


























Table I (eont.) - 

Nature and Extent of Contadnation 

MEDIA 

Landfill Wasteb 

Sediments Inorganics 

CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION FREQUENCY of SCG 
.... . . . . . . . .  .; OF,CONCERN : :. ; RANGE EXCEEDING : :  (pph) 

. :.. : . /  . . :.: . . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . 
..: ....... .:.: . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SCG . ,; " . : 

Lead I ND -27ppm I 9 of 12 

Lead 1 51.9-6010ppm 15 of 16d 31\11V 

Cadmium ND - 3.7 0 of 14d 0.6\9' 

Chromiwn 3.2 - 32.1 0 of 14d 26\11V 

Silver ND - 31.8 5 of 14' I.0\2.2cb 

Arsenic ND - 64.1 3 of 14d 6\33' 

Zinc 57 - 796 1 of 14' 120127V 

I 0 of 14' 15\1.3' , 

'Sampling for this medium reflects E.P. Toxicity results and the SCG reflects the characteristic hazardous waste level. 
%west Observable Effect Level\Severe Effect Level &om the Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments 
%ese exceedences reflect SEL levels 

SECTION 6: SlTMMARY IW 

The selected remedy should be protective of human health and the environment, be cost effective, comply with 
other statutory laws and utilize permanent ~01utions, alternative technologies or resource recovery technologies 
to the maximum extent practicable. Potential remedial alternatives for the Syracuse China Site were identified, 
screened and evaluated in a Feasibility Study. This evaluation is presented in the repon entitled "Focused 
Feasibility Study, Syracuse China Landfill." 

A summary of the detailed analysis follows. As used in the following text, the time to implement reflects only 
the time required to implement the remedy, and does not include the time required to design the remedy, 
procure contracts for design and construction or to negotiate with responsible parties for implementation of 
the remedy. 

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated soils, sediments, surface water and 
groundwater at the site. This Site was determined to represent a typical indushial landfill, therefore the 
presumptive remedy approach was considered appropriate for the FS. This determination is reflected in the 
alternatives presented below. 
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Alternative 1: N o A d h  

Present Wonh: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual o m :  
Time to Implement 

$ 316,430 
$ 000 
$ 25,500 

None 

The no action alternative is evaluated as a procedural requirement and as a basis for comparison. It requires 
continued monitoring only, allowing h e  site to remain in an unremediated state. This alternative would leave 
the site in its present condition and would not provide any additional protection to human health or the 
environment. 

Alternative 2: Limited Action. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual o m :  
Time to Implement 

$ 385,225 
S 75,000 
$ 25,000 
3 months 

This alternative would provide limited action at the site involving institutional controls to restrict human 
exposure to contaminants of concern. 'Ibis alternative would restrict access to the public and any activities 
at the site, other than ewiromnental monitoring. The access would be remicted by extending the present site 
fence all the way around the landfill area. Wildlife exposure to contaminants would not be addressed by this 
alternative. 

Alternative 3A: 3 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual o m :  
Time to Implement 

$ 1,171,634. 
$ 849,000 
S 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

This alternative would involve excavating and relocating sludge from the settling ponds and fill from the 
eastern portion of the landtill to the area to be capped, with dewatering of the sludge as necessary. 
Approximately 1.3 acres of ihe wetland area, shown on Figure 3, would be included in the material excavated 
in order to restore this area to the wetland elevations prior to landfilling. The contaminated wetlands sediments 
would be left in place. 

The western IandtiU area and relocakd material would be capped. The cap would not be fully consistent with 
Part 360, and would in general c o d  of gas collection as appropriate, a 24 inch thick soil cover and a 6 inch 
topsoil layer. All surface runoff from the site would be directed towards the adjacent wetlands. Long term 
operation, maintenance and monitoring would be implemented to insure the effectiveness of the remedy. 
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Present Worth: 
Capital Cox 
Annual o m :  
Time to Implement 

$ 1,479,634 
$ 1,157,000 
6 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

The components of alternative 3B would be the same as those for alternative 3A, except that a geomembrane 
would be added as the low permeability barrier layer, of the cap, which would be designed in accordance 
with the applicable requirements of 6 NYCCR Part 360. 

Alternative 4A: 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O&M: 
Time to Implement 

S 2,453,634 
$ 2,131.000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

This alternative, in addition to the excavation and relocation under the cap of the same material described in 
Alternative 3A, wMlld also include the area of wetland sediments identified in Figure 3. The wetland would 
be allowed to revegetate naturally, subject to the need to stabilize the soils through revegetation. In addition 
to dewatering of these materials as necessary for landfilling, this alternative would also include treatment of 
the excavated sludges using stabilization andlor solidification. The landtill cap would also be the same as 
alternative 3A. AU surface runoff d d  be directed towards the adjacent wetlands. Long term operation, 
maintenance and mon i to~g  would be implemented to insure the effectiveness of the remedy. 

Alternative 4B: 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual OBrM: 
T i e  to Implement 

$ 2,762,634 
$ 2,244,000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

The components of alternative 4B would be the same as those of 4A, except that a geomembrane would be 
added as the low permeability bemer layer, of the cap, which would be designed in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of 6 NYCCR Part 360. 

Alternative SA. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cast: 
Annual o&hk 
Time to Implement 

$ 1,241,634 
$ 919,000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - l year 
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Alternative 5A d d  be the same as Alternative 4A except that the excavated sludges and wetland sediments 
would be placed on the landfill without any treatment except for dewatering. Capping would prevent exposure 
to and leaching of the metals which are the contaminants of concern in the sludge and wetland sediments. 

- 
Alternative 5B: 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O W :  
Time to Implement 

$ 1,549,634 
$ ,227,000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

The components of alternative 5B would be the same as those of 5A, except that a geomembrane would be 
added as the low permeability bamer layer, of the cap, which would be designed in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of 6 NYCCR Part 360. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O M  
Time to Implement 

$ 2,558,634 
$ 2,236,000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

Alternative 6A would be the same as Alternative 4A, with the addition of an upgradient groundwater 
interceptor wench deigned to intercept groundwater flow from the south into the landfill and depress the 
groundwater level below the fill. All surface runoff and the discharge from the collection trench would be 
directed to the adjacent wetland. The approximate extent of the interception trench is shown on Figure 4. 

