment from the Teall Avenue storm 
sewer catch basin in front of the site was 
also removed. Review of the groundwater 
data revealed that groundwater has not 
been impacted. 

The remaining area of PCB contamination is 
in the soil underneath the northern end of 
the Syracuse Die Casting building, PCB 
concentrations in this area range up to 
4040 ppm. The area of contamination 
underneath the building extends from the 
northern foundation footing approximately 
six feet underneath the building to the 
south, and from the western foundation 
footing approximately three feet underneath 
the building to  the east. Given the 
magnitude of the rate of increase in PCB 

concentrations between the face of the 
excavation and 3 0  inches in horizontally, 
and the low concentrations in borings seven 
feet in from the foundation, the locations of 
highly contaminated soils appears to be 
confined t o  this narrow strip. For the same 
reason, it is difficult t o  draw conclusions 
regarding PCB concentrations in areas under 
the foundation that were not sampled in 
this narrow strip. Depth of the 
contamination is unknown. The 
concentrations in the samples collected in 
March 1992, while mostly below cleanup 
levels, were still increasing at depths of six 
feet. The February 1992 soil removal 
excavated soils to  a depth of up to  six feet 
directly adjacent to  the foundation. The 
area of contamination can be assumed to  
extend to  a depth of at least six feet. An 
additional area of PCB contamination was 
found on the eastern side of the bullding, 
near the overhead doors. This area appears 
to  be confined to soils directly under the 
concrete slab. 

Figure 4 shows the presently defined areal 
extent of PCB-contaminated soils. The 
volume of contaminated soil to  be 
addressed by the remedy selected for this 
site has been estimated at 130 cubic yards. 
However, confirmatory sampling during 
remediation will be needed to  insure a 
complete removal. 

3.2 Summarv of Health Risk 

Current site conditions do not pose any 
routes of exposure to PCB contaminated 
soils. The existing PCBs are below the 
concrete slab of the building, eliminating 
dermal exposure or inhalation. The nature 
of the soils between the areas of 
contamination and the water-table, 
combined with the tight affinity to  soil of 
PCBs, make migration to  the groundwater 
highly unlikely. Even if the PCBs did 
migrate, the site is located in an urban area 
served by a public water system with no 



known drinking water wells in the area, 
eliminating potential exposures to  the 
human population. 

There is a potential for exposure t o  PCBs in 
subsurface soils beneath the Syracuse Die 
Casting building associated with future use 
of the site. Possible exposures would 
include dermal contact with contaminated 
soils and/or inhalation of contaminated soil 
particulates during excavation or the 
intrusive activities (i.e., installation of a 
building foundation). 

The media of concern identified for the Old 
Syracuse Die Casting site are PCB- 
contaminated soils. The remedial action 
objective for the site is to  reduce 
contamination present in site soils to  
eliminate potential risks to  human health 
and the environment and t o  reduce the 
potential for off-site migration. The primary 
remediation goal is 10  ppm for subsurface 
PCBs. 

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE 
E V A L U A T I O N  O F  R E M E D I A L  

ALTERNATIVES 
SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS 

The Responsible Parties (RPs) for the site 
include the property owner, Mrs. Mildred 
McClusky and the previous owner of the 
Syracuse Die Casting business, Adam 
McClusky. The RPs failed to  implement the 
remedial program when ordered by the .. 
Commissioner (see Decision and Order, 
March 10, 1988). The NYSDEC will be 
performing the remedial action with 1988 
EQBA Bond Act funds. The RPs will be 
subject to future legal actions by the State 
to  recover the costs incurred by the State 
on the remedial program. 

SECTION 5: GOALS FOR THE REMEDIAL 
ACTION 

Goals for the remedial program are 
established under the broad guidelines of 
meeting all standard, criteria, and guidance 
(SCGs) and protecting human health and 
the environment. 

