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URS Greiner Woodward Clyde 282 Delaware Avenue
A Division of URS Corporation Teulz 715'.856,5636
. . Fax: 716.856.2545
February 9, 1999 Offices Worldwide

Mr. David J. Chiusano, Project Manager

Division of Environmental Remediation

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road

Albany, New York 12233-7010

RE: North Franklin Street Site Remedial Action
Work Assignment D003825-09
Evaluation and Conceptual Design for Additional Remedial Action

Dear Mr. Chiusano:

URS Greiner Woodward Clyde (URSGWC) is pleased to submit two copies of the Evaluation and
Conceptual Design for Additional Remedial Action at the North Franklin Street site. URSGWC revised this
report based on the New York State Departments of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Health
(NYSDOH) comments as transmitted in your letter dated January 4, 1999. Attachment 1 to this letter
addresses each of your comments, outlining our response and revisions made to the final report.

As requested in your Comment No. 5, URSGWC evaluated an additional alternative to consist of
demolishing the former dry cleaners building prior to site remediation. This additional alternative is
evaluated in Attachment 2 of this letter, but as requested it has not been included in the report. The
alternative evaluated in Attachment 2 is somewhat more costly than the alternative recommended in the
report. It has benefits over the recommended alternative, but also has additional unknowns as described in
Attachment 2. At this point, we recommend that NYSDEC consider initiating discussions with the owner
and other interested parties to evaluate the feasibility of this approach.

Once you have had a chance to review this report and our recommendations, please call us to discuss the
next phase of action at the site. As always, please call us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

URS Greiner Woodward Clyde

Col [ Rousl

Craig W. Pawlewski, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc: D. Napier - NYSDOH
J. Gorton - URSGWC
D, Rottman - URSGWC # ( (eler o«hh
D. McCall - URSGWC
File: 35388.00 (C-1)
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Attachment 1

Response to NYSDEC and NYSDOH Comments

Each of your specific comments as transmitted in your letter dated January 4, 1999 has been paraphrased
below, along with our response:

1.

Install a vapor venting system under the concrete floor of the building instead of monitoring:
The revised report includes installation of a passive vapor venting system under the building,
instead of monitoring as was proposed in the draft report. However, neither monitoring nor
installation of a venting system was included with the new alternative of demolishing the building
(see Comment No. 5).

Is it possible to use the H-piles and a retaining wall to control shallow groundwater migration
back into the excavated area? It is not expected that the temporary retaining wall as proposed
would prevent the migration of groundwater. The wall would be very difficult to seal and the
groundwater would simply migrate around the sheets at each pile. While we could install a barrier
wall that would prevent groundwater movement, it could not easily be installed at the desired close
proximity to the building, and may not provide the support that is required for building stability
during excavation.

Even if an impermeable barrier wall were to be installed, it is probable that contaminated
groundwater would simply migrate laterally around the barrier wall. Discussion of the drawbacks
to using a retaining wall as a barrier to migration has been included in the report.

Show the location of the Iron Treatment wall. Discuss barrier wall effect on groundwater
flow: Figure 12 has been added to the report to show the approximate location of this wall.
Comment No. 2 addressed using a barrier wall at the site. Due to the unknown effect on the
groundwater flow pattern in using a barrier wall, it would not be recommended to include both a
barrier and a treatment wall in the design.

Include costs for monitoring with the treatment wall: Provisions will be made in the cost
estimate to include installation of additional piezometers. Monitoring costs are already included
with the costs for groundwater monitoring (Table 9).

Evaluate the alternative of building demolition: URSGWC evaluated demolition of the
building, followed by excavation, as an additional alternative. Attachment 2 outlines the demolition
plan and the basis for the estimated cost of this alternative. Please note that our evaluation and cost
estimate did not consider legal and other issues that may significantly affect the cost and
implementation of the selected alternative.
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Attachment 2

Building Demolition and Soil Excavation

The remedial alternatives for the North Franklin Street site, described in the Evaluation and Conceptual
Design for Additional Remedial Action report, are all based on the assumption that the existing site
buildings will be maintained in their existing condition. Many of the costs and problems associated with the
site remediation alternatives are for maintaining and protecting the former dry cleaner building. Since the
area of highest soil contamination is located directly adjacent to the foundation and also extends underneath
a portion of the building, many additional work components had to be included with the recommended
alternative. These components include:

*  Construction of a temporary retaining wall

* Excavation and backfill of soil in small segments

= Installation of an in-situ treatment wall

* Installation of a passive venting system under the building

As an alternative to maintaining the building, URSGWC evaluated the cost for demolishing the existing
building and then remediating the site. Demolishing the building provides several advantages from a
remediation standpoint. Not only are the design components listed above unnecessary, but the scope of the
remediation can be increased by increasing the depth of excavation and extending it into the clay layer

(although there is no demonstrated risk from contamination in the clay layer). The reasonable depth of
excavation while maintaining the building is in the range of 6 to 7 feet. However, without the building, the
reasonable depth of excavation would be at least several feet greater. Removing shallow contamination
from underneath the building may eliminate the need for property restrictions that would limit future
construction at the site.

Description of Alternative

The general approach to remediation would still focus on the source of the contamination (soil) since it
represents the greatest potential risk and impact. Even after demolition of the building, URSGWC considers
excavation and disposal to be the most expedient and cost effective method to address the contaminated soil.
Major components of this alternative are outlined below:

* Building Demolition - The first step in the process will be the purchase and demolition of the former dry
cleaner building. For the purpose of this evaluation, URSG assumed $87,000 as the purchase price for
the building. A Village clerk indicated that the assessed value of the property and building was $69,000
in 1998. URSG added 25% to the assessed value to account for the fact that the actual value may be
higher, or that the owner may not sell at the assessed value, especially when considering that the cost to
replace the building with a comparable structure will be higher.

Demolition is assumed to consist of the entire 2-story brick building with two storefronts - the former
dry cleaners and an antique shop. The approximate dimensions of the building are 41 feet by 100 feet.
Demolition will be conducted in a manner that protects the VFW building, located immediately
adjacent. Prior to demolition, the building will be assessed for the presence of asbestos and other
conditions that may require special handling / removal (for the purpose of the cost estimate it was
assumed that there is no asbestos and/or other special conditions).
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Table A-2

North Franklin Street Site - Watkins Glen, NY

Cost Estimate for Excavation & Disposal (After Demolition)

Unit
Item Description Unit Quan. Cost Total Source
Direct Costs
1 Mobilization $3,380
2 Stockpile $5,740
3 Sheet Piling (Not Used)
4 Excavate $18,628
5 Backfill $32,194
6 Repave $3,270
7 Disposal $111,340
8 Design, Procurement, Oversight $14,500
Subtotal Direct Costs $189,052
Indirect Costs (as a percentage of Direct Costs)
1 Contingency 30% $56,716
Subtotal Indirect Costs $56,716
Total Cost $245,800

Note: The Contingency included with the cost estimate also accounts for changes in the estimated inflation
factor until the time of construction, city cost index, etc.
Costs for construction do not include any savings for work in conjunction with other site activities.

URS Greiner
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The building will be demolished to ground level (there are no known basements or substructures) but
the foundation and the concrete floors will remain in place. Portions of the foundation and the concrete
floor that are located in the contaminated soil area will be removed and disposed in conjunction with the
contaminated soil.

All uncontaminated building debris will be disposed at a C&D landfill as appropriate.

* Soil excavation would be conducted as outlined in the report, except that no retaining wall or other
structures will be required. The total 4,298 cubic feet (160 cubic yards) of contaminated soil in the 0-6
foot depth will be excavated. This includes 2,862 cubic feet (106 cubic yards) of soil outside the
building, and 1,436 cubic feet (54 cubic yards) underneath the building. The total in-place volume of
excavated material, including overexcavation, is estimated to be 610 cubic yards.

After excavation, the area will be backfilled with either stone or fill material.

*  As the soil is excavated, it will be screened with a PID for organic vapors. The excavated soil will be
separated into stockpiles of high and low contamination, sampled, and then disposed of as appropriate.
For the cost estimate, it was conservatively assumed that all 160 cubic yards of contaminated soil above
the cleanup criteria will be disposed of as hazardous waste, and that the overexcavation soil is non-

hazardous and will be disposed at a landfill.

*  Water that collects in the excavation will be pumped to the equalization tank of the existing GWET
system for treatment and discharge.