Present Worth! 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O W :  
Time to Implement 

$ 2,867,634 
$ 2,545,000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

The components of alternative 6B would be the same as those of 6A, except that a geomembrane would be 
added as the low permeability bamer layer, of the cap, which would be designed in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of 6 NYCCR Pan 360. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O M  
Time to Implement 

$ 1,346,634 
$ 1,024,000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 
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The mmponens of Alternative 7A would be similar to Alternative 6A with the exception of the treatment of 
the excavated sludges prior to placement under the landfill cap. No treatment of this material would be 
required for Alternative 7A, as discussed in Alternative 5A. 

Alternative 7Lk 
v 
Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual w: 
T i e  to Implement 

0 1,654,634 
$ 1,332,000 
$ 26,000 

6 months - 1 year 

The components of alternative 7B would be the same as alternative 7A, except that a geomembrane would be 
added as the low permeability barrier layer; of the cap, which would be designed in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of 6 NYCCR Pan 360. 

The criteria used to compare the potential remedial alternatives are defined in the regulation that directs the 
remediation of inactive hazardous waste sites in New York State (6NYCRR Part 375). For each of the 
criteria, a brief description is provided followed by an evaluation of the alternatives against chat criterion. A 
detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is contained in the Feasibility Study. 

The first two evaluation criteria are termed threshold criteria m d  must be satisfied in order for an 
alternative to be considered for selection. 

1. . . ~. Compliance with SCGs 
addresses whether or not a remedy will meet applicable environmental laws, regulations, standards, 
and guidance. The most significant SCGs for this site would be 6 N-iCRR Pan 340 (Solid Waste 
h g e m e n t  Facilities), 6 NYCRR Pa& 700-705 ( G r d w a t e r  Standards) and the NYSDEC DFW 
sediment criteria. Alternatives 1.2, and 3A and 3B would not meet SCGs for either some or all of 
tfrese SCG's. Alternatives 3B, 4B, 5B, 6B and 7B would meet the requirement for landfill closure 
set forth in Pan 360, however, the A series of \hese aItema& would oot unless a variance to the 
low permeability bamer requirement were to be granted. 

2. . This criterion is an overall evaluation of the health 
and environmental impacts to assess whether each alternative is protective. 

Alternative I would not provide any additional protection to human health, however no existing and 
only potential future exposures have been identified. The remaining alternatives would be protective 
of human health. Alternative 1 and 2 would also not address the alleged violation of ECL Tide 6, 
Article 24 resulting from the filling of the wetland. 

Alternatives 1, 2, 3A and 3B would also not address the contaminated sediments in the adjacent 
wetland and therefore would oat be as protective of the environment as would those alternatives that 
remove the sediments. Alternatives 4A, 4B, 5 A and 5B while addressing the sediments, would not 
prevent continued contamination of the groundwater from contact with the landfill waste. Alternatives 
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6A, 6B.7A ad 7B l B d  protect groundwater a .  well, although by stabilizing the consolidated waste 
some increased assurance would be gabd by Alternatives 6AIB, which would be the most protective 
of the environment. 

The next five 'primary balilnang criteria" are used to compare the positive and negative nspects of each 
of the remedial strategks. 

3. -. The potential short-term adverse impacts of the remedial action upon the 
community, the workers, and the environment during the construction andlor implementation are 
evaluated. The length of time needed to achieve the remedial objectives is also estimated and 
compared against the other alternatives. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would have no short term impacts since no intrusive work would be required. 
Alternatives 3A/B, 4AIB. SAIB, 6A/B and 7A/B would all have similar shon tern  impacts associated 
with the excavation of fill material and the treatment pond sludges which would require adequate 
health and safety measures to insure protection of the community, the workers and the environment 
from any particulates or other releases generated during the excavation. All of these alternatives, with 
the exception of 3-, would also present shon tern impacts during excavation of the contaminated 
wetland sediments, however this is negligible in terms of the benefit derived. Alternatives 4AlB and 
5A/B would not include upgradient groundwater interception, which would lessen the short tern 
impacts of the remedies since &ey would not include trenching adjacent to the Conrail Tracks. Short 
term impacts would also be greater, due to worker and public exposure potentials, as a result to the 
additional h a d i g  required to provide treatment for Alternatives 4 A B  and 6AB. 

4. I.nnp-rr?rm. pnrls criterion evaluates the long-term effectiveness of 
the remedial alternatives after implementation. If wastes or treated residuals remain on site after the 
selected remedy has been implemented, the following items are evaluated: 1) the magnitude of the 
remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the controls intended to limit the risk, and 3) the reliability of 
these controls. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would have no long-term effectiveness nor permanence since no substantive 
remediation would occur. Each of the other alternatives 3A/B, 4A/B, SAIB, 6 A B  and 7 A B  would 
result in ~astes and or treated residual remaining on site, however the magnitude of the impact from 
the remaining wastes would be minimized by cornlidation of fill and contaminated materials, and 
proper closure of the landfill. The B series of these alternatives would include an impermeable 
geomembrane and would thus have greater effectiveness in minimizing leachate generation and 
groundwater protection. Alternatives 4- and 5AIB would not include groundwater interception and 
therefore would also have lower long tenn effectiveness and permanence with respect ta continued 
contaminant loading to the groundwater and wetland. Alternatives 6B and 7B would not include 
treatment of lead contaminated sludge, as would 6A and 7A, and so would be somewhat less effective. 
However, once the site is capped and the groundwater is lowered, so that there is no longer contact 
with the fill material and the resultant leaching, further degradation of downgradient groundwater 
would not be expected. All four alternatives, 4B, SB. 6B and 7B, would have a higher degree of 
permanence with respect to h e  kKWl closure, as compared to the A series due to the geomembrane 
included in the cap. Egch of the 4-7 alternatives would result in significant long tenn benefit to the 
environment since they would remove the contaminated sediments from the wetland. 
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. . . . 
5. . Preference is given to alternatives that permanently and 

-or volume of lae wastes at the site. 

Alternatives I and 2 would not reduce toxicity, mobility or volume (TMV) of contaminants in the 
landfill or the wetland. All o[ the capping and consolidation alternatives would reduce the mobility 
of the contaminants from the landfill, with the B series to a greater degree due to the impermeable 
membrane. Alternatives 3AIB would not address the TMV of the wetland sediments, however the 
remaining alternatives would all remove the sediments resulting in a reduction in TMV relative to the 
wetland. A reduction in toxicity in t e r n  of exposure and mobility of the contaminants of concern 
in the consolidated sludge and fill materials would be realized for Alternatives 3-7 since they would 
be placed under a low permeability cover in each alternative. Alternatives 4B and 6B, both of which 
would include stabilization of sludge materials before placement under the cap, would also reduce 
the mobility of the lead in the sludge. Alternatives 4AIB and 5A/B would not include groundwater 
interception, therefore would not reduce the TMV of inorganic contamination in the groundwater, 
to as high a degree as Alternatives 6A/B and 7AIB would. 