Potential remedial alternatives for the Old 
Syracuse Die Casting site were identified, 
screened and evaluated in the July 1992 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
Report. A summary of the detailed analysis 
follows: 

6.1 Descri~tion of Remedial Alternatives 

Alternative 1 - No Action: 

Capital Costs: 0 
Present Worth O&M: 0 
Present Worth Cost: 0 

The no-action alternative is required by the 
NCP and serves as a baseline to  evaluate 
the other alternatives. I t  would not include 
any type of institutional or remedial actions, 
or any continuing groundwater monitoring. 

Alternative 2 - On Site Containment: 

Capital Costs: 54,000 
Present Worth O&M: 27,000 
Present Worth Cost: $81,000 

The PCB-contaminated soil would be 
contained on site by sealing the floor of the 



northern bay, and by installing six foot deep 
curtain walls under the foundation footing 
on the north, east, and west sides of the 
building. A permanent easement would be 
taken to provide access for maintenance of 
the sealed floor. Deed restrictions and 
groundwater monitoring for 30 years would 
also be included. 

Alternative 3 - Excavation with Landfill 
Disposal: 

3A - Building Left in Place, Removal of 
Contaminated Soil to Landfill: 

Capital Costs: $275,000 
Present Worth O&M: 0 
Present Worth Cost: $275,000 

In this alternative, a trench would be 
excavated outside the building adjacent to 
the foundation, and underpinning placed 
beneath the foundation. To protect the 
building from shifting or settling, shoring 
would be installed, small discrete volumes 
of contaminated soil would be removed - 
from underneath the foundation, and the 
resulting void backfilled with concrete. 
A d d i t i o n a l  d i s c r e t e  vo lumes  o f  
contaminated soil would be removed and 
backfilled when the concrete from previous 
removals had set sufficiently to support the 
load of the foundation. This process of 
underpinning would continue until the entire 
area immediately under the foundation 
requiring excavation had been removed and 
the building was stabilized. The slab inside 
the building would then be removed, and 
the remaining PCB-contaminated soil 
excavated working from inside the building. 
The contaminated soil would be removed 
off site to a permitted hazardous waste 
landfill. 

38 - Building demolished,   em oval of 
Building Debris and Contaminated Soil to 
Appropriate Landfills: 

Capital Cost: $128,000 
Present Worth O&M: 0 
Present Work Cost: $128,000 

In this alternative, rather than removing the 
soil as described in Alternative 3A, the 
northern bay of the Syracuse Die casting 
building would be demolished. The 
contaminated soil would then be excavated 
and removed, and sent to a permitted 
hazardous waste landfill. The demolition 
debris would be disposed at a permitted 
construction and demolition debris or 
sanitary landfill. 

Alternative 4 - Excavation with Off-Site 
Incineration: 

4A - Building Left in Place, Removal of Soil 
for Off-Site Incineration: 

Capital Cost: $788,000 
Present Worth O&M: 0 
Present Worth Cost: $788,000 

In this alternative, the contaminated soil 
would be removed as in Alternative 3A. 
The contaminated soil would be sent to a 
RCRA/TSCA permitted commercial 
incinerator. 

48  - Building Demolished, Removal of 
Contaminated Soil for Off-Site Incineration 
and Landfill Building Debris: 

Capital Cost: $634,000 
Present Worth O&M: 0 
Present Worth Cost: $634,000 

In this alternative the northern bay of the 
building would be demolished. The 
contaminated soil would be excavated, 
removed, and sent to a RCRAKSCA 
permitted commercial incinerator, and the 
demolition debris disposed at a permitted 
landfill. 
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remaining risks, b) the adequacy of 
the controls intended to  limit the 
risk, and c) the reliability of these 
controls. 

As described previously, the no- 
action alternative would not provide 
long-term protection as it would not 
prevent future excavation and 
exposure to the PCB-contaminated 
soil. The on-site containment 
alternative would theoretically 
prevent future excavation and 
exposures, however, enforcement of 
easement restrictions is problematic. 
The demolition and removal 
alternatives would eliminate long- 
term risk to  the public and workers 
near the site by removing the 
contaminated soil from the site. 
Maintaining the existing building 
would increase the long-term risk 
slightly by leaving the contaminated 
foundation in place. 

Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv or 
Volume. In the remedy selection 
process, preference is given to  
alternatives that permanently reduce 
the toxicity, mobility or volume of 
the wastes at the site. Incineration 
is classified as a permanent 
alternative that would completely 
d e s t r o y  t h e  c o n t a m i n a n t s .  
Removing the contaminated soils to 
a permitted landfill would reduce the 
mobility of the PCBs by controlling 
the conditions of storage. 

Im~lementabilitv. This criterion 
compares the technical and 
administrat ive di f f icul t ies i n  
implementing each alternative. 

The no-action alternative would be 
the easiest alternative to  implement, 
followed by on-site containment. 
Demolishing the northern bay of the 

building prior to  excavation would be 
the easier of the excavation and 
removal alternatives t o  implement, 
as it utilizes standard construction 
practices. ~a in ta in ing the present 
building during excavation would be 
significantly more difficult to  
implement, requiring precise, careful 
design and implementation, and 
monitoring to  confirm the structural 
stability of the building following 
remediation. 

m. The total cost for each 
alternative are compare on a 
present-worth basis. The present 
worth costs include capital costs 
and operation and maintenance 
(O&M) costs. 

The no-action alternative would be 
the least costly (see Table 3). While 
on-site containment is next in cost 
at $8 1,000, this amount does not 
include the cost of loss of future use 
of the property. Of the excavation 
and removal alternatives, the two 
that include incineration are the 
most costly, with the alternative of 
incineration while maintaining the 
existing building the most costly 
a l t e r n a t i v e  a t  $ 7 8 8 , 0 0 0 .  
lncineration with demolition of the 
existing building would cost 
$634,000. The alternatives that 
include landfilling are significantly 
less expensive. Landfilling while 
maintaining the existing building 
would cost $275,000, while 
landfilling with demolition of the 
existing building is the least costly 
option at $1 28,000. The cost 
estimates for maintaining the 
existing building are less firm then 
the other estimates, due to the 
complexity of the construction; the 
actual cost may be significantly 
higher. 



6.3 Remedial Action Selection 

Alternative 38, excavation and landfilling of 
the contaminated soil, with demolition of 
the northern bay of the existing building, 
has been selected by NYSDEC to  remediate 
the site. 

The no-action alternative is eliminated as 
not meeting SGCs and not being protective 
of human health and the environment. 

The on-site containment alternative is 
rejected because of two  considerations. 
The first is that future use of the site would 
be seriously impacted, due to  its remaining 
a listed hazardous waste site. The 
economic loss, while not quantified, would 
probably exceed the cost savings between 
this alternative and the recommended 
remedy. The second consideration is that 
the remedy is less protective of human 
health and the environment than the 
excavation and removal alternatives. Long- 
term er~forcement of the easement - 
restr ict io~s would be problematic, resulting 
in a risk of human exposure to soil 
containing over 4,000 ppm of PCBs. 

The landfilling of the PCB-contaminated soil 
would completely eliminate any threat to  
human health or the environment at this site 
by removing all contaminated soil above the 
level of concern. While this remedy is not 
a true permanent remedy in that the 
material is not destroyed, it is just as 
"permanent" for the site as incineration 
since the same volume of material is being 
removed. Given that PCBs are essentially 
immobile in a properly managed hazardous 
waste landfill, incineration has little 
environmental benefit over landfilling. 

$500,00 over the cost t o  landfill the soil. 
Because of the limited incineration capacity 
and attendant higher price, as well as the 
small volume of soil involved (130 yds), 
landfilling in a TSDF rather than incineration 
is the recommended remedy. 