* Existing monitoring wells will be sampled semiannually. Monitoring requirements are assumed to be
the same as for the alternative recommend in the report, at least initially. Estimated costs for monitoring
are shown on Table 9 of the report.

* The existing groundwater treatment system will be demobilized and stored offsite so that it can be used
in the future if monitoring results indicate the need for it.

* Remaining SVET wells, GWET wells, pressure monitors, etc. will be decommissioned (it is assumed
that all GWET, and SVET piping would remain buried) .

= Site fencing will be removed.

* Miscellaneous site restoration (e.g., repaving) will be implemented. Table 11 of the report summarizes
all of the estimated miscellaneous site work costs.

Costs for Building Demolition

Table A-1 presents the estimated cost for demolishing the building (former dry cleaners and antique shop).
Table A-2 presents the estimated cost for excavation of all contaminated soil in the 0-6 foot depth, both
inside and outside the building, but without the added costs of the retaining wall. Costs for other
components of this alternative (groundwater monitoring and miscellaneous site work) would remain the
same as for the alternative selected in the report.

Table A-3 summarizes the total cost for the remedial alternative selected in the report (protection of the

existing building) as compared to the cost for demolishing the building and then remediating the site.
J:35388\word\cor\nfrankin.doc:ajp



As shown on Table A-3, considering the contingencies and other unknown factors (such as the purchase
price for the building), the costs for the two alternatives are relatively close. Evaluating the two alternatives
from the standpoint of benefit provided, the alternative to demolish the building provides the most benefit,
since it should be a permanent solution for the site. Please note however, that URSG did not evaluate non-
cost 1ssues that may affect the implementation of either of these two alternatives. These potential issues
include:

* Legal issues, such as NYSDEC purchase of the building

= Willingness of the building owner to have the building demolished (i.e., loss of business during the
demolition/rebuilding period)

*  Objection by the townspeople to demolition of a building on a primary village street.
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Table A-2

North Franklin Street Site - Watkins Glen, NY

Cost Estimate for Excavation & Disposal (After Demolition)

Unit
Item Description Unit Quan. Cost Total Source
Direct Costs
1 Mobilization $3,380
2 Stockpile $5,740
3 Sheet Piling (Not Used)
4 Excavate $18,628
5 Backfill $32,194
6 Repave $3,270
7 Disposal $111,340
8 Design, Procurement, Oversight $14,500
Subtotal Direct Costs $189,052
Indirect Costs (as a percentage of Direct Costs)
1 Contingency 30% $56,716
Subtotal Indirect Costs $56,716
Total Cost $245,800

Note: The Contingency included with the cost estimate also accounts for changes in the estimated inflation
factor until the time of construction, city cost index, etc.
Costs for construction do not include any savings for work in conjunction with other site activities.

URS Greiner
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Table A-1

North Franklin Street Site - Watkins Glen, NY

Cost Estimate for Building Demolition

Unit
Item - Description Unit Quan. Cost Total Source
Direct Costs
1 Masonry Demolition CF 98,400 | $0.25 $24,600
(Bldg 41" x 100" x 24' H) - Means 020.604.0080
2 Contractor's Fee LS $5,000
3 Protection of Common Wall w/ VFW LS $15,000
4 Asbestos Survey LS $2,000
5 Utilities LS $2,000
Subtotal Direct Costs $48,600
Indirect Costs (as a percentage of Direct Costs)
1 Contingency 30% $14,580
Subtotal Indirect Costs $14,580
Total Cost $63,200

Note: The Contingency included with the cost estimate also accounts for changes in the estimated inflation

factor until the time of construction, city cost index, unknown building factors, etc.

Assumes no basements, building demolished only to ground level, concrete floor and foundation left in place.
No building replacement costs are included.

URS Greiner
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Table A-3

North Franklin Street Site - Watkins Glen, NY

Cost Comparison for Building Protection vs. Building Demolition

Building Building
Item Protection Demolition
Building Purchase $87,000
Building Demolition $63,200
Excavation & Disposal $196,100 $245,800
Shallow Treatment Wall $114,900
Annual Monitoring $6,600 $6,600
Passive Venting System $22,100
Misc. Site Work $21,400 $21,400
Totals $361,100 $424,000
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