6. -. The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing each alternative are 
evaluared. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction and the; ability 
to monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. For administrative feasibility, the availability of the 
necessary personnel and material is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining specific 
operating approvals, access for construction, etc. 

Alternative 1 would require no implementation and Alternative 2 would only require a limited amount 
of fencing. Alternatives 3 AIB, 4AB, 5A/B, 6 A B  and 7AIB would all be readily implementable 
requiring no unique construction techniques for the consolidation and capping aspects of the work. 
Altemtives 6- and 7- would be somewhat more difficult to implement since they would include 
the groundwater interceptor trench and Alternatives 3AlB also would not require the excavation of 
the wetlands which would make implementation easier than 4-7 as well. Alternatives 4AIB and 6A/B 
would also be slightly more difficult to implement with respect to the stabilization required for the 
settling pond materials. None of the alternatives would face any significant administrative 
requirements which would limit their implementability. 

7. Cast. Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for each alternative and compared 
on a present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more 
alternatives have met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be "sed as the 
basis for the final decision. The costs for each alternative are presented in Table 2. 

This f i  criterion is considered a modifying criterion and is taken into account after evaluating those 
above. It is focused upon after public comments on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan have been 
received. 

8. r t@mqhne - Concerns of the community regarding the RIIFS reports and the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan have been evaluated. The Responsiveness Summary included as Appendix A 
presents the public comments received and the Department's response to the concerns raised. The 
public comments received were supportive of the selected remedy, primarily seeking greater detail 
on the actual implementation of the remedy. A comment regarding possible alternative means of 
addressing the groundwater resulted in a modification of the description of the groundwater 
interception system to allow evaluation of alternative means of preventing or conaolling lead 
contamination of the groundwater. 
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Table 2 
Remedial Alternative Costs 

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES CAPITAL 
COST 

ANNUAL 
O&M 

PRESENT 
WORTH 

Alternative li No Action 

Alternative 2: Limited Action 

Alternative 3.4: Excavation, Relocation, Covering with a Soil Cap 
and Leavine Wetland Sediment for Natural Attenuation 

- - 

Alternative 3B: Excavation, Relocation, Covering with a 
Geomembrane Cap and Leaving Wetland Sediments For Natural 
Attenuation 

Alternative 4A: Excavation, On-site Treatment, Relocation and 
Covering with a Soil Cap 

Alternative 4B: Excavation, On-site Treatment, Relocation and 
Covering with a Geomembrane Cap 

Alternative 5A: Excavation, Relocation and Covering with a Soil 
Cap 

Alternative 5B: Excavation, Relocation and Covering with a 
Geomembrane Cap 

Alternative 6A: Installation of an Interceptor Trench, Excavation, 
On-Site Treatment, Relocation and Covering with a Soil Cao 

Alternative 6B: Installation of an Interceptor Trench, Excavation, 
On-Site Treatment Relocation and Covering with a Geornembrane 
Cap 

Alternative 7A: Installation of an Interceptor Trench, Excavation, 
Relocation and Covering with a Soil Cap 

Alternative 7B: Installation of an Interceptor Trench, Excavation, 
Relocation and Covering with a Geomembrane Cap 
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Based upon the results of the RUFS, and the evaluation presented in Section 6, the NYSDEC has selected 

~,enmpmhr4neCap. as the-remedy for this site. 

This selection is based upon the analysis of the eleven remedial alternatives for the Syracuse China Site. 
Alternative 7B will provide the best balance of the evaluation criteria and will satisfy NYSDEC Standards, 
Criteria and Guidance, of particular importance, closure of the landfill consistent with 6 NYCRR Pan 360. 

Alternative 7B will be protective of human health and the environment by ensuring that the current impacts 
to groundwater and wetlands sediments and surface water will be addressed. 

This alternative will have a high degree of short term effectiveness, and will provide high long term 
effectiveness and implementable at a moderate cost, compared to 6B, while addressing the groundwater contact 
with the fill material. Even though this alternative will not directly reduce the toxicity and volume of 
contaminated materials, it will reduce their mobility in the general environment and will also reduce the 
toxicity and vohune of lead in the groundwater and the wetlands and will address the risks associated with the 
site. 

l'he estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $1,654,634. The cost to construct the remedy 
is esfimated to be $1,332,000 and the estimated average annual operation and maintenance cost for 30 years 
will be $26,000. 

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows: 

I. A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and to provide the 
details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial 
program. Any uncertainties identified during the RI/FS will be resolved. 

2. Excavation and cornlidation of the contaminated senling pond sludges onto the western portion of the 
landfill in the area to be capped. 

3. Excavation and consolidation under the cap of approximately 1.3 acres of the landfill to restore the 
Class 2 wetland to the original area prior to encroachment by landfilling. This will resolve alleged 
existing Article 24 violations. The approximate area which will be excavated is shown on Figure 3. 

4. Excavation and consolidation under the cap of additional landfill materials from the eastern portion 
of the landfill which may be beyond the cap limits. 

5. Excavation and consolidation under the cap, of the conlaminated wetland sediments in the 
approximately ten acre area shown on Figure 3. This area and the depth of contamination will be 
further defined during the predesign phase of the project. This definition will be based upon 
convideration of, but mt limited, to: data generated from the evaluation of topographic elevations and 
a delineation of the wetland., additional analytical testing in the wetland to confirm the areal and 
vertical limits of contamination; a sampling program to establish prerelease levels or background, 
particularly with regard to the depth of contamination; toxicity testing; plant uptake studies andlor a 
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refinement of the ecological risk assessment included in the Feasibility Study. In areas where 
contaminated sediments exceed the estimated 1-2 foot depth, covering of the lead contaminated 
sediments with sufficient clean soil to mitigate exposure could be considered instead of excavation. 

Restoration of the wetland will be subject to the need to stabilize the soils. The wetland will be 
allowed to revegetate naturally with only initial reseeding, or other appropriate revegetation 
implemented to control erosion. ?he swale aorth of Factory Avenue will be sampled during predesign 
but is expected to be covered andlor lined as part of the Ley Creek PCB Dredgings Site Remedial 
Program. If this should not be addressed by the Ley Creek project it will be addressed, if needed, 
as separate action. AU wetlands work will require approval from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and comply with NYSDEC Article 24 requirements. 