The significant differences between the 
alternatives of demolishing the northern bay 
of the building and maintaining it by 
underpinning the foundation are cost, short 
and long-term effect iveness, and 
implementability. The demolition of the 
northern bay of the building prior to 
excavation is both less expensive and less 
difficult t o  implement than maintaining the 
existing building by underpinning the 
foundation. Demolition of the northern bay 
is also more protective in both the short 
term and the long term, of both workers 
and the community. There is no significant 
difference in compliance with SCGs, 

' reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume, or 
protectiveness of human health and the 
environment. 

Of the alternatives that meet SCGs and are 
protective of human health and the 
environment, the recommended alternative 
of demolition of the northern bay of the 
building, excavation, and removal to  an off- 
site landfill has the greatest short term and 
long term effectiveness. While this 
alternative does not provide the greatest 
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume, it 
does provide a permanent site remedy, with 
v e r y  l o w  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  r i s k .  
Implementation would be straightforward 
and require only standard construction 
methods. Finally, it is the most cost- 
effective. The NYSDEC will implement 
Alternative 3B, demolition of the northern 
bay and removal to an off-site landfill of the 
contaminated soil at this site. 

At the present time, PCB incineration 
capacity Is both limited and expensive. The 
cost to  incinerate the soil would increase 
the cost of the remedy by approximately 



6.4 NYSDOH Acce~tance 

The New York State Department of Health 
(NYSDOH) concurs with the remedy 
selected for this site as described in the 
Feasibility Study (FS) Report as being 
protective of human health. 

SECTlON7: S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The remedy selected for the site by the 
NYSDEC was developed in accordance with 
the New York State Conservation Law 
(ECL) and is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
42USC Section 9601 et.sea., as amended 
by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). 

Based upon the results of the RI/FS, the 
NYSDEC has selected Alternative 3B, 
demolition of the northern bay of the 
existing building, with excavation and 
landfilling of the contaminated soil, as the 
remedy for the Old Syracuse Die Casting 
site. The components of the selected 
remedy are as follows: 

Demolition of the northern bay of 
the building. Contaminated 
demolition debris will be removed to  
a hazardous waste landfil l . 
Uncontaminated debris will be 
removed to  an appropriate solid 
waste or demolition debris landfill. 

Backfill the excavation with clean 
fill. 

Removal and closure of the three 
monitoring wells. 

The performance standards for the 
implementation of the remedy include the 
following: 

A l l  s o i l s  c o n t a i n i n g  PCB 
concentrations greater than 10  ppm 
shall be removed. 

The remedy shall be implemented to 
prevent to the maximum extent 
practical any adverse impact on the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

All necessary and appropriate air 
monitoring shall be performed to 
assure that the air quality in the 
surrounding neighborhoods and 
businesses is not  adversely 
impacted. A contingency plan shall 
be in place t o  protect local residents 
and workers in the event that dust 
or  a i r  e m i s s i o n s  b e c o m e  
unacceptable. 

Excavation of the PCB-contaminated 
soil and removal t o  a hazardous 
waste landfill, with confirmatory 
sampling t o  ensure that all 
contaminated s3il has been 
removed. 
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APPENDIX A 

Administrative Record 

  he following documents constitute the Administrative Record for the Old Syracuse 
Die Casting site, Remedial InvestigationIFeasibility Study (RIIFS). 

June 1985: Letter from T. Humiston, Environmental Oil, Inc., with sample locations 
and analytical results from the 1985 soil removal. 

August 1 985: Hazardous Waste Inspection Summary Report. 

October 1985: NYSDEC "Sampling and Investigation Trip to Region 7" memo detailing 
sample locations and analytical results. 

March 1988: Decision and Order, NYSDEC. 

November 1990: Soil and Sediment Sampling Program Work Plan. 

February 199 1 : Soil and Sediment Sampling Program Report. 

June 1991: Site Investigation Work Plan. 

August 1 99 1 : Contract Documents, Excavation, Transportation and Proper Disposal of 
Contaminated Soils from the Old Syracuse Die Casting site. 

March 1992: Work Plan Addendum: March 1992. 

July 1992: RIIFS Report. 

August 1992: Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP). 

September 1992: Minutes of Public Meeting. 
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Old Syracuse Die Casting 
Solina O, Onondaga County 

Site No. 7-34-029 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
for 

P R O ~ S E D  REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

Public Hearing 
September 9, 1992 
Salina Town Hall 

A Public Hearing was held on September 9, 1992 at the Salina Town Hall to gather public 
comment on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Old Syracuse Die Casting Site, an 
inactive hazardous waste disposal site being addressed by the State Superfund Program. At this hearing 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) made a brief presentation 
of the results of the Remedial InvestigationIFeasibility Study (RIIFS) and the PRAP. The PRAP 
summarizes the nature and extent of contamination at the site, the alternatives evaluated to address the 
problems identified and proposes a remedy based on the alternative evaluated. The proposed remedy for 
this site consists of the following: 

Demolition of the northern bay of the building; 

Excavation of approximately 130 cubtc yards of PCB-contaminated soil; and 

Removal of the soil to a hazardous waste landfill permitted for the 
disposal of PCB-contaminated materials. 

This Responsiveness Summary responds to all questions submitted during the PRAP comment 
period. The Appendix contains comment letters submitted at the hearing and during the comment period. 
A transcript of the hearing is available for review upon request. 

I. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

COMMENT #1: Is it expensive to perform the demolition? Can you give some kind of figures in 
terms of keeping the northern bay of the building up as opposed to tearing it down? 

RESPONSE #1: Both demolition and maintaining the northern bay by underpinning and shoring 
the foundation were evaluated as remedial alternatives. The estimated cost of the remedial 
alternative that includes demolition of the northern bay is $128,000. The estimated cost of the 
rehedial alternative that includes maintaining the northern bay is $275,000. The basis for these 
figures is presented in detail in the RIIFS report. 
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COMMENT #2: Do PCBs migrate? 

RESPONSE #2: While not as mobile as more volatile organic compounds, under certain 
conditions PCBs can migrate. If solvents are disposed of in conjunction with PCBs, the PCBs 
will partially dissolve in the solvent, and migrate with the solvent. Alternately, PCBs will sorb 
onto soil particles, and be carried with as the soil particle is mechanically moved, such as surface 
runoff. 

At this site there is no evidence that solvents are present in the PCB-contaminated soil, and all 
routes of surface soil migration have been remediated. Our investigation indicated that PCB 
movement in the soil since the original disposal has been very slow, and that PCBs have not 
moved significantly into the environment. 

COMMENT #3: Does the NYSDEC know the source of the PCBs under the building foundation? 

RESPONSE #3: We believe that they are either a result of the spill behind the building or the 
result of other spills in the same location prior to construction of the building. PCBs are actually 
a group of similar chemicals, numbered according to their chemical structure and the percent of 
chlorine; for example, Aroclor 1254 contains 54% chlorine by weight. The PCBs under the 
building are similar in type to the ones found outside the building, leading us to believe that they 
originated from the same source. In addition, compounds cdled polychlorinated terphenyls were 
detected under the building. These compounds are associated with PCB hydraulic fluids, again 
connecting the PCBs under the building with the hydraulic fluids disposed of outside the building. 

COMMENT #4: Have PCBs affected the groundwater or the nearby storm sewers? 

RESPONSE R4: Three groundwater monitoring wells were installed around the building. The 
level of groundwater is 16 to 18 feet below the surface of the ground, with very dense soils 
between the surface and the groundwater. Analysis of groundwater samples were nondetect for 
PCBs. The analytical results and the nature of the soils leads us to conclude that there has not 
been an impact on the groundwater. . 
Low levels of PCBs were found in the storm sewer in Teall Avenue in front of the area of highest 
contamination. The storm sewers were cleaned during the January 1992 Interim Remedial 
Measure, eliminating this concern. 

COMMENT #5: Is there any indication that this particular situation has resulted in any harm or 
risk to the people working in the building or near by? 