6. Dewatering of the sludge and wetland sediments, as required to comply with the USEPA SW-840 
Method 9045, Paint Filter Liquid Test, or the regulatory requirements for placement of material in 
the landfill in effect at the time of the implementation oflhe remedy. 

7. Installation of an upgradient groundwater interception system, which will be designed to intercept 
groundwater passing through the fill and lower the water table below the fill, to prevent leaching of 
lead into the groundwater Discharge from the trench will be directed to the wetland. The 
approximate location of this trench is shown on Figure 4. Alternative means to prevent the leaching 
of lead into the groundwater from that identified above, such as removal of fill from areas below the 
water table or a leachate collection system, may be evaluated during the design phase in place of the 
groundwater interception system. 

8. Capping of the landfill coRsisDent with the applicable requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 360, which will 
include but not be limited to: (1) installation of a 40 mil geomembrane cap; (2) installation of surface - . .  

drainage; (3) minimum do&-of 4 percent and maxim& of 33 percent slopes: (4) performance of 
an explosive gas survey and hydrogen sulfide generation survey and if necessary design of a landfill 
gas collection system based upon these results; (5) long term maintenance and monitoring. The cap 
will be designed so that no encroachment on the wetland area will result. 

9. Reconstruction of the settling ponds, as necessary to maintain the current wastewater discharge. 
SPDES pennit compliance will be maintained during the remediation. 

10. Since the remedy will result in untreated hazardous waste remaining at the site, a long term 
monitoring program will be instituted. This program will allow the effectiveness of the selected 
remedy to be monitored and will be a component of the operation and maintenance for the site. 

As part of the remedial investigation process, a number of Citizen Participation (CP) activities were 
undettaken in an effort to inform and educate the public about conditions at the site and the potential remedial 
alternatives. The following public participation activities were conducted for the site: 

8 A repository for documents pertaining to the site was established. 
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a A site mailing list was established which included nearby property owners. local political officials 
local media and other interested parties. 

A Fact Sheet was prepared and sent to citizens in February 1996 announcing the availability of the 
Remedial Imptigation Report and the Proposed Remedial Action Plan at document repositories. A 
public meeting being held to discuss those documents was also announced. 

A public meeting was held on February 28, 1996 in Syracuse to discuss the results of the Remedial 
InvestigationFeasibility Study and the proposed action to be taken as outlined in the PRAP. 

In March 1996 a Resporaiveness Summary was prepared and made available to the public, to address 
the comments received during the pubIic comment period for the P W .  
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Appendix A 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
Syracuse Chia Site 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan 
Town of Salina (T), Onondaga County 

Site No. 7-34-053 

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Syracuse China Site was prepared by the 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and issued to the local 
document repository on February 20, 1996. This Plan outlined the preferred remedial measure 
proposed for the remediation of the contaminated soil and sediment at the Syracuse China Site. 
The preferred remedy is capping of the landfill consistent with the requirements of 6 NYCCR Part 
360, installation of an upgradient groundwater interception trench and the excavation and 
consolidation of fill comprising the eastern portion of the landfill, contaminated treatment pond 
sludges and contaminated sediments from the adjacent wetland, under the cap. 

The release of the PRAP was announced via a notice to the mailing list, informing the public of 
the PRAP's availability. 

A public meeting was held on February 28, 1996 which included a presentation of the Remedial 
Investigation (Rl) and the Feasibility Study (FS) as well as a discussion of the proposed remedy. 
The meeting provided an opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and 
comment on the proposed remedy. These comments- have become part of the Administrative 
Record for this site. Written comments were received from the Syracuse China Corporation. 

The public comment period for the PRAP closed on March 22, 1996. 

This Responsiveness Summary responds to al l  questions and comments raised at the February 28, 
1996 public meeting and to the written comments received. 

The following are the comments received at the public meeting, with the NYSDEC responses: 

COMMENT 1: Does any runoff from the site go north of Factory Avenue? 

RESPONSE 1: Drainage from the site is to the wetlands adjacent to the landfill and the 
water from the wetland does flow to the north through a culvert beneath 
Factory Avenue, eventually discharging into Ley Creek. However, a 
sediment sample from the vicinity of the culvert is below the level of the 
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NYSDEC's Division of Fish and Wildlife @FW) Severe Effect Limit 
(SEL) but is above the lowest effect level (EL) for lead, indicating that 
the contamination does not appear to have migrated beyond this point. It - appears that the wetland has acted as a further settling pond, settling out 
any lead from the discharge to the wetland before it passed on to th'e north. 
This will be confirmed by further testing during the predesign phase. 

COMMENT 2: How deep did the contamination go? 

RESPONSE 2: As part of the RI, sampling was conducted in the top foot of the wetland 
sediments. Based upon the depositional nature of the source of 
contamination it is not expected to extend significantly below the top foot, 
except possibly in the immediate area of the SPDES outfall. For estimating 
purposes one foot was assumed, however, further testing during the design 
will confirm the depth to be remediated. 

COMMENT 3: Are there any health impacts to the residential areas west of the site and 
south of Factory Avenue and the railroad tracks? 

RESPONSE 3: The site in its present state does not pose an existing health threat, only a 
potential health threat would exist if land use changed which increased 
contact with the sediments, sludges from the settling ponds andlor some of 
the landfill materials. The contaminants at the site are heavy metals, 
primarily lead, which have limited potential for migration to off site areas. 
There have been no volatile organic chemicals of concern identified at this 
site, which could volatilize or otherwise impact off site areas. During 
remedial construction, community air monitoring will be conducted to 
assure that remedial construction does not create unacceptable conditions, 
related to dust which could carry particulates from the site. Controls will 
be implemented as necessary during any fill relocation to control the 
generation of dust . 

COMMENT 4: What about years ago when we were going through the landfill? I was a 
firefighter and we would come back from fighting a fire there covered with 
white dust. 

RESPONSE 4: The materials in the Syracuse China Landfill are for the most part not 
combustible municipal waste, but rather inert clays, broken china and china 
production residuals. Thus any material which may have burned would not 
likely have been related to the industrial waste in the landfill. Lead is not 
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absorbed through the skin, so contact with landfill materials should not 
have resulted in an increased exposure. While inhalation was a possibility, 
effectively, it is not likely that a fire would have involved the lead present 
in the fill materials. 

COMMENT 5: What about the right-of-way of the high tension lines? Previously an old 
tower collapsed and required replacement, how will the presence of these 
affect 1andNl work? 