RESPONSE #5: The area where PCB contaminated soils were at the surface was directly 
adjacent to the building, and in the adjacent parking lot. The area of heaviest soil contamination 
was fenced, preventing access to contaminated soils, and thereby minimizing potential exposures. 
Crushed stone was placed over the contaminated soils in the parking lot, limiting the potential 
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site is 10 ppm. Figure 8 and Tables 7 and 8 in the RIIFS Report and similar ones in the PRAP 
show the distribution and levels of PCBs in more detail. 

COMMENT #14: How would the foundation be shored? 

RESPONSE #14: A trench would be excavated outside the building, and temporary shoring 
would be installed at regular intervals under the foundation. Small sections of the PCB- 
contaminated soil would be removed, and replaced with concrete to underpin the foundation. The 
concrete would be allowed to set, and the process repeated for the length of the foundation. 

COMMENT #IS: Isn't it a rather remote possibility that someone would come in and dig up a 
drain underneath the building? 

RESPONSE 4'15: If the building were used in the future for manufacturing or industrial 
processes, it is very probable that the building would have to be retrofitted for the particular 
process. This could include installing piping or drains under the slab, and installing sanitary 
sewer connections for process water. 

COMMENT #16: Over the years, I feel that if any of the employees were ill, something would have 
showed up by now. There should be someone who knows someone that we would of hear of. I have 
a son that worked in there with everyone else and was exposed to the PCBs, don't you think that 
I worry about that? I worry about the employees, I had wonderful people working for me and we 
always kept our building clean and anything that had to be done or tried, we tried, but then we got 
the letter, we were shut down and all the machinery cleaned out. 

RESPONSE #16: Chronic health effects can take up to 30 years to develop, depending on the 
individual, the type of exposure, and the presence of other risk factors (e.g., smoking or other 
daily exposures). Additional discussion is presented in Response #12. 

COMMENT #17: How is the Superfund made up? 

RESPONSE #17: Funding for the Sbte Superfund program comes from the 1986 Environmental 
Quality Bond Act, which allocated $1,200,000,000 for investigations and cleanups at Superfund 
sites. Most of the site investigations and cleanups in NYS are performed by the responsible 
parties with their own funds. Money from the 1986 EQBA is used for sites where the 
responsible parties either refuse to perform the work or have insufficient funds to perform the 
work. 

COMMENT #18: Is the risk of one particular site as opposed to another site factored in 
determining where Superfund monev will be spent? 
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RESPONSE #18: Not at the time this site was identified. Sites were dealt with as they entered 
the system, rather than being ranked according to health threat. A system which ranks sites by 
both health and environmental threat is currently being implemented for new sites. 

COMMENT #19: Have the manufacturers of PCBs ever been assessed anything? 

RESPONSE #19: To our knowledge, the manufactures of PCBs have not been assessed any sort 
of fee or fine related to the manufacture and sale of PCBs. Legally such an assessment would 
be very difficult, since the issue is the disposal of the PCBs in such a way that public health or 
the environment is threatened. The manufacturers of PCBs had no control over the manner of 
disposal of PCBs. When manufactured, this was a product intended for a specific accepted use; 
only improper disposal, etc. lead to its becoming an environmental contaminant. 

11. WRITI'EN COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING 

A letter was read into the record at the hearing by Milton Crystal, representing Adam McClusky. The 
letter is included in the Appendix of this document. The following are the comments extracted from this 
letter which relate to the PRAP, followed by the NYSDEC response: 

COMMENT #20: I strongly urge the DEC to consider at  maximum, alternative number one. The 
PCB contaminated soil is underneath the building and has no place to go. In my opinion, the 
existing PCB contaminated soil has been contained very much in the same manner as asbestos is 
permitted to be contained by encapsulation. 

RESPONSE #20: See Response #8. 

COMMENT #21: Public interest would be served adequately by placing a restriction upon the 
property that there be no excavation or demolition without first notifying DEC. 

RESPONSE #21: See Response # 10. 

COMMENT #22: Recent research indicates that PCBs can be biologically degraded. A job like this 
which the contamination (PCBs) are prevented from moving by a contained concrete barrier would 
be ideal for such work. 

RESPONSE #22: Bioremediation was considered for this site, but rejected as not feasible. 
While laboratory research indicates that bioremediation of PCBs may be possible, we are not 
aware of any sites where it has been successfully used in the field. PCBs are very difficult for 
microbes to break down, requiring a lengthy two-stage treatment process with precise control of 
nutrient and oxygen levels. It is doubtful even with this process that site clean-up levels would 
be achieved. 
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COMMENT X26: The State should have removed the PCBs underneath the building during the 
previous soil excavation and removal. 

RESPONSE #26: Removal of the PCBcontaminated soil underneath the building at that time 
was considered and discussed with the contractor. Both the contractor and the DEC decided that 
the danger of undermining or affecting, the structural stability of the building made this 
impractical. In addition, at that time the extent of contaminated soil under the building was 
unknown, making it impossible to predict the extent of the work required. 

COMMENT X27: Deed restrictions would answer the problem. 

RESPONSE #27: See Response #lo. 

COMMENT 428: The fact that the persons, who were working in this building for a number of 
years and exposed directly to oils containing PCBs, were not adversely affected should constitute 
plenty of evidence that PCBs, well hidden in the soil beneath a concrete floor, could not possibly 
be injurious to the public or anyone working in the building. 

RESPONSE #28: See Responses #8 and #12. 

COMMENT #29: There is evidence that underground water has in no manner been contaminated. 

RESPONSE #29: This is true and is discussed further in Response #4. 
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Hr. Robert W. Schick, P.E. 
and 

Catherine A. Klatt, Project Engineer 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Rm 222 
Albany, New York 12233 

RE: Old Syracuse Die Casting, Salina ( T I  Onondaga County N e w  York, Site No. 7- 
34-029 

Dear Fls. Klatt and M. Schick: 

1 have your letter of kqust 20, 1992, Together with a copy of a report which 
recomaends demolition of the northern bay of the building at an estirnzted cost 
of * 128,000.00. 

I feel that this is wholly unnecessary and I strongly urge the DEC to consider 
at maxirum, alternative number one. Based upon the report, the PCB 
contani~ted soil is underneath the building and has no place to go. 
Reference: 4.1.4 ' contaminated soils appears to be confined to this narrow 
strip.' 4.2 Summary of Health Risk " Current site cond!tions do not pose any 
routes of exposure to PCB contaminated soils. The existing PCB's are Selow 
the concrete slab of the building, . It is, in fact, effectively seaisd in 
place by the concrete floor of the building and the clean soil placed in the 
outside excavation. There is no ground water contamination or evidence 
thereof. There is no adjoining sub-surface water being contaminated and the 
present situation does not present a hazard to persons who might be using the 
building, nor to the public at large. 

In my opinion, the existing PCB contaminated sail has been contained very much 
in the same manner as asbestos is permitted to be contained by encapsulation. 

The building is owned by, tlildred HcClusky, and she does no# have the funds to 
pay for any of the alternative proposals. 

Hy own financial situation is very din. 1 have not dram, a regular paycheck 
since June of 1990, and I have been trying to get by on doing some occasional 
consultation work. It turns out that there is a strong prejudice against 
hiring a former entrepreneur. At this point our house is on the market and am 
hoping re can realize enwgh to pay off the mortgage and avoid bankruptcy. 



This ream that the cost of any remedial work would have to came out of the 
Super Fund with very little likelihood of reimburseaent. Under the 
circumstances, 1 do not see how the DEC would be justified to spend Super 
Fund money on this site. 

I really do not know why I am still in the picture. The oil was spread on the 
ground years ago when it was common practice to keep dust from entering the 
air. I never instructed a7yone to dump any type oil on the property while in 
control of the company. %sequent to my company's constructive eviction 
other tenants have occupied and operated the premise. 