RESPONSE 5: The remedial work at the site should not interfere with the overhead power 
lines, but they will have to taken into account when operating heavy 
equipment and working around the stanchions. The remedial design will 
identify the need to relocate any fiu present in the vicinity of the power line 
towers and any other special construction requirements necessary to install 
the cap or maintain the right-of-way (easement). These considerations will 
be addressed with the utility. 

COMMENT 6: Will the road across the railroad tracks still exist? 

RESPONSE 6: The existing road or an alternative access point to the landfill area will be . 
required to mow the grass on the cap, monitor wells and provide other 
needed maintenance for the settling ponds or the cap. 

COMMENT 7: Niara Mohawk had to close their railroad crossing, will Syracuse China 
have to as well? 

RESPONSE 7: This is an issue which will be addressed by Syracuse China with the 
railroad during the design phase. All involved parties will be asked to 
review the remedial design, as it relates to them, and any concerns raised 
will be addressed at that time. 

COMMENT 8: What is going to happen to the contaminated groundwater? 

RESPONSE 8: The groundwater interception trench will be designed to lower the 
groundwater to prevent contact with the fill The landfill cap will reduce 
infiltration and thus reduce the potential for migration of leachate to the 
groundwater. Combined these measures are expected to reduce inorganic 
contamination to levels that represent background conditions in the area. 
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COMMENT 9: 

RESPONSE 9: 

COMMENT 10: 

RESPONSE 10: 

COM.rvmNT 11: 

RESPONSE 11: 

COMMENT 12: 

The existing groundwater in the vicinity of the landfill which exhibits some 
elevated levels of l&d will be allowed to attenuate over time now that the 
source of contamination from the landfill is being addressed. 

Is there anyone the groundwater can effect? What are the environmental 
impacts? 

There have been no users of the groundwater identified in the vicinity of 
the landfill and no elevated levels of lead have been identified in the Ley 
Creek surface water. 

What is happening to the rest of the wetlands besides the 1.3acres to be 
restored? 

Based upon the current delineation, approximately six acres of the wetland 
surrounding the landfill (as shown on Figure 3 of the ROD) will be 
excavated to address lead contaminated sediments. There will be additional 
testing of wetlands during remedial design, to better define the area and the 
depth to be excavated. Lead contamination is expected to be found in the 
top foot of the wetland sediments on average . 

One foot does not seem very deep for 40 years of settling? 

The source of lead was the discharge from the plant to the settling ponds 
which were intended to settle out the material before discharge. Lead is 
present at high levels in the sludge from these ponds and some portion of 
this was discharged and has settled out in the wetland. The lead that 
canied through the settling ponds was most likely present in the fine 
particulates that would not have settled out until last and would not have 
represented a high volume of material. Soil samples did not show evidence 
of a deep layer of these h e  particles, which would have tended to coat the 
natural sediments limiting downward leaching or migration. However, 
analytical testing during design and confirmatory sampling during 
construction will substantiate the depth to be removed or covered by the 
remedy. 

How many acres is the landfill? 

Syracuse China Site, Site No. 7-34-053 March 28. 1996 
Responsiveness Summary Page 4 



RESPONSE 12: 

COMMENT 13: 

RESPONSE 13: 

COMMENT 14: 

RESPONSE 14: 

COMMENT 15: 

RESPONSE 15: 

COMMENT 16: 

RESPONSE 16: 

The landfill area, as shown on Figure 3 of the ROD, is approximately 13 
acres. 

What is the next step? 

The NYSDEC has evaluated the comments received and prepared this 
responsiveness summary. The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) has 
been finalized into the Record of Decision (ROD). Once the Rod is issued 
the NYSDEC will begin negotiations with Syracuse China to implement the 
selected remedy. 

So is Alternative 7B all ready selected? 

The PRAP identifies Alternative 7B as the NYSDEC and NYSDOH 
preferred alternative and it was also recommended by Syracuse Chin in the 
Feasibility Study. This alternative was proposed based upon the detailed 
analysis of all the alternatives summarized in the PRAP. Unless public 
comment results in a reevaluation of the alternatives evaluated by the 
PRAP, the proposed remedy will be selected by the ROD. 

Who will pay for the remedy? 

It is anticipated that Syracuse China will pay for the remedy. After the 
ROD is signed, the NYSDEC will look to negotiate a consent order with 
Syracuse China to perform the remedial work. 

What municipal wastes are in the landfill? 

The landfill has bem there a long time and before 1969 there were no gates 
and allegedly some people dumped their trash. However, this landfill was 
primarily operated as an industrial and not a sanitary landfill, although 
some plant trash undoubtedly ended up there also, so municipal waste 
should represent a relatively small percentage of the voIume in the landfill. 
Twelve test pits were dug based on the magnetometer survey across major 
areas of the landfill looking for buried drums. Metal debris was found 
along with massive amounts of scrap or broken china and broken molds. 
Most of the waste material encountered during the RI appeared inert and 
was obviously the byproducts of china manufacturing, which supports that 

Syracuse China Site. Site No. 7-34-053 March 28, 1996 
Responsiveness Summary Page 5 



COMMENT 17: 

RESPONSE 17: 

COMMENT 18: 

RESPONSE 18: 

COMMENT 19: 

RESPONSE 19: 

COMMENT 20: 

RESPONSE 20: 

COMMENT 21: 

RESPONSE 21: 

COMMENT 22: 

municipal waste does in fact represent only a small fraction of the landfill 
volume. 

Does Syracuse China use this landfill? 

No, not since 1994. 

What does Syracuse China do with the waste now? 

Approximately 90 percent of the manufacturing waste streams are reported 
to be recycled. The rest goes to a permitted commercial or municipal 
landfill. 

Huge piles of waste china are present behind Sehr Park and kids sometimes 
play in it. 

The area in question is not part of the park. The "piles of china" are part 
of an earthen berm, which includes a significant amount of broken china. 
It is located on Syracuse Chiia property and is not part of the landfill 
project or included in the hazardous waste site. However, this comment is 
being brought to the attention of Syracuse China by this responsiveness 
summary. 

Is there any danger in the berms? 

Not due to concerns relative to hazardous waste, but possibly the broken 
china could represent a physical hazard. The lead in the landfill and 
wetlands is a result of the settling pond wastes. Lead in china has been 
studied and is not reported to leach. 

The Little League fields are located on Syracuse China property and there 
are areas where china scraps are coming through the ground. 

This comment has also been brought to the attention of Syracuse China. 

Then the major concern here is the wetlands? 
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RESPONSE 22: 

COMMENT 23: 

RESPONSE 23: 

COMMENT 24: 

RESPONSE 24: 

COMMENT 25: 

RESPONSE 25: 

COMMENT 26: 

RESPONSE 26: 

Yes, the wetlands contamination represented a significant environmental 
concern as did the presence of the hazardous waste in the landfill. Syracuse 
China would have been required to close the landfill regardless of the 
presence of hazardous waste due to NYSDEC Solid Waste Regu1ations.h 
NYCCR Part 360. 

Are there other contaminants than lead? 

Yes, but lead is considered the.indicator. Generally, whenever inorganic 
contamination was found lead was always the highest in concentration, 
although other heavy metals such as, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, 
mercury, silver and zinc, were also identified at levels of concern. 

What is the timetable for completing the work at this site? 

The timing of the project is dependent on the progress of consent order 
negotiations. Syracuse China has been cooperative to date and the State has 
no reason to believe this cooperation will nc! continue. We hope to 
proceed quickly with a consent order and assuming negotiations can 
proceed in parallel with the design construction could start in 1997. 
Construction will take about one year to complete. If negotiations are 
protracted or the design start is delayed until a consent order is executed, 
construction start could be delayed until 1998. 

When does the design phase start? 

The actual start of the engineering design may have to wait for the 
completion of consent order, which typically can take from six to nine 
months. However, the design could proceed simultaneous with the 
negotiation of the Consent Order if Syracuse China agrees, once the ROD 
is signed. 

Are there any concerns with children playing in Sehr Park? 

No, the landfill is not located immediately adjacent to the park and no 
evidence of migration of contaminants from the landfill to the park was 
identified during the RI. Syracuse China will perform operation and 
maintenance activities to insure the integrity of the remedy. 
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The following comments were included in a letter dated March 15, 1996 received from Mr. 
Robert S. McEwan, Jr. of Nion, Hargraves, Devans and Doyle on behalf of the Pfaltzgraff and 
Syracuse China Companies: 

COMMENT 27: The PRAP refers to the wetland soils as 'sediments". The soils located in 
the wetland located at the site are not sediments. The term 'sediment" is 
defined generally as a solid material which settles to the bottom (or other 
surface) of a body of water. In contrast, the solid material within which 
most of wetland vegetation grows is commody referred to as "soil." This 
usage is carried over into the federal and New York regulatory programs 
designed to protect wetlands. Neither definition contains the term 
"sediment." This is not to say that there cannot be sediment within a 
wetland. Where a wetland contains an open water body, then sediment is 
h/pically found at the bottom of that open water body. ~n the wetland at the 
site, ody one small area is classified as 'open water." None of the samples 
collected within the wetland were collected in this open water area. In our 
discussions with NYSDEC, and as reflected in the RIlFS reports, the 
samples couected in the wetlands are appropriately referred to as *soiln 
samples, whereas samples collected in the settling ponds are appropriately 
referred to as 'sediment" samples. 

RESE'ONSE 27: As discussed in the response to comment 1 1 above, the contamination in the 
wetland appears to be the result of deposition of the sediments which carried 
over from the treatment settling ponds. Therefore the use of the term 
sediment is accurate and appropriate in this instance since the areas in 
question are routinely inundated. The RI also characterized these samples as 
sediments and for each sampling location in the wetland also included a 
surface water sample. In general the NYSDEC considers the Sediment 
Guidance Criteria to be applicable when evaluating contaminant levels in 
wetlands regardless of whether the material in question can be defined as 
sediment or soil. The Criteria are considered applicable for screening and 
evaluating the potential for exposure or impact to wetland flora and fauna 
from contaminants present in the stratum in question, whether that stratum 
be termed soil or sediment. 

COMMENT 28: Applicability of NYSDEC Sediment Screening Guidance: As we have 
advocated to NYSDEC, the use of the Guidance as a Standard, Criteria or 
Guidance ('SCG")for the site is not proper. AS discussed above, the 
samples collected in the wetland at the site are "soil" not 'sediment" samples 
as those terms are used in both common and regulatory usage. By listing 
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RESPONSE 28: 

COMMENT 29: 

the Guidance as an SCG for the site in the PRAP, the Severe Effect Level 
('SEL") for lead, which is 110 ppm, may be viewed as the appropriate 
cleanup level. The lead SEL contained in the Guidance has no relevance 
to the lead levels found in the wetland soils at the site. Therefore, jhe lead 
SEL should not be considered as a target cleanup goal for the site and the 
Guidance should not be considered to be an SCG. Even if significant 
portions of the wetlands were underlain with sediments, the 110 ppm 
screening level in the Guidance would not be an appropriate cleanup 
number for the wetlands at the site. As the Guidance provides, 

[rlisk assessment, risk management, and the 
results of further biological and chemical 
tests and analyses are vital tools for 
managing sediment contamination. To view 
sediment criteria in a onedimensional, golno 
go context is to miss potential opportunities 
for resource utilization through appropriately 
identified and managed risk. 

Thus, even if tme sediments existed in sufficient quantities in the wetlands 
at the site, the SEL included in the Guidance should characterize only as a 
level 'to be considered" (TBC"). As a TBC doc~iment The Guidance can 
be used as it was designed; a screening tool against which sediment data 
may be compared to determine if a more detailed evaluation should be 
done. However, because the site wetlands contain soils, not sediments, the 
use of the NYSDEC Guidance, even for comparison (such as in Table 1 of 
the PRAP) is inappropriate. 

The Sediment Screening Guidance was used, as stated in this comment and 
as in its' title, as a guide for screening data gathered in the wetland to 
determine the potential for environmental impacts related to the 
contaminants of wncem for the site. Given the high levels of lead present 
in the wetland the environmental impact is readily apparent whether the 
impacted media is in fact sediment or soil. The soil /sediment issue is also 
addressed in response to comment 27. 

The FS examined other possible benchmarks against which the wetland soil 
data could be meaningfully compared. One such benchmark reviewed was 
the allowable lead levels in land application of sludge under federal 
regulation. While this regulatory level is not directly comparable to 
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conditions at the site, the EPA evaluation used to derive these limits is 
comparable and worthy of consideration. 

RESPONSE 29: The NYSDEC DFW agrees that this data is not directly applicable to this 
Site and questioned the comparability of the findings regarding sewage 
sludge spreading on a farm field to the impacts in a wetland. Based upon 
the data presented to date, DFW does not consider these to be comparable 
situations, therefore the referenced guidance was not considered as 
applicable to a determination of acceptable lead levels in a wetland. The 
ROD provides for the evaluation of additional data to be generated during 
design, as well as the refinement of the ecological risk assessment 
performed for the site, which may include further evaluation of the 
referenced 'benchmark". 