In this case, the public interest would be served adequately by placing a 
restriction upon the property that there be no excavation or demolition 
without first notifying DEC. 

Recent research indicates that PCB's can be biologically degraded. A job like 
this which the contamination (PCB's) are prevented from moving by a contained 
concrete barrier would be ideal for such work. Unfortunately I am not in a 
position to finance a study but an EPA grant might be available. Recently 
brought to my attention is another cleaning method that Syracuse developers 
are perfecting. Please revieu the enclosed news paper article. Notice that 
the article discuss several other similar clean up projects. 

I t  seems to me that contamination problea modeling is conducted on this type 
problem regularly. The goal is to have clean conditions. Land filling 
contaminated hazards does not achieve the goal, it only prolongs clean up. In 
the absence of any immediate threat, time and technology will allow for 
cleaning the site in place. 

This situation has deteriorated my family relationship. The repercussions 
have been devastating. Also, approximately one hundred jobs are lost in the 
Town of Salina. There are many other sites which have significant situations 
having , far reaching, long term effects and do present eminent environmental 
harm which require DEC action. 

Yours Truly 
r\' 

Milton Crystal, Hs. Mildred kClusky, Hr. Wilfred Hoffmnn 
enc : 
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LAW OFFlCES OF 

HOFPMANN, HUBERT, HOFFMANN & GREENOUGH 
488 SOUTA WARREN STREET 

SYRACUSE. NY I D P O Q - 0 0 8 8  

( 3 1 8 )  4 7 1 - 4 1 0 7  

PA?( ( 3 1 5 )  4 7 1 - 8 7 0 1  

WILFRED E. BOPPMhh'h' 
BERBERT W. HUBERT 
TERRANCE J. BOPPMANN 
ROBERT R. GREENOUGH. JR.  

September 21, 1992 

Ms. Catherine A. Klatt 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233 

Re: Mildred B. McClusky 
2101 Teal1 Avenue, Syracuse, NY 

Dear Ms. Klatt: 

I received from Milton Crystal, attorney for Adam McClusky, - 
a memorandum containing, in general, what occurred at the recent * 
meeting held in the Town of Salina concerning the above-named's . property. I concur with all remarks made by Attorney Crystal at the 
hearing and the letter to the DEC by Adam McClusky, and read into the 
record by Attorney Crystal. 

I believe it is absolutely ridiculous to consider tearing 
down this building in an attempt to remove a small amount of PCB's 
which are remaining. There is no question in my mind but that the 
State was highly negligent for not going under the foundation, with 
proper support to the north wall, and removing the PCB's that were 
adjacent to the north wall, knowing that the highest concentration was 
immediately outside of the wall near the north entrance to the 
building. Now the State comes along and wants to tear down the north 
wing of the building and start from scratch to remove the remaining 
PCB's. The suggestion by Attorney Crystal and that which was also 
stated in the letter by Adam McClusky that there be restrictions on 
the deed would certainly answer the problem. 

The fact that the persons, who were working in this building 
for a number of years and exposed directly to oils containing PCB's, 
were not adversely affected should constitute plenty of evidence that 
PCB's, well hidden in the soil beneath a concrete floor, could not 
possibly be injurious to the public or anyone working in the building, 
and there is evidence that underground water has in no manner been 
contaminated. 



Ms. Catherine A. Klatt 
Page Two 
September 21, 1992 

Mrs. McClusky is a wldow and certainly would have 
insufficient means to defray the costs of any remedial procedures, and 
the little she now has is needed to sustain her for the rest of her 
life. 

I trust that the State will take the above factors Into 
consideration in making its determination so that what may become a 
prolonged litigation in this matter may be avoided. 

Very truly yours, 

HOFFMANN, HUBERT, HOFFMANN & OREENOUGH 

WEH:afc 
cc: Milton Crystal, Esq. - Mildred McClusky . Robert W. Schick, P. E. 
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