COMMENT 30: As stated in the PRAP, the remedial goal for the wetland is to "[elliminate 
the threat to the environment posed by the contaminated sediments within 
the adjacent wetland." (PRAP at 8). The FS recommends achieving this 
goal through reducing levels of lead and other heavy metals in wetland soils 
to levels which are protective of wildlife which may live or feed within the 
wetland. The fifth element of the preferred remedy selected in the PRAP 
is meant to address this goal and objective. The PRAP provides that a 
more precise delineation will have to be done to determine the area and 
depth of contamination within the six acre wetland depicted in Figure 3 of 
the P U P .  (PRAP at 16). The delineation described in the PRAP may 
provide the desired results if background soil lead levels are taken into 
account during the delineation process. Because background soils lead 
levels can be as high as 200-500 ppm in urban or suburban areas andlor 
near highways, we believe that lead background levels may be a significant 
factor in determining (1) the area within the wetland and (2) depth of 
wetland soil that will be subject to remediation. 

RESPONSE 30: The use of background sample results was contemplated by the NYSDEC 
as one of the several types of data to be evaluated in the delineation of the 
wetland area for remediation detailed in Section 8 of the PRAP. As 
requested, the description of the evaluation process has been modified in 
Section 7 of the ROD, to specifically provide for sampling to assess 
predisposal conditions, or background, in evaluating the area and depth of 
the excavation of contaminated sediments in the wetland. 
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COMMENT 31: The preferred remedy provides for the installation of an interceptor trench 
'...designed to intercept groundwater passing through the fill and lower the 
water table below the fill, to prevent leaching of lead into the 
groundwater." (PRAP at 17). Based on the informafion submitted with the 
RIIFS, the extent that groundwater is in contact with the fill material, if 
any, has not been determined adequately. Although the cross-section 
drawings in the RI depict the base of the fill material in contact with the top 
of the water table, in some locations @I, Figure 4) this depiction is based 
on available, but limited, data. These limited data have been interpolated 
to provide a presentation of hydrogeologic conditions at the landfill and do 
not reflect precise groundwater conditions at all locations in the landfill. 
In fact, soil borings and test pits excavated through the base of the fill 
material in several locations did not indicate the presence of groundwater 
in contact with the fill material. Additional data should be collected as part 
of the pre-design phase of the remediation to further define whether the fill 
material is in contact with the groundwater. Until this information is 
developed, it is premature to recommend that there is a need for the 
proposed groundwater interceptor trench as part of the preferred remedy. 

RESPONSE 31: The Groundwater Interceptor Trench as included in the proposed remedy 
in the PRAP is the same as that proposed by the PRP in their feasibility 
study. While the NYSDEC agrees that the available data is somewhat 
limited, the presence of some po&m of the landfill below the groundwater 
table is well established. Since other technologies or strategies exist for 
achieving the end result of the interceptor trench, such as relocation of the 
fill in areas below the groundwater table or collection of any leachate 
generated, the ROD has been modified to allow a further evaluation of data 
to best determine the means of achieving the required prohibition of the 
leaching of lead from the landfill into the groundwater. As proposed, the 
interceptor trench is still significantly less costly than other means of 
addressing the leaching of contaminants to the groundwater such as the 
solidificationlstabilization treatment evaluated in alternatives 4 AIB and 
6AlB. 

COMMENT 32: In addition the fmdings in the PRAP regarding elevated lead levels in 
groundwater are based upon unfiltered sampling results. These results 
appear to form the basis for the conclusion that the interceptor trench is 
necessary. The PRAP reports only the total (unfiltered) metal groundwater 
analyses. The groundwater sampling results reported in the PRAP are not 
representative of dissolved concentrations of metals in groundwater at the 
site. In addition to the unfiltered groundwater sampling results referenced 
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RESPONSE 32: 

COMMENT 33: 

RESPONSE 33: 

COMMENT 34: 

in the PRAP, the RllFS also provided filtered groundwater sampling 
results. 

The NYSDEC Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation has a long 
standing policy of requiring and accepting only unfiltered 
analytical results for Remedial Investigations, unless prior approval is 

by the NYSDEC based upon a determination-that '&nples of 
unacceptably high turbidity are unavoidable". This is as stated in DHWR 
TAGM #4015, ' Policy Regarding Alteration of Groundwater Samples 
Collected for Metals Analysis", dated September 30, 1988. The TAGM 
also discusses the rationale for this decision, as well as, both State and 
Federal guidance supporting the policy. This issue was raised during the 
course of the RI, at which time the TAGM provisions was reviewed relative 
to the site groundwater condition and NYSDEC did not agree that sample 
turbidity wamted the use of unfiltered data, although filtered samples 
were also collected. While turbidity was greater than the 50 NTUs cited 
in the TAGM, no correlation between high NTU levels and elevated lead 
was apparent. Turbidity was fairly consistent in al l  wells, upgradient as 
well as downgradient and those with elevated lead levels versus those below 
standards. 

The PRAP, at page 6, incorrectly sets forth that "the soil samples revealed 
that only a few iron, zinc and chromium results exceeded the NYSDEC 
TAGM cleanup criteria." The concentrations of metals detected are within 
the range of the recommended soil cleanup objectives and/or eastern United 
States background concentration for metals as established in TAGM 4046. 

While the concentrations did exceed the NYSDEC TAGM clean up criteria, 
it is recognized that they were also within background levels for the eastern 
United States as stated in the comment. Since this exceedence in soil was 
only noted in the PRAP and did not result in a recommendation for further 
action, a revision of this language in the ROD is not considered necessary 
in this case. Table 1 has however been revised as noted in this comment. 

As indicated in the FS, the sludge and wetland soils will be dewatered, in 
accordance with the EPA SW-846 Method 9095, Paint Filter Liquids Test. 
The PRAP, at page 16, references a regulatoj standard for dewatering 
material but none is specified. The regulatory standard referenced in the 
FS should be specified in the PRAP. 
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RESPONSE 34: 

COMMENT 3 3  

RESPONSE 35: 

COMMENT 36: 

RESPONSE 36: 

COMMENT 37: 

RESPONSE 37: 

COMMENT 38: 

The "paint filter test" cited in this comment is the regulatory standard 
referenced in the PRAP. For completeness the ROD has been modified to 
specify this standard, or another regulatory test which may be applicable at 
the time of the implementation of the remedy .- 

Page 5 of the PRAP provides that a wetlands delineation was done as a part 
of the RI. Please note that a wetland delineation was done in 1991 along 
the northem border of the landfill site (in connection with fencing a portion 
of the wetland). No delineation report was ever produced. No additional 
delineation was done as a part of the RI. 

The ROD has been modified to reflect this misstatement. 

Page 16 of the PRAP indicates that 1.3 acres of the landfilled area 
encroached into a Class 1 wetland. The wetland classification is incorrect. 
As indicated on Page 6 of the TES Report, the wetland at the site is a Class 
2 wetland (SYE-6). After reviewing the PRAP, TES confiimed the proper 
classification of the wetland at the site by contracting Jean Cotterill, 
Cortland field office, NYSDEC. 

NYSDEC recognized this error and has revised the ROD accordingly. 

A number of the headings appearing on Table 1 of the PRAP do not apply 
to the category for E. P. Toxicity. (PRAP at 9) E.P. Toxicity is not 
'Media", the results of an E.P. Toxicity analysis do not apply to the SEL 
established int he Guidance, and there is no SEL established for E.P. 
Toxicity results. 

In addition, Table 1 of the PRAP needs to be corrected: The frequency of 
lead samples exceeding the SCGs should be 0 out of 9; chromium 1 out of 
9. The zinc concentration range should be 14.7 - 36.7. 

Table 1 in the ROD has been revised to incorporate several of the changes 
identified above and others, particularly the revised SCG for chromium in 
soil of 50 ppm, noticed by NYSDEC. 

At Page 6, the PRAP states that the there are '...solid waste corrective 
actions spelled out in the October 1995 Consent Decree." There are no 
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solid waste corrective actions contained in the October 1995 Consent Order 
and the reference to corrective action requirements should be removed. 

- 
RESPONSE 38: The Order recognizes the need for corrective actions to address the proper 

closure of the landfill, relative to alleged violations of the requirements of 
Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0707. Specifically, paragraph 
6 of this Order states that; "The parties contemplate that, upon completion of 
the work in the Work Plan for the RVFS, Respondent will negotiate for a 
consent order with the Department for the development and implementation 
of a Remedial Design and Remedial Action ("RD/RA"). It is the 
understanding of the parties that such negotiation will, among other things, 
address, directly or indirectly, any environmental impacts of the violation 
alleged by this Order relating to the wetland, solid waste disposal. (emphasis 
added), as well as hazardous waste." Further the Order states that the 
Department reserves the right to require the Respondent to address the 
violation alleged in the Order independently if not included in the RD/RA 
activities related to the hazardous waste remedy. The language in the ROD 
has been modified to reflect the fact that the Order, while not specifically 
identifying required corrective actions, does call for appropriate actions 
either under the hazardous waste site remedial program or a separate action 
if necessary. This ROD will address the necessary closure actions to satisfy 
the requirements of the solid waste regulations. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
SYRACUSE CHINA SITE 

The following documents comprise the administrative record for the Syracuse China 
Site, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study W S ) .  

Preliminary Hydrogeologic Assessment, Syracuse China Corporation. Prepared by O'Brien and Gere 
Engineers, Inc., April, 1991. 

RVFS Workplan, Syracuse China Landfill, Syracuse China Manufacturing Company. Prepared by 
Geraghty and Miller Inc, November, 1993. 

Quality Assurance Project Plan, Syracuse China LandfiB, Syracuse China Manufacturing Company. 
Prepared by Geraghty and Miller Inc., November, 1993. 

Health and Safety Plan, Syracuse China Landfill, Syracuse China Manufacturing Company. Prepared 
by Geraghty and Miller Inc., November, 1993. 

Field Sampling Plan, Syracuse China Landfill, Syracuse China Manufacturing Company. Prepared 
by Geraghty and Miller Inc, Juiy, 1993. 

Order on Consent, Index No. A601408802. In the Matter of the Development and Implementation 
of a Remedial InvestigationlFeasibility Study for an Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site, Under 
article 27, Title 13, and Article 71, Title 27 of the Environmental Conservation Law of the State of 
New York By: Syracuse China Manufacturing Company, Respondent, October 20, 1994. 

Report on Geophysical Survey, Syracuse China Landfill, prepared for the Syracuse China 
Manufacturing Company. Prepared by Geraghty and Miller Inc., January, 1995. 

Revised Scope of Work, Focused Feasibility Study. Syracuse China Landfill, Syracuse china 
Manufacturing Company, Prepared by Geraghty and Miller, Inc. April 13, 1995. 

Report on Exploratory Test Pis, Syracuse China Landfill, prepared for the Syracuse China 
Manufacturing Company. Prepared by Geraghty and Miller, Inc., Juiy, 1995. 

Order on Consent, Case No. C7-5125-94-08. In the matter of Alleged Violations of the 
Environmental Conservation Law and Title 6 of the Official Compilation of Codes Rules and 
Regulations of the State of New York by: the Pfaltzgraff co., Dbla Syracuse China Manufacturing 
Company Respondent. October 5,1995. 

Correspondence fiom Elizabeth Ford ofN~con, Hargrave, Devam &Doyle U P  to Steven M. Scharf, 
P.E. (NYSDEC), December 21, 1995. Re: Syracuse China- Ecological Risk-Based Lead Target Soil 
Cleanup Number. 



Remedial Investigation Report, Syracuse China Landfill, Prepared for the Syracuse China 
Manufacturing Company. Prepared by Geraghty and Miller, Inc., December, 1995, 

NYSDEC Memorandum: January 17, 1996 - From Richard Koeppicus (DFW) to Steven Scharf 
(DHWR), Re: Response to December 21, 1995 Nixon, Hargrave Devans &Doyle LLP Letter. 

Correspondence fiom Elirabeth Ford ofNuon, Hargrave, Devans &Doyle LLP to Steven M. Scharf, 
P.E. (NYSDEC) February 15,1996. Re: NHDD Response to January 17,1996 Richard Koeppicus 
Memorandum. 

Focused Feasib'ity Study, Syracuse China Landfill, prepared for the Syracuse China Manufacturing 
Company. Prepared by Geraghty and Miller Inc. Febluary, 1996 

Correspondence fiom Rob& S. McEwan, Jr. of Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle LLP. To Steven 
M. Scha* P.E. (NYSDEC). Re: Comments on the RI, FS and Proposed Remedial Action Plan, 
Syracuse China Site. March 15, 1996. 